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PREFACE

A little over a year ago the Subcommittee on
Investigations of the House Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service asked the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board to conduct a study to
determine the extent, if any, of sexual harass-
ment in the Federal workplace. This task 'vas
assigned to the Board’s Office of Meri Systems
Review and Studies (MSRS) which, at that
time, was in its infancy—barely two months old
with a staff of four.

The study of sexual harassment was to be-
come a landmark study of a complex social
issue with Federal-wide implications. To con-
duct such a study, MSRS had to develop sys-
tems to address the issues at hand and survey
the eniire Federal population in a manmuer
honoring the scientific standards for a study of
such scope.

My colleagues and I began to shape the pro-
ject along the lines of the Congressional man-
date in late December 1980. Daniel Wojcik,
Associate Director for Operations, brought to
the assignment his multi-discipline experience
in personnel research, survey design and per-
sonnel operations. George Raub, the office’s
newly recruited Statistician-Computer Scien-
tist was able to borrow from his previous Fed-
eral experience in analyzing complex data
bases and began to set in place the myriad of
systems required to ensure an unbiased analy-
sis. Cynthia Shaughnessy was chosen to coordi-
nate the day-to-day operations of this project, to
contribute her substantial knowledge of Fed-
eral women's issues which had grown out of her
leadership in the Federal Women’s Program,
and to oversee the drafting of the final report.

Our initial task was the development of a
questionnaire to search out answers to the ccn-
cerns raised by the Congress. Although several
informal studies had been conducted in recent
years, none of them met the standards we
believed we must honor to ensure a balanced
and objective review of this area of human
behavior. ’

With this pioneership much in mind we
sought the counsel of those experts we believed

could contribute to our understanding. At the
time we developed the questionnaire, Dr. San-
dra Tangri, Dr. Martha Burt, and Dr. Leanor
Johnson were identified as expert researchers
in various aspects of sexual behavior and they
took a brief leave of absence from The Urban
Institute to help us identify the critical issues
and develop the questionnaire. During this
phase of the project, Dr. Suzanne S. Ageton of
the Behavorial Research Institute of Beulder,
Colorado, Dr. Hubert Feild of Auburn Univer-
sity and Dr. Barbara Gutek of the University of
California at Los Angeles gave us the benefit of
their research experiences as did many others.

Over 20,000 Federal employees completea
the questionnaire—an 85% response rate which
far exceeded the minimum standards for relia-
bility. Once the results were tabulated and ana-
lyzed a preliminary report of the statistical
results was presented to the Subcommittee on
Investigations of the House Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service on September 25, 1980.

Qur final report identifies sexual harassment
as an important concern in the workplace.
Although we know of no comparable research
in the private secto~, our findings in the Fed-
eral study—that people of all ages, salary lev-
els, education backgrounds and hometowns are
potential victims—lead us to the observation
that sexual harassment cannot be uniquely
associated with Federal employment. We
encourage private sector understanding of
othe. 2mployee experiences with sexual ha-
rassment and encourage private sector leaders
to pursue a comparable course of self-analysis
as the first step in eliminating this form of sex
discrimination.

Patricia A. Mathis
Director, Office of Merit Systems Review
and Swudies




The senior group identified in the Director’s
Preface was supported by dozens of Federal
employces and private citizens who contrib-
uted theit experiences and ideas.

The National Institute of Mental Health pro-
vided its early support by helping us enlist abie
researchers and by providing the initial fund-
ing support for the questionnaire development.

Before the questionnaire was developed, an
advisory panel was convened to define critical
issues and explore alternative study approaches.
These advisors included: Mr. Louis Nunez, U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights; Ms. Ellis McNeil,
Office of Personnel Management; Mr. Robert
Walker, Equai Employment Opportunity Com-
mission; Dr. Hubert S. Feild, Jr., Auburn Uni-
versity: Ms. Stewart Oneglia, U.S. Department
of Justice; Mr. Willard Mitchell, U.S. Depart-
ment of the Air Force: Ms. Louise Smothers,
American Federation of Government Employ-
ees; and Ms. Freada Klein, Alliance Against
Sexual Cdercion.

Assistance in the preparation of the prelimi-
nary report to the Congress of the results of the
study in September 1980 w as provided by Dr.
Barbara Kaster of Bowdoin College and Dr.
Carol Duncan of Maine Medical Center.

The legal commentary of current case law
for this report was prepared by Susan Corne-
lius under the supervision of Stewart Oneglia,
U.S. Department of Justice.

Additional research, writing, and editing
was provided by Sherrell Varner and Carolyn
Heinrich of the Blue Pencil Group, Reston,
Virginia.
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Executive Summary

This Executive Summary provides in condensed form a sum-
mary of major recommendations and a review of the major
findings on the views of Federal employees about sexual
harassment, the extent of sexual harassment in the Federal
workplace, a description of characteristics of victims and per-
petrators of sexual harassment, a discussion of the perceptions
and responses of victims to their incidents of sexual harass-
ment, the impact of the behavior on the victims and the esti-
mated dollar cost of sexual harassment to the Federal Govern-
ment, and views of Federal employees about potential remedies
and their effectiveness.

The full Final Report represents the culmiration of approx-
imately one year of original research and evaluation of the
nature and extent of sexual harassment in the Federal
Government. This study is the first scientifically controlled sur-
vey of this depth and breadth ever to be conducted on the sub-
ject of sexual harassment. To our knowledge it is also the first
of its kind to be conducted with the full cooperation of the
employer—in this case the Federal Government.

The full report contains many recommendations that can be
implemented by agency heads quickly and at relatively min-
imum cost. Copies of this study should be made available to all
agency personnel offices, training officers, Equal Employment
Opportunity officers and Federal Women's Program managers,

to aid implementation of the recommendations.

Background

“Managers should be put on notice that a ‘boys
will be boys' atmosphere will not be ccndsned in

any Federal agency." James M. Hanley, former Chair-
man, Commttee on Post Office and Cvil Service. U S House of
Representatives.

In recent years there has been growing dis-
cussion about the existence of s2Xual harass-
ment at the workplace. Some maintain that it is
an age-old problem, while others feel thatitisa
relatively new phenomenon that has emerged
as more women enter the working world. There
has been controversy about what constitutes
sexual harassment, how widespread harass-
ment is, and how serious its consequences are
for employee well-being and productivity.

Against this background, Chairman James
M. Hanley and the Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions of the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service of the United States House of Repre-
sentatives conducted a preliminary investiga-
tion on sexual harassment in October and
November of 1979. Although the investigation
was limited to an examination of 100 com-
plaints, the findings were serious enough to
prompt the Subcommittee to ask the Merit
Systems Protection Board to conduct a thor-
ough and scientific survey of sexual harass-
ment in the Federal workplace. The Subcom-
mittee wanted to find out if the results of their
limited investigation would be borne out by a
more extensive study.




The preliminary results of the MSPB study
were presented at follow-up hearings held by
the House Subcommittee on September 25,
1980. The preliminary briefing focused on the
series of questions mandated by the Subcom-
mittee to be addressed in the survey. These
were:

1. What kinds of behavior constitute sexual
harassment? Do the attitudes of men and
women differ in this regard?

(8]

. To what degree does sexual harassment
occur within the Federal workplace? What
is the frequency? What are the mani-
festations?

3. Are victims or perpetrators of sexual ha-
rassment found in disproportionate num-
bers within certain sgencies, job class-
ifications, geographic locations, racial
categories, age brackets, educational lev-
els, grade levels, etc.?

4. What forms of express or implied lever-
age have been used by harassers to reward
or punish their victims?

(941

. What has been the impact of sexual ha-
rassment on its victims in terms of job
turnover, work performance, physical and
emotional condition, financial and career
well-being?

6. What effect has sexual harassment had on
the morale or productivity of the imme-
diate work group?

7. Are victims of sexual harassment aware
of available remedies? Do they have confi-
dence in those remedies?

Research Methodology

To develop the study, the MSPB's Office of
Merit Systems Review and Studies:

¢ surveyed the current literature on the sub-
ject of sexual harassment,

® consulted with a group of community
workers, academic researchers, Federal
officials, and a union representative on the
content of the study,

¢ reviewed applicable case law and Govern-
ment regulations and related policy direc-
tives, plans, and training programs, and

® reviewed various case testimonies, Con-
gressional testimony, and previous research
studies that had addressed the subject of
sexual harassment.

After extensive field testing on over 300 Fed-
erai employees and after making numerous
revisions, the research team constructed a ques-
tionnaire designed to elicit answers to ques-
tions in the Congressional mandate. As directed
by the House Subcommittee, the research team
prepared the questionnaire on the basis of the
Office of Personnel Management’s (OPM) defi-
nition of sexual harassment, i.e., deliberate or
repeated unsolicited verbal comments, gestures
or physical contact of a sexual nature that is
considered to be unwelcome by the recipient.

With the assistance of OPM, a disproportion-
ately stratified random sample! was drawn
from OPM’s Central Personnel Data File
(CPDF) consisting of civilian employees in the
Executive Branch. Four variables were selected
to stratify the population. These were: sex,
minority status, salary, and organization, Over
23,000 men and women were surveyed in May
1980. Questionnaires were sent to respondents’
homes to preserve their confidentiality and
anonymity. The members of the sample were
asked to base most of their answers on their
work experience during the 24-month period
from May 1978 to May 1980. A reminder post-
card was sent one week later and a follow-up
questionnaire was sent to nonrespondents three
weeks after that. The rate of return of 85%—
was considerably higher than usually expected
on mail surveys.?

'A “disproportionately stratified” sample is one in
which certain categories of participants are selected
to be in the sample in greater numbers than they
occur in the general population. These categories of
participants are intentionally oversampled to ensure
adequate numbers for statistical analysis within
each category. The sample is “random” in that.
within a given category (or stratum), each member
has an equal chance of being selected. A random
sample enables the researcher to make predictivns
about the whole population based upon the sample.
All final results in this final report are expressed in
“weighted” terms, which means that all numbers
and percentages are adjusted to reflect each cate-
gory's actual size in the Federal population.

2See Babbie, Earl R. Surrey Research Methods.
Wadsworth Publishing Company. Inc. Belmont. Cal)-
fornia. 1973, p. 165.
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Explanations of Frequently Used Terms

Victims. In this executive summary, vietims
of sexual harassment are defined as those
respondents who indicated (in either Survey
Question 17 or Question 20) that they had expe-
rienced one or more forms of sexual harass-
ment on the job during the preceding 24
months. All data is computed on the basis of
Question 17 except for those parts of the Ques-
tionnaire where respondents were asked to
provide detailed data on one critical sexual
harassment incident. For questions involving
this eritical incident, the data on victims was
computed on the basis of Survey Question 20.
In the final report, the vicfims who chose to
describe their critical incident are referred to
as “narrator-victims.”

Level of severity of sexual harassment. Cn
the basis of preliminary analysis, sexual harass-
ment experiences (identified by respondents to
Survey Question 17 or Question Survey 20)
were classified as “most severe,” “Severe,” or
“less severe.” Those considered “most severe”—
were actual or attempted rape or assault;
“severe”—included letters, phone calls or mate-
rials of a sexual nature; pressure for sexual
favors; and deliberate touching, leaning over,
cornering or pinching; and “less severe” in-
cluded pressure for dates; sexually suggestive
looks or gestures; and sexual teasing, jokes,
remarks or questions.

Findings

Summary

The following major findings emerged from
the study:

e Both men and women Federal workers
generally agree that uninvited behaviors
of a sexual nature constitute sexual ha-
rassment.

© The incidence rate of sexual harassment
in the Federal workforce is widespread—
42% of all female employees and 15% of ali
male employees reported being sexually
harassed.

e Many sexual harassment incidents oc-
cur repeatedly and are of relatively long
duration.

e The majority of Federal employees who

had worked elsewhere feel sexual harass-
ment is no werse in the Federal workplace
than in state and local governments or in
the private sector.

Sexual harassment is widely distributed
among women and men of various back-
grounds, pesitions and locations; however
individuals with certain personal and or-
ganizational characteristics are more likely
to be sexually harassed than others.

The characteristics of harassers differ for
women and men victims—for exarple,
women report almost always being ha-
rassed by a man, whereas men report usu-
ally being harassed by a woman.

Many harassers are reported to have both-
ered more than one vietim at work.

Few employees report having been accused
of sexually harassing others.

Those who are sexually harassed by super-
visors and those who experience the more
severe forms of sexual harassment are
more likely than other victims to foresee
penalties or possible benefits from the
sexual harassment.

Most victims neithé'gij anticipated nor re-
ceive adverse consequences as a result of
their sexual harassment, although a size-
able minority did, particularly women.

A number of informal actions were fourd
by victims to be effective in stopping sex-
val harassment, particularly the most
direct and assertive responses.

Few victims pursue formal remedies. but
many who do find them helpful.

The impact and cost of sexual harassment
in dollars to the Federal Government is
sizeable—an estimated minimum of $189
miliion over the 2-yei: period covered by
the study.
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® Although their experiences do not change
the careers and work situations of most
victims, a sizeable number of women and
men do leave their Jobs or suffer adverse
consequences,

® Victims are more likely to think the sexual
harassment negatively affected their per-
sonal well-being or morale than their work
performance or that of their immediate
work group.

® Victims and supervisors are generally un-
aware of available formal remedies and
are skeptical about their effectiveness.

® Assertive informal actions are thought tw
be the most effective way employees can
make others stop bothering them sexually.

® Most victims and supervisors think there
is much management can de to reduce
sexual harassment.

® In conclusion, the data show that seaual
harassment is widespread, is costly, deeply
felt by many of the vietims, and that the
1979 Congressional investigation was in-
dicative of a significant problem, however,
the data also indicated that there is much
that can be done to reduce that problem.

View of Federal Workers
Toward Sexual Harassment

To determine whether men and women
defined sexual harassment differently, they
were asked whether they considered uninvited
sexually-oriented behaviors to be sexual harass-
ment. These behaviors, ranked in order of
agreement were:

Severe

1. Letters, phone calls or materials of a sex-
ual nature

2. Pressure for sexual favors

3. Touching, leaning over, cornering or
pinching

Less Severe

4. Pressure for dates

5. Sexually suggestive looks or gestures

6. Sexual teasing, jokes, remarks or questions

From the respunses, we found that most men
and women agreed that behaviors 1-4 consti-
tuted sexual harassment. However, nien were
less Tik 1y to think that “sexual looks" and “sex-

ual comments,” the more ambiguous and pre-
valent forms of sexual behavior on the job, were
sexual harassment, particularly when perpe-
trated by a coworker. Respondents were not
asked whether they thought that actual or
attempted rape or assault was sexual harass-
ment. Since this behavior is potentially erimi-
nal, we assumed that it is the most severe form
of sexual harassment.

Generally, men and women were more likely
to think that a behavior was sexual harassment
if the perpetrator was a supervisor rather than a
coworker. Thus, it would appear that a higher
standard of conduct exists for supervisors to
exhibit proper behavior in the office, arguably
because of their official authority and respon-
sibilities.

Although in the abstract men and women
were likely to agree that uninvited sexual be-
havior at work is sexual harassment, responses
may indicate that sexual harassment is some-
times situational. For most workers, including
those who identified themselves as victims, the
perceived motive ur demeanor of the initiator
made a difference as to whether the behavior
was viewed as sexual harassment.

A number of questions were asked to find
how respondents viewed sexual behavior at
work. We found that both men and women
believed that sexuai activity, whether volun-
tary or otherwise, should not occur between
people who work together, although women
were less likely to approve of sexual affairs
among cowgerkers than were men. We found
that men. including supervisors, showed a
greater tendency than women to think that vie-
tims are somewhat responsible for bringing
sexual harzssment on themselves and are in-
clined to believe that sexual harassment has
been exaggerated. Hovcever, men and women
agreed that sexual harassment is behavior that
peopie should not have to tolerate.

Extent of Sexual Harassment

To determine how widespread sexual harass-
ment is in the Federal workplace, respondents
were asked whether they had experienced any
of the seven listed behaviors within the finite
time:frame of the previous 24 months (May
1978 to May 1980), and how often the eape-
rience oceurred.

From this we found that ose in four Federal
employees repurted receiving uninvited and
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Definition of Sexual Harassment

Percentage of Male and Female Federal Employees Who Agreed that £ach of Six Forms of Unwanted, Uninvited
. Sexual Attention Constitutes Sexual Harassment {Questions 2-7, b & d)

" SEVERE

Letters Pressure for

and calls

Deliberate
sexual favors touching

LE.SS SEVERE

;o 4 '

Sexual
remarks

Pressure  Suggestive
for dates  looks

’,

- " Women
NOTE: Percenteges are based on “Probably Yes' and »Definitely Yes” responses to questions. Men B

-t

unwanted sexual attention, and that women, as
expected, were much more likely to be victim
than were men. Almost half—(42%) of all fernal
Federal employees and only 15% of all male
employees reported being sexually harassed.
Although the percentage for men is lower in
comparison to women, it nevertheless is much
higher than previously expected.

Whether both men and women define the
unwanted behavior that they received in the
same way is debatable. Other studies have
shown that men and women view their sex
roles very differently and use language in dif-

, ferent ways io describe sexual behavior. Again,
it should be pointed out that the sexual harass-
ment as reported here is based upon data pro-
vided by the victims themselves. If sexual atten-
tion was neither unwanted (nor uninvited) by

* the recipient, it presumably was not reported.
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The sexual harassment as repogted by the
vietims took many forms. Every form except
actual or attempted rape or sexual assault was
experienced by a sizeable percentage of both
men and women. The more ambiguous forms of
sexual harassment—“sexual comments’ and
“suggestive looks”—were reported most often.

ese forms were more likely to be repedted.

However, with the exception of actual or
attempted rape or assault, most of the victim$

eported experiencing all forms of sexual ha-
ment repeatedly. In addition, many reported
experiencing more than one form of sexual
harassment. We also found that the incidents of
sexual harassment were not just passing events—
most lasted more than a week, and many lasted
longer than 6 months. Thus, not only*did the

_ sexual harassment occur repeatedly, it was of

Wi,

relatively long duration as well.
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Incidence Rate Among Various Forrs of Sexual Harassment

Percentage of Female and Male Federal Employees Who Experienced Each Form of Sexual Harassment
Between May 1978 and May 1980 (Question 17)

LESS SEVERE
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SEVERE SEVERE
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NOTE'® Many respondents indicated that they experience more than one form of sexual harassment,

To view the incidence rate of sexual harass-
mentin context, we asked respondents who had
worked outside the Federal Government to
compare the Federal Government with other
workplaces. The majority of respondents stated
that they felt sexual harassment was no worse
in the Federal workplace than in state and
local government or in the private sector.

Victims of Sexual Harassment

To determine who is Sexually harassed and
whether certain personal and organizational
factors contributed to the likelihood of harass-
ment, we looked at a number of demographic
variables. Demographic characteristics of vie-
tims that seem to have a strong bearing on
whether or not an individual is harassed are:
age, marital status, and sexual (male-female)
composition of the workgroup. Those factors
that seem to have a somewhat weaker bearing
are edudation level, race, ethnic background,
Jjob classification, non-traditional nature of job,
and sex of immediate supervisor. Based on
these factors, we found that the typical men
and women who are likely to be harassed are:

® young,
® not married,
® higher educated,

% members of a minority. racial or ethnic
group (if male)

14 .

® hold trainee positions (or office, clerical
positions, if male),

® hold non-traditional positions; for their sex.,
(e.g., female law enforcement officers, male
secretaries)

® have an immediate supervisor of the uppo-
site sex,

® have an immediate work group composed
predominately of the opposite sex.

We also found that certain agencies have a
greater incidence rate than do others. Women
in the Departments of Labor, Transportation,
Justice, certain Defense Department agencies®
(other than the Air Force, Army, Navy and
Marine Corps). Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD), Air Force, Navy/Marine Corps,
Veterans Administration and other smaller
agencies' had a higher rate of sexual harass-
ment than those in othe; agencies. Men (as well
as women) in the Departments of Justice and
HUD and the Veterans Administration, and
men in the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare and the General Services Admin-
istration also reported rates higher than the
Federal-wide average.

3Such as the Defense Mapping Agency and Office
of the Secretary of Defense. .

‘Such as the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration and the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment.

o
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Age of Victims
Percentage of Federal Employees of Different Ages Who Experienced Sexual Harassment (Question 61)

Ages 16-19 Ages 20-24 Ages 25-34 Ages 35-44 Ages 45.54 Ages 55
and older

*Marital Status of Victims

i Percentage of Federal Employees Who Experienced
Sexual Harassment, by Marital Status {Question 62)

Single Divorced Married Widowed

Education Level of Victims

Percentage of Federal Employees of Different Education Levels Who Experienced Sexual Harassment
{Question 60}

EMC uu-ub3 0 - 81 - 2 9 ‘ '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Racisl and Ethnic Background of Victims

Percentage of Federal Employees of Different Racial and Ethnic Backgrounds
Who Experienced Sexual Harassment {Question 59)

. Othar Hispanic Whli, not of Black, not of Asian or Amaricln '
Hispanic Hispanic Paciflc Indlan or .
orligin origin Istander Alasksn
. N . native :

Job Classification of Victims - . :

) Percentage of Federal Employees of Different Job Classifications .
. Who Experienced Sexual Harassment (Question 57)

s
. '7‘4 - #’.
’ SR
: N
. Tralnee Professionsl, Administration, * Other ’ Offlce, 8lue collar, .
* technical management clerical service
i .
! Traditionality of Jobs of Victims Sex of Supervisor(s) of Victims
Percentage of Federz: Employees in Traditional and Percentage of Federal Employees Who Experienced
Nontraditional Jobs For Their Sex Who Experienced Sexual Harassment, by Sex of Immediate
s Sexual Harassment (Question 52) Supervisor(s) (Question 50) .

Nontraditional Traditional : Male supervisar Mals and female Femala

job job suparvisors
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Sexual Composition of Victims’ Work Groups

Percentage of Federal Employees in Different Kinds of Work Groups Who Experienced Sexual Harassment
(Question 51)

All men Predominately Equal numbers Predominately . All women
men of men and women,
women

Sex of Harasser

Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Indicated the Sex of the Person(s)
Who Bothered Them §exua|ly (Question 323)

° Two or
more males

Meule

In addition, we found that certain work envi-
ronments were more conducive to sexual ha-
rassment than were others.

Victims were more likely to report being in
work environments where employees did not
perceive open communications or a good rela-
tionship with their supervisors, felt pressure to
engage in sexual activity, such as flirting or
making comments about the opposite sex, and
observed others using sex for professional
advancement.

In addition, victims were much more likely
than supervisors to perceive that sexual harass-
ment is a problem in their offices and to think
that management is not making every effort to
stop sexual harassment.

Both males
and females

Two or raore Unknown

females

Female

Perpetrators of Sexual Harassment

We found that most women  reported that
their harassérs were male and that most men
indicated that their “harassers were female
However, men were far more likely than women
to report being harassed by someone of their
same sex.

Most harassers of women and men report-
edly acted alone rather than in concert with
another person. However, mest women identi-
fied their harasser as being older than’they,
whereas men usually indicated that their ha-
rasser was usually younger than they. Although
both women and men reported that their ha-
rasser was usually married, men were more
likely to indicate that their harasser was
divorced or single. Most victims in general
reported being harassed by someone of their
same race or ethnic background, although

9




Age of Harasser

Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Indicated the Age of the Person(s) Who Bothered Them Sexually
(Question 32b)

Older

Younger

Same Various ages Unknown

Marita! Status of Harasser
Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Indicated the Marital Status of the Person(s) Who Bothered Them Sexually

Mixed

minority women were more likely to report
that their harasser was of a different race or
ethnicity.

One surprising finding was that women and
men reported being harassed by fellow em-
ployees more often than by supervisors. This
finding was surprising in that, before the study,
most sexual harassment was thought to be per-
petrated by the more powerful supervisors
against their more vulnerable employees. How-
ever, a sizeable number of women also reported
being harassed by supervisors. Thus, super-
visors were found to be personally responsible
for a number of sexual harassment incidents,
although not the principal cause of the prob-
lem. However, supervisors as part of their
duties have a responsibility to assure that their
subordinates work in an environment free from
sexual harassment in keeping with Federal
policy prohibiting sexual harassment in the
Federal workplace. °

{Question 32d)

£

Single -

Divorced,
separated,
widowed

Unknown

Another major finding was that many women
and men reported that their harasser had also
bothered others at work. This somewhat negates
the view that sexual harassment is principally
a matter of isolated instances of personal sex-
ual attraction. Thus it appears that some indi-
viduals are more likely to harass than others
and that sexual harassment is not necessarily
norma!l interaction among men and women on
the job, or that all men and women engage in it
as has been intimated by some.

Only a handful of respondents indicated that
they had been accused of sexually bothering
someone else at work, and most thought that
the charge was unfair. This could indicate that
few victims confront their harassers or that
many accused harassers are unwilling to iden-
tify themselves even in the privacy of an anony-
mous questionnaire.




Ethnic Status of Harasser

Percentage of Narrator Victims Who-Indicated the
Ethnic Status of the Person(s) Who Bothered Them
* Sexually {Question 32c)

TOTAL VICTIMS OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT

Seme

Different Some the Unknown

same end
ome
different

Incidents of Sexual Harassment

We found that although most victims did not
foresee consequences for resisting or comply-
ing with the sexual harassment, both the organ-
izational level of the harasser in relation to the
vietim and the severity of the sexual harass-
ment made a major difference in the victims’
perceptions of the use of leverage.

Vietims who were harassed by immediate or
higher level supervisors were more likely to
foresee negative consequences for refusing to
comply and ‘incentives for complying with the
sexual harassment than those who were ha-
rassed by coworkers or other employees. Like-
wise, those who were victims of “most severe”
and “severe” sexual harassment were much
more likely than those who were victims of
“less severe” harassment to perceive that car-
rots and sticks were being used agamst them to
comply with the behavior.

We also looked at how victims responded to
their sexual harassment. Most victims stated
that they responded to the sexual harassment
by passively ignoring it. However, the most
effective actions for most victims to take were
found to be the most assertive actions—"asking
or telling the person to stop” or-“reporting the
behavior to the supervisor or other officials.”
The least effective actions were found to be the

_ most passive—“going along with the behavior”

or “ignoring it.” The effectiveness level for var-
ious actions differed somewhat with the sex of
the victim and severity of the sexual harassment.

Organizational Level of Harasser

Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Identified the
Organizational Level of the Person(s} Who Bothered
Them Sexually {Question 33)

TOTAL VICTIMS OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT

‘Coworker or (mmaedlets Unknown Subordinete

supervisor
or other
suPervisor

other
employee

NOTE: Some respondents indiceted that more then one
party bothered them.

However, it should be pointed out that al-
though reporting the behavier to a supervisor
or other officials was found to produce better
results compared with other informal actions,
around half of the women and only one-third of
the men who tried this found that it made no
difference or made things worse. This indicates
that much still needs to be done to make super-
visors and other officials accountable for resolv-
ing these problems informally.

Another indication of the need to make super-
visors and other officials more responsive to the
problem of sexual harassment is the finding
that talking with these officials did not help the
situation in the majority of cases. Talking with
a party outside the agency such as a lawyer,
civil rights group, someone from Congress, or
other agency official, was found to be most sue-
cessful for the few male and female victims of
“most severe” sexual harassment and female
victims of “less severe” sexual harassment who
tried it. Most workers did not talk with any one
about their incident and when they did, they
usually spoke with friends and relatives or
other workers.

We found that very few victims took formal
institutional remedies against the sexual ha-
rassment—only 2 to 3%. The majority who took

“formal actions reported that their doing so

made things better. This would indicate that in
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Narrators’ Informal Responses to Sexual Harassment
Percemage of Narrators Who Indicated that Taking These Informal Actions “Made Thlngs Better” {Question 23)
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NOTE: Many respondents indicated that they took more than one action.




“ Narrators’ Formal Responses to Sexual Harassment
Percentage of Narrators Who indicated That Taking These Formal Actions “made things better’” (Question 28)

Requested an Filed a Requested an Filed a
investigation discrimination investigation grievance or
by victim's complaint or by an outside adverse action
orgsnization lawsuit agency appeal

NOTE: Some respondents indicated that they took more than one formal action.




Costs of Sexual Harassment

Job Turnover
Cost to offer a job?
Background checks?
Training®

Total Cost of Job Turnover

Emotional Stress

Individual Productivity

Absenteeism

Work Group Productivity
TOTALS

Source. Office of Program Management and Evilua-

. tion, Office of Personnel Management

-Source. Division of Personnel Investigations. Office of
Personnel Management

contrast to the lack of faith in formal remedies
expressed by must respondents in Chapter 8,
the system does work for some. tHowever, a
sizeable minority (41%) indicated that filing the
formal action either had no effect or in fact
made things worse.

In addition, victims in general reported a
mixed response, from management {o their
formal complaints, although the response of
management seemed to depend somewhat on
the sex of victim and the severity of the harass-
ment. Generally, victims were more likely to
find a favorable management response than a
hostile one. However, male victims were more
likely to encounter hostility than were women
and few victims of either sex reported that
management “corrected the damage done tc
them.”

Impact and Cost of Sexual Harassment

We found that a conservative estimate of the
cost to the Federal Government due to sexual
harassment over the two-year period was $189
million—a sum equivdlent to the total salaries
of all 465 agency heads and all 7000 senior
Federal executives (members of the Senior

14

Women Men Total
$ 6.4 $ 1.2 3 76
2.0 0.4 2.1
24.1 21 26.8
$ 225 $ 43 $ 26.8
3.9 2.1 5.0
3711 34.4 72.1
5.3 2.6 79
$102.0 3 86.7 $188.7

‘Source. “Employee Training in the Federal Service—
FY 1979." published by the Office of Personnel Manage-
mient, Werkforce Effectiveness and Development Office.

Executive Service) for six months. The great-
est costs were associated with the loss of indi-
vidual and workgroup productivity as reported
by the victims. These figures are conservative
for three reasons:

® Victims were far less likely to report a
decline in their productivity than a decline
in their physical or emotional well-being.
Since physical or emotional well-being may
in fact affect productivity, the number of
victims who reported a drop in productiv-
ity may actually be closer to the larger
number who stated that their emotional or
physical condition declined. Thus, the num-
bers used to compute the loss due to indi-
vidual productivity are probably low.

® We assumed that where reported, individ-
ual productivity declined by only 10%.

e We assumed that where reported, work
group productivity declined by only 1%.

We also found that most vietims reported
that their careers and work situations did not
change as a result of their sexual harassment
experience, although a sizeable’ minority of
women and men reported adverse conseguences,
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such as leaving their jobs. Although most women
and men vietinms in general indicated that their
seaual harasstent experience did not nega-
tively affeet their personal well-being or work
performance. this varied with the severity of
the harassment. Vietims of the more severe
forms of sexual harassment were more likely to
report adverse effeets. The adverse effects were
particularly dramatic for the vietims of "most
severe” sexual harassment.

As stated above. most women and men were
much more likely to perceive that their sexual
harassment experience affected their personal
well-being or morale than their work perfor-
mance or productivity. Agam, this finding may
be one of perception.

In contrast to the reported effect on the indi-
viduals themselves. we found that few vietims
felt that the morale or productivity of their
immediate work groups were negatively af-
fected by their sexual harassment experiences.
One reason for this may be that few coworkers
knew about the experience and its effects on
the vietim since only about one-third of the vie-
tims reported that they spoke with coworkers
about the incident.

Awareness of Remedies and
Their Effectivencss

To diseor er whether vietims and saperviser-
were even aw are of formal remedies for sexual
harassnient., we asked whether they believed
that the following actions were available to
thuse W ho had been sesually bothered by others:

e requesting an investigabion by the organ-
zation

e requesting an investigation by an outside
orgamzation

o filing a grievance or adverse action appeal
e T . 8

» {iling a discrimination complaint S

e filing a complaint through special chan-
nels set up for sexual harassment com-
plaints

Although most of these actions are in fact
available to most employvees, we found that
most vietims and supervisors were velatively
unaware of them. The one remedy about which
the respondents were most knowledgable was
“filing a discrimination complaint.”

Wkhen we asked respondents whether they
thought those same formal renmedies were effec-

tive in helping victims of sexual harassment.
we found that relatively few vietims or super-
visors thought that the formal remedies would
definitely be effective.

However. to the largest number of vietims.
particularly those who have not experienced
the most severe form of sexual harassment. fil-
ing a formal complaint simply may not be an
appropriate response., They prefer to handle
the situation informally. Most vietims indicated
that they “saw_no need to report” the incident
as « reason for not filing a formal complaint.
However, the female and to a lesser extent the
male vietnms of the more severe forms of sexaal
harassment were mueh less likely to eite this
reason for not taking a formal action than fear
of adverse consequences or belief that nothing
would be done.

In contrast to the somewhat pessimistic view
of formal remedies, most Federal workers be-
heve that employees successfully can take in-
formal steps to stop the unwanted sexual atten-
tion. Both victims and supervisors most often
endorsed direct assertive actions by the em-
plavees as being effective in stopping unwanted
sexual attention. In contrast. few respondents
tionght that there was little an employee could
do about the situation.

In addition. most Federal workers also think
that there is much that management ean do to
reduce sexual harassment. Management aetions
imolving tougher sanctions and enforcenient
generally were endorsed most often. However.
a magonty of vietims and supervisors also en-
dorsed actions involving publicizing manage
ment policies on sexual harassment. Women
were more likely than men to endorse actions
intended to help vietims cope with the problem.
such as setting up 2 special counseling service.

Conclusions

From these findings the following five gen-
eral conclusions can be drawn about sexual
harassment in the Federal workplace. This
Final Report provides explanations for these
conelusions.

I Sexual harassment is a legitimate prob-
lem n the Federal workplace,

2. In the past. agency managers have not
been as sueccessful as they could be in
resolving problems of sexual harassment.

I




Perceived Effectiveness of individual Actions

Percentage of Victims and Supervisors Who Thought Employee Actions
Would Stop Sexual Harassment (Question 10)

oo ViCTIMS
Women
Man
SUPERVISORS
TE {d be eff, Women
. ndents indicated than one action wo ¢ effective. %
NOTE. Many respondents indicated more than one action wou ive Men %

o 16 24
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Perceived Effectiveness of Management Actions

Percentage of Victims and Supervisors Who Thought Management Actions Regarding Sexual Harassment
Would Be Effective (Question 11}

Enforce penaities
sgainst managers who
knowingly allow this
behavior to continue

Conduct swift and
thorough investigations
of compleints ot

sexusl harassment

Provide training for
managers and EEO
officials on their
tesponsibilities for
decreasing sexual
harassment

Establish and
publicize policies
which prohibit
sexual harassment

Enforce penalties
sgainst those who
sexuslly bother others

Establish a special
counseling service for
those who experience
sexual harassment

Publicize the
availability of formal
complaint channais

There is very little that
mansgement can do

to reduce sexual
harassment on the job

Provide awareness
training for employees
on sexual harassment

NOTE Many respondents indicated more than one action would be eﬂectnveAl

3. There is much that management can do
about .the problem of sexual harassment
in the future.

1. There are effective actions that victims
can take to solve the problem of sexual
harassment.

5. Sexual harassment by its nature and in its
various forms has differing effects on
vietims.

Recommendations

The final report gue. into more detail regard-
ing the recommendations that are summarized
here. It is strungly urged that these recom-

mendations be implemented as both a cost
savings measure and one designed to produce
a positive vcork atmosphere where morale
and productivity can prosper. These recom-
mendations can be incorporated within current
mechanisms without ufidue expense to the
Government.

For the few who choose to pursue formal
remedies, the complaint channels need to be
responsive to their needs. However, because of
the sensitivity of the issue, most victims have
not and probably will not in the future take
formal actions to stop sexual harassment. The
most effective way to aid these individuals and
have the greatest impact on reducing most
instances of sexual harassmert is to take steps
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to prevent sexual harassment in the first place
and to help victims handle the situation in-
formally.

Of the following recommendations, the first
two are remedial in nature, the second two
preventive, the fifth, designed to assist victims
and the last designed to monitor compliance
and provide follow-up.

1. Agencies should provide strong and effec-
tive enforcement against sexual harass-
ment and issue sanctions where appro-
priate.

2. Complaint channrels for sexual harassment
should be clarified and streamlined.

3. Managers and other agency officials
should be made aware of their responsi-
bitities and held acevuntable fur enforcing
Federal Government and agency policy
vrohibiting sexual harassment at the Fed-
eral workplace.

4. Agencies should develop a training strat-
egy toaid in preventing sexual harassment.

5. Agencies should provide information to
vietims on effective techniques for resolv-
ing incidents of sexual harassment.

6. A number of other activities should be
instituted to assure compliance with law
and regulation. as well as to provide fol-
lowup to this study both within the Fed-
eral Government and in the other public
and private sectors.

Conclusion

The Federal Guvernment has a responsibil-
ity tw be a model employer that maintains “high
standards of honesty, integrity, impartiality
and conduct to assure proper performance of
the Government's business and the maintenance
of confidence of the American people ... Sex-
ual harassment is a form of employee mis-
conduct which undermines the integrity of
the employment relationship. All employees
must be allowed to work in an environment
free from unsulicited and unwelecume sexual
overtures.”

To mount a strong campaign to reduce sex-
ual harassment is in keeping with this policy
and is cost-effective.

sOPM Policy Statement. see Appendix E.
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Introdu;:tion

»

Sexual harassment in the workplace is a subject about which
much discussion is currently taking place. Do any of these

si_:aterrients sound familiar?

e

® Sexual harassment is just another example of what men do to
- women to keep them from advancing in the workplace.

® The issue of sexual harassment has been greatly °

v

exaggerated—because of all the publicity men will be afraid

to talk to women for fear of being accused of sexual

harassment.

e Women in low-pay and low-status positions are more likely to
be harassed than others and are afraid to make waves about

- it for fear of losing their jobs. -

¢ "The Government should not try to legislate love—it has no
business interfering in the personal (sex) lives of employees.

As statements such as these suégest, there
have been disagreements about what consti-
tutes sexual harassment, how widespread it is
and its consequences for employees in their
careers, morale, and work performance.

Asaresultof this publicity about the issue of
sexual harassment, the Subcommittee on Inves-
tigations of the U.S..House of Representatives
. Committee on Post Office and Civil Service,
under the leadership of Chairman James M.
Hanley, conducted a preliminary investigation
of sexual harassment in the Federal Govern-
ment and held hearings in October and Novem-
ber, 1979. The findings from the investigation,
which included an examination of 100 employee
allegations, were serious enough to cause the
Subcommittee to request that the Merit Sys-
tem¢Protection Board (MSPB)ccnduct a thor-
ough and authoritative study of sexual harass-

ment in the Federal workplace. Since no such
thorough study had ever been conducted cn this
subjeect in either the private or public secgo'l‘é,
the Subcommittee wanted to discover whether
the results of their preliminary investigation
would be borne out by a scientific study.

To establish a Federal Government-wide ap-
proach to sexual harassment the Subcommittee
also asked the Office of Personnel Management
(OPM) to (1) prepare a policy statement about
sexual harassment, (2) prepare a training

. module on sexual harassment issues, and (3)

encourage agencies to issue policy statements
and provide training. The Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) was also
asked to (1) develop and issue interpretive
guidelines clarifying the status of sexual harass-
ment under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
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1964 (Title VII), (2) require agencies as part of
their affirmative aetion plans to inform Fed-
eral agencies that sexual harassment is prohi-
bited by Title VII, and (3) require agencies to
take step$§ to make the work environment free
of sexual intimidation.! )

MSPB was directed to examine the follow ing
guestions using the definition of sexual harass-
ment already developed by OPM:

1. What kinds of behavior constitute sexual

harassment? Do the attitudes of men and )

womnen differ in this regard?

2. To what degree does sexual harassment
oceur within the Federal workplace? What
is the frequency? What are the manifes-
tations? -

3. Are victims or perpetrators of sexual

harassment found in disproportionate num-
bers within certain agencies, job classifi-
cations, geographic locations, racial cate-
gories, age brackets, educational levels,
grade levels, etc.?

1. What forms of express or implied lever-
age have been used by harassers to reward
or punish their victims?

5. What has been the impact of sexual harass-
ment on its victims in terms of job turn-
over, work performance. physical and
emotional condition, finanecial ana career
well-being?

6. What effect has sexual harassment had on
the morale or productivity of the imme-
diate work group?

7. Are victims of sexual harassment aware
of available remedies? Do they have confi-
dence in those remedies?

Top ageney officials of the MSPR, OPM, and
EEOC reported the status of their charges
regarding sexual harassment at a hearing held
by the Subcommittee on September 25, 1980.

'Memoranda of Understanding between the Sub-
committee on Investigations of the House Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service and the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board, the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commussion and the Office of Personnel
Management concerning the Problem of Sexual
Harrassmentof Federal Employees; see Appendix E.

20

The Chairwoman of the MSPRB and the Direc-
tor of the Office of Merit Systems Review and
Studies (MSRS), the MSPB uffice given respun-
sibility for conducting the study, reported on
the preliminary findings at the hearing. These
findings were preliminary in that they included
information unly un women victims and only
for sume of the data. This Final Report consid-

" erably expands the preliminary study, notably

by including data on male victims and provid-
ing policy recommehdations.

In developing the plan for the study. the
MSRS research team first examined the rele-
vant issues by reviewing the legal case law and
the relevant available literature.

Review of Relevaﬁt Case Law

We reviewed the OPM policy statement pro-
hibiting sexual harassment as well as the

“limited but growing case law on sexual harass-

ment in order to observe the legal basis for
prohibiting sexual harassment. OPM defines
sexual harassment as: “deliberate or repeated
unsolicited verbal comments, gestures or phys-
ical contact of a sexual nature whicl. are un-
welcome.”™ This definition allows the recipient
of the behavior to determine whether the con-
tact is “unwelcome” and is more broadly defined
than other interpretations construed by the
courts and EEOC.

Under recently published EEOC interpre-
tive guidelines, sexual harassment is considered -
to be sex discrimination under certain condi-
tions: (1) when submission to it is a term or
condition of employment, (2) when it is used as
the basis of employment decisions, or (3) when
it ereates an intimidating or hostile work en-
vironment.? With the exception of the recent

*Office of Persunnel Management Policy State-
ment and Definition of Sexual Harassment, sce
Appendix E. ]

‘Equal Employment Opportunity Commissien
Guidelines un Discrimination Because of Sex, No-
vember 10, 1980, 29 CFR Part 1604.11, 15 FR 25024,
see Appendix E.
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Court of Appeals decision in the case of Bundy
v Jackson, D.C. Civil Action No. 77-1359 (D.C.
Cir.. January 12, 1981). most courts have found
that prohibited sex discrimination has occurred
only when submission to the sexual harassment
1s a term or condition of the victim’s employ-
ment.! The OPM definition is broader than
these interpretations in that it expands the
definition of sexual harassment to include un-
acceptable behavior that. alchough not neces-
sarily sex diserimination, may be a prohibited
personnel praetice or a violation of the stand-
ards of conduct in the Federal workplace. Thus,
unwelcome sexual attention, however defined.
is seen at most as a form of sex diserimination
that is prohibited by law and at least as a viola-
tion of the standards of conduet in the Federal
workplace that is prohibited by Government
policy or regulation.

Survey of the Literature

To conceptualize the study. we wanted to
determine whether any of the questions posed
in the Congressional mandate had been ad-
dressed in the available literature on sexual
harassment. .

We found that only within the last six years
has sexual harassment gained public notice
both as a catch-word to describe a situation and
as a work related issue Since that time a
number of authors have examined the issue
and several common patterns have emerged
from their writings. First, most of the litera-
ture has been descriptive in nature with little
or no explanation for the underlying social pro
cess involved. Second. most of the writers have
been feminists who have focused on the behav-
jor almost exclusively as it affects women, and
not men, the larger society, or the work organi-
zation. Third, there has been no common de-
nominator in the literature about what behav-
jors constitute sexual harassment. Fourth,
much of the literature has drawn upon individ-
ual case studies to generalize about the victims
of sexual harassment, how the experience
affects them and how they have responded.®

tFor a further discussion of this case law see
Appendix H.
SFor a fuller review of the hiterature see Appendix
G ,

sFor example, see Backhouse and Cohen, 1978,
Farley, 1978; Martin. 1978; Appendix H.

~

25

Most of the studies that did attempt to dis-
cern the extent of sexual harassment and to
explore other factors such as the characteris-
tics of victims and perpetrators, are not scien-
tifically valid.” Therefore they are not useful to
measure the actual pervasiveness of sexual
harassment in the workplace. 4

The groups surveyec.in most of these studies
were small and self-selected.” In addition, in
none of these studies was sexual harassment
defined in the same way, making comparisen
of results difficult. Another drawback was that
most of these studies asked about experiences
of sexual harassment over the respondent’s life-
time (relying on their recall ability), rather
that using a conceptuaily stronger finite"and
more immediate period of time.

However a few studies have had some degree
of scientific control.? Although they shed some
light on the topic. none have addressed all of
the issues covered in the Congressional man-
date. none have involved Federal employees, al}!
have been restricted to a particular geographic
region and/or work setting. only one has in-
cluded men as well as women as potential vic-
tims, and most have restricted harassment to
heterosexual behavior.

Major Views of Sexual Harassment

Three major view s of sexual harassment have
emerged from most of this literature: one con-
cerning the underlying social-political basis for
the behavior, the second concerning the vul-
nerability of particular groups to sexual harass-
ment and the third. concerning the motivation
behind the behavior.

. The three views are:

1. That sexual harassment is an abuse of
power that is exercised by those with
power, usually male supervisors, over low-
status employees, usually women.

Since the results were not based on information
derived from a scientifically selected probability
sample. predictions for the population at large are
usually not valid.

#See for example, Kelber. 1979; Lang. 1979, New
Responses, Inc., 1979; Safran, 1976. Working Wo-
men’s Institute. 1979: Appendix H.

9Gee Benson and Thompson. 1979: Gutek and
Nakamura, 1980; Livingston, 1979: Appendix H.
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2. That individuals with certain low-status,
low-puwer characteristies, such as youth
and low salaries and who are tied econom-
ically to their jubs, are more vulnerable tv
sexual harassment than others.

3. That sexual harassment is an expression
of personal attraction between men and
women that cannot and should not be
stopped.

The first two views are closely related. They
grow out of a belief that sexual harassmentisa
form of sex discrimination and abuse of power
used to kecp women in their place at the low
end of the ecunomic scale. This view is based on
the fact that un average women earn only 59
cents for every dollar that a manearnsand that
sexual harassment is one example of the sex
discrimination that maintains this disparity.

The first view sees sexual harassment pri-

marily as an expression of power (see for exam-

ple, Backhouse and Cohen, 1978; Farley, 1978;
Appendix H.). One example of this perspective
sees sexual harassment as a form of violence or
threat of violence used as a mechanism of social
control over wumen to limt their access to cer-
tain jobs or their job success and mobility
(Bularzik, 1978). Others emphasize that sexual
harassment is used as a powerful lever to main-
tain the status quo in traditional economic and
social relationships (Silverman, 1976-77).

The second major view about sexual harass-"
ment that emerges from the analytic literature
has to do with the vulnerability of particular
groups of women working in particular kinds
of jobs. It has been suggested that w omen, par-
ticularly women from minority groups, work-
ing for low wages in low -status jobs are particu-
larly vulnerable to sexual harassment because
uf their econumic dependence on their jobs (see
for example, Huoven and McDonald, 1978).
Another group considered to be particularly
vulnerable t harassment are women working
in traditionally male vccupations because they
have invaded a private male preserve (Silver-
mar., 1976-77, alsu see Martin, 1978, on harass-
ment among women police officers).

The third view reflects a fundamentally dif-
ferent view of the sex roles of men and women
and the impact that these roles have on their
relationships to each other on the job. This the-
ory grows out of a belief that rather than being
a source of power’ of men over women, the
vagueness and broad nature of the definitions
of sexual harassment used by both OPM and
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EEOC will undoubtedly lead tu a barrage of
trivial and unfounded complaints against men.
Followers of this view also might be inclined to
believe that the sexual relationships between
men and women are expressions of personal
attraction, and that although som¢ of the con-
sequences of these relationships may involve
harassment, it is not appropriate for an em-
ployer to become involved (Berns, 1980). This
study will review the evidence for these three
views.

Study Design

Of primary concern in develuping the study
was the desire to devclop a scientifically valid
survey instrument that would determine whe-
ther sexual harassment was a problem in the
Federal workplace and address the questions
posed in the Congressional mandate. Secondar-
ily, we wanted to gather information that would
permit examination of the major views about
sexual harassment in order to make appro-
priate policy recommendations,!

With the assistance of OPM, a dispropurtion-
ately stratified randum sample!” of civilian
employees in the Executive Branch was selected
to be in the study. The four variables on which
the sample was stratified were. (1) sex, (2)
minurity status, (3) salary, and (1) organization.

As a result of revising the survey instrument
through pretests un a cruss section of Washing-
ton, D.C.-based Federal employees, the final
pruduct contained 12 pages with 63 questions.
Over 23,000 men and woumen received question-
naires in May 1980. which were sent to the
respondents” humes tu preserve their confiden-
tiality and anunymity. The rate of return from
two mailings of the questionnaire was 85"%—a
rate considerably higher than is usually re-
quired for statistical reliabiiity."* The members
of the sample were asked to base most of their
answers on their work experience during the
24-month period from May 1978 to May 1980.
Both the preliniinary findings presented at the
Cungressional hearing in September 1980 and
the Final Report were prepared by the MSRS
research team based upon the datd gathered
from the survey.

WA more detailed description of the methodology
employed by the research team s given in Appendix

¥

8Scee fuutnotes 1 and 2 in xecutive Surnmary for
explanation.
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Disclaimers and Cautions in
Interpreting the Data

In reading this report and interpreting the
data, some issues should be kept in mind. First,
the incidence datz&s based upon the number of
respondents who personally indicated that they
had received what they believed to be uninvited
and unwanted sexual attention. Thus, the
method of identifying victims for this report
involved a self-defining process on the part of
the respondents. This approat'h seemed to be a
reasunable way to measure incidence of sexual
harassment and in line with the OPM defini-
tion of sexual harassment, which also relies on
self-identification of victims. This method of
determining incidence cannot measure whether
the initiator believed that the behavior was

_sexually harassing, although the questionnaire

afforded some vpportunity for those who had
been accused of sexual harassment to describe

* their experiences.

‘A second major caution in interpreting the
data-concerns the perceptual and language dif-
ferences that may have been operating on the
men and women who tuok this gquestionnaire.
That men and women look at sexual behavior
differently 1s important to keep in mind when
looking at the reported exneriences of men
vietims in the following chapters.'* There

. is an indication from the data that the be-

havior that is referred to as unwanted and
uninvited sexual attention, particularly for re-
ported cases of actuai or attempted rape or
sexual assault, may be different for men and
women respondents.’?

Also, men and women may have different
reattions to the unwanted behavior. Sexual
behavior that may be offensive to women may

be more or less offensive to men when they are .

the recipients. Social norms have encouraged
men to be sexually aggressive and women to be

sexually passive (Faltzman, 1974). As modern_ -

attitudes have altered these stereotypical expec-
tations, it is not surprising that stress or confu-
sion often-results when these sex roles reverse.

For example, one study that was conducted
on young adults found that when men and
women were asked their views about sexual
behavior that could happen to them, the men

2Janet Faltzman Chafetz, Mascwline—Feminme

ot Human? Overview of the Suciology of Sex Rules,

I*.I5. Peacock Publishers. Inc., Itasea, Minois, 1974,
13See Chapter 3. -

uu-463 0 - 81 - 3

were much more likely to see less severe behav-
iors, such as pressure for dates, as more offen-
sive than did women. The men felt uncomfor-
table as the recipients of these actions since
their typical sex role was reversed, whereas,
the women, were not as offended since they saw
the unwanted attention as part of nhormal dat-
ing behavior.!

In addition, the degree to which victims felt
bothered by their sexual harassment could not
be measured closely in this study. There is rea-
son to believe that men who indicate that they

.have been sexually harassed are not only talk-

ing about different behavior (language differ-
ence) than women victims, but are affected in
very different ways. The only other scientific
study on sexual harassment that involved male
respondents found that in general male victims
were more likely to think that sexual harass-
ment was flattering or ego-enhancing and the
women victims were more likely to think that
¢he experience was threatening or interfered

“with the effective conduet of their work (Gutek

and Nakamura, 1980).

A final caution in interpreting the data in
terms of the experiences of niale and female
vietims is raised. That is the belief that it is not
reasonable to equate the sexual harassment of
men with the sexual harassment of women,
since men traditionally have had more oppor-
tunities for advaneement in the workplace.
This view states that since this is a society
where laws have had to be enacted to ensure
women their rights, the sexual intimidation of
men is not logically as severe or discriminatory
as that of women (McKinnon, 1979).

Presentation of the Report

The Final Report is organized into eight
additional Chaptérs plus Appendices. The
Chapters are as follows: '

Chapter 2: View of Federal Workers Toward
Sexual Harassment—the attitudes of men and
women toward serual behavior in the Federal
workplace.

Chapter 3: Extent of Sexual Harassment in
the Federal Workplace—the overall incidence
level of such behaviors among women and men.

UMartha R. Burt and Rhuda E. Estep, “Assessing
the Impact of Sesually Intrusive Events.” unpub-
iished manuseript, University of Minnesota, 1976.
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Chapter 4: Victims of Sexual Harassment—
the personal and organizational characteris-
tics of women and men vietims and their work
environment.

Chapter 5: Perpetrators of Sexual Harass-
ment—the characteristics of those who initiate
sexual harassment.

Chapter 6: Incidents of Sexual Harassment—
the perceived use of leverage by harassers, as
well as victims’ responses to the sexual harass-
ment. )

Chapter 7: Impact and Cost of Sexual
Harassment—actual dollar cost of sexual ha-
rassment to the Federal Government, as well as
the perceived consequences to victims.

Chapter 8: Awareness of Remedies and their
Efrectiveness—opinions of victims and their
supervisors toward informal and formal insti-
tutional remedies for stopping sexual harass-
ment.

Chapter 9: Summary of Findings, Conclu-
sions and Recommendations.

The Appendices are as follows:

Appendix A: Methodology—explanation of
the methodology used in preparing the study,
including the development of the questionnaire,
the selection and design of the sample, conduct
of the study, the preparation and analysis of the
data, and the confidentiality and anonymity of
participants.

Appendix B: Definitions of Terms—defini-
tions of commonly used terms that appear in
this report.

Appendix C: Survey Questionnaire—a copy
of the cover letters and questionnaire used in
the survey.

Appendix D: Additional Statistical Analy-
ses—back-up data for figures and tables that
appear in the report, as well as additignal fig-
ures and tables.

Appendix E: Official Policy Documents—
copies of Memoranda of Understanding Be-
tween the Investigations Subcommittee and
MSPB, EEOC, and OPM; OPM Policy State-
ment and Definition of Sexual Harassment;
EEOQOC Guidelines on Discrimination Because
of Sex; and EEQC Instructions for Prevention
of Sexual Harassment in the Workforce Plans.

Appendix F: Agency Actions Regarding
Sexual Harassment—recent steps taken by
agencies to reduce sexual harassment.

Appendix G: Survey of Literature—a re-
view of the current literature on the subject of
sexual harassment.

Appendix H: Annotated Bibliography—an
annotated listing of major or useful works clas-
sified as general theory and analysis, studies
and surveys, mass media articles, legal com-
mentaries, miscellaneous reports, booklets and
guides, and bibliographies.
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View of Federal
Workers Toward

. Sexual Harassment

o Both men and women Federal workers generally agree that
uninvited behaviors of a sexual nature constitute sexual

harassment.

e Federal workers believe supervisors should be held to a
higher standard of conduct than other workers regarding
sexually oriented behavior on the job.

e Both men and women Federal workers believe sexual activ-
ity, whether voluntary or otherwise, should not occur
between peopie who work together.

e Men show a greater tendevcy than women to think victims
are somewhat responsible for bringing sexual harassment on
themselves and are inclined to believe the issue of sexual
harassment has been exaggerated.

e Both men and women Federal workers think sexual harass-

_ment is something people should not have to tolerate.

The: “playing around” many of us engage in is
mutually agreeable between consenting adults
and greatly relieves tension in a tense environ-
ment. No one who didn’t want to join in has ever
been bothered.

There 1s a great deal of sexual innuendo and jok-
ing that goes on in my office. . .. It is uncomforta-
ble to me, and I consider it a kind of sexual
harassment.

Two views of sexually oriented behavior on
the job.! Which is more typical of Federal
workers? Do Federal workers think behavior of
a sexual nature should go on in the office? At
what point does such conduct cease being ac-
ceptable or tolerable and begin to seem like

1These and other comments that appear in this
report were provided by Federal workers on their
questionnaires or through a sexual harassment “hot-
line” in a Federal agency. :

sexual harassment? Do different groups of em-
ployees view these things differently?

These were some of the questions that came
to mind when the Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions directed the Merit Systems Protection

Board to determine “what kinds of behavior

are perceived to constitute sexual harassment
and whether the attitudes of men and women
differ in this respect.” They were interested in
learning not only how Federal workers define
sexual harassment. but also how they feel gen-
erally about sexually oriented be! aviors on the
job—such things as affairs between people in
the same office and people using sexuality to
get ahead on the job.

«Congressional Memorandum of Understanding;

see Appendix E. o
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We anticipated that men and women would
differ not only in how they define sexual harass-
ment, but also in how they feel about sex in the
office, sinee research has shown that the per-
ceptions of men about sexuality in general and
seaual activity differ from those of women and
that men tend to use different lunguage to Je
serive sexual eaperiences. We also thought
peuple who had experienced what they consi-
dered to be sexual harassment might feel dif-
ferently about sexually oriented activity in the
office than would people who had not.

We found substantial agreement among Fed-
erai workers in the way thev defined sexual
harassment. We also observed a tendency to
hold supervisors to a higher standard of con-
duct than nonsupervisors. The majority of
women considered all of the six forms of unin-
vited and unwanted behaviors they were asked
about to be sexual harassment, whether ini-
tiated by a supervisor or another worker. The
majority of men regarded all the forms of
behaviors as sexual harassment when initiated
by a supervisor but did not consider sexually
suggestive looks, gestures, remarks, joking,
teasing, or questioning to be harassment when
coming from a coworker.

As to their general attitudes, Federal work-
ers indicated that they believe sex, whether
engaged in voluntarily or otherwise, has no
place in the office. Most respondents also
thought that sexual harassment is a behavior
that should not be tolerated. The majority of
women thought people should not have affairs

with people they work with, and nearly all felt -

unwanted sexual attention is something people
should not have to put up with. The majority of
men also disapproved of affairs between people
who work together and believed workers should
not have to put up with sexual harassment.
However, men differed from women in show-
ing a greater tendency to hold victims respon-
sible for their own harassment and thinking
the issue of sexual harassment has been exag-
gerated.

Burt and Estep. 1476, Gutek and Nahamura,
1930, Chafetz. 1974 (Chapter 1. feotnote 12),

Federal Workers’ Definition of
Sexual Harassment

To learn how Federal worker: define sexual
harassment. we listed six forms of behavior
and asked whether they would consider cach
form to be seaual harassment “if (this) hup
pened to you or sumeune else at work.™

The six forms of behavior were:"

e Uninvited pressure for sexual favors;

e Uninvited and deliberate touching. lean-
ing over. cornering, or pinching (“deliber-
ate touchirg”);

¢ Uninvited sexually suggnstive looks or ges-
tures {“suggestive looks™);

e Uninvited letters, phone calls, or materials
of a sexual nature (“letters and calls”);

® Uninvited pressure for dates; and

® Uninvited sexual teasing, jokes, remarks,
or questions (“sexual remarks”).

These behaviors for the most part were taken
from the Office of Personnel Management’s
(OPM) definition of sexual harassment, as had
been directed by the Subcommittee on Investi-
gations. One behavior not mentioned in the
definition but referred to in the literature on
sexual harassment was included in the survey:
‘“ininviwed letters..phone calls, or materials of a
sexuai nature.”

It seemed possible that Federal workers
wouid view sexually oriented behaviors differ-
ently depending on the job status of the person
demonstrating the behavior. Thus, for each of
the six forms of behavior, we posed two ques-
tions: If a supervisor did this, would you con-
sider this sexual harassment? If another worker
did this would you consider this sexual harass-
ment? The possible responses were: “definitely
not,” “probably not,” “probably yes,” “definitely
yes,” and “don’t know.”

Many Uninvited Behaviors Constitute
Sexual Harassment

Substantial agreement existed among Fed-
eral workers that uninvited behaviors of a sex-
ual nature constitute sexual harassment. We
had expected to find that men and women view

iSurvey Questions 2-7. b, d; see Appendix C.

A seventh form of behavior—actual or attempted
raped or sexual assault—appears in later discus-
sions. However, since rape and sexual assault are
criminal offenses. Federal workers were not asked
w hether they considered these sexual harassment.
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FIGURE 2-1
Definition of Sexual Harassment
Percentage of Male and Female Federal Employees Who Agreed that Each of Six Forms of Unwanted, Uninvited
Sexual Attention Constitutes Sexual Harassment (Questions 2-7, b & d)

SEVERE

Letters Pressure, for

and calls  sexual f/gvors touching

«

LESS SEVERE

Sexual
remarks

Pressure
for dates

Suggestive
fooks

Deliberate

NOTE: Percentages arz haserd on “Probably Yes' and “Definitely Yes’ responses to questions, .

Women
Men

n

sexual harassment somewhat differently, that
wenen consider all of the six behaviors sexual
harassment but that men regard only the most
direct, most obvious conduct as harassment.
Instead, we found corsiderable agreement be-
tween the two groups.

As Figure 2-1 shows, the majority of women
considered all six uninvited behaviors to be
sexual harassment,$ regardless of whether the
perpetrator is a supervisor or another worker.
Although men were somewhat less likely to

~think that any one of the behaviors constituted
sexual harassment, the majority of men consi-
dered the behaviors to be sexual harassment—
with two exceptions. Somewhat fewer than half

#That is, they responded “definitely yes” or “prob-
ably yes” that they considered the behavior to be
sexual harassment. See Appendix D for more com-
plete statistical information for this and other fig-
ures and tables.

(but still sizeable percentages) thought “sugges-
tive looks” or “sexual remarks,” when coming
from another worker, constituted sexual ha-
rassment. Since these are two behaviors that
are thought to be semewhat indirect and sub-
ject to different interpretations, our expecta-
tion that men would regard only the most
obvious behaviors as sexual harassment was
partially borne out.

As can be seen in Figure 2-1, both men and
women showed a pattern in their responses.
For both groups there was clear agreement
that three behaviors—“letters an+} calls,” “pres-
sure for sexual favors,” and “deliberate touch-
ing”—constituted sexual harassment. There
was somewhat less agreement about the other
behaviors—“pressure for dates,” “suggestive
looks,” and “sexual remarks.”

It is worth noting that two of these latter
behaviors—"“suggestive looks” and “sexual re-
marks”—tend to be indirect and subject to dif-
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ferentinterpretations. Another group of actions
that might be regarded as ambiguous—“delib-
erate touching”  fell about the seeming demar-
cation between considerable agreement and
general agreement, while a rather overt be-
havior—“pressure for dates”—fell below.

It is also interesting to note that the majority
uf Federal workers considered ali of the behav-
iurs listed in the Office uf Personnel Manage-
ment’s definition as harassment. }ioreover, the
form of behavior not included in the OPM
definition—“letters and calls”—was the behav-
ior about which there was most agréement.
Nineof every 10 women thought such behavior
constituted sexual harassment, whether the
perpetrator was a supervisor (93%) or another
worker (87%), and at least 3 of 4 men agreed
(87% if a supervisor did it and 76% if another
worker did it).

For purpuses of later analysis, the behaviors
about which tnere was considerable agreement
were grouped in & category designated “severc”
harassment, and those about which there was
general agreement were termed “less severe”
harassment. On this basis, we can say that the
majority of men and wumen who work for the
Federal Government believe that “severe” forms
of uninvited behavior are sexual harassment,
whether initiated by a supervisor or another
worker. The majority of men and women also
think “less severe” behavior is sexual harass-
ment when engaged in by a supervisor.

Supervisors Generally Agree
with Definition

Male and female supervisurs” defined sexual
harassment substantially the same way as did
men and women in general. The majority of
female supervisurs felt all of the behaviors,
regardless of w hether inidated by a supervisor
or another worker, constitute sexual harass-
ment. The majority of male supervisors agreed,
with the same two exceptions as men in gen-
eral—"suggestive looks” and “sexual remarks”
coming from another worker —but, again, sub-
stantial percentages (46% and 42%) thought
these behaviors constitute harassment.

Like men in general, male supervisors were
sumewhat less likely than women to agree that
any of the uninvited behaviors constituted sex-
ual harassment. Male supervisors also were

*See Appendix B for a definition of supervisor and
other terms used in this report; See Appendix D,
Figure A for data.
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less likely to regard a behavior as harassinent
than were female supervisors. Since most su-
pervisors are men,” these findings raise sume
questivns, Are supervisors generally able to
identify sexual harassment in their v. ganiza-
tions, particularly the less severe behaviors
demonstrated by nunsupervisvry personnel?
Will the 12% to 58" of male superyvisurs who du
not consider the varivus behaviors sexual ha-
rassment be able to be ascertive in enfurcing
sanctions against those behaviors?

Motives and Sensitivity
to Sexual Overtures

Whether a behavior is considered seaual hi-
rassment is related to sume extent to the per-
ceived motive of the person exhibiting the
behavior. We learned this by asking Federal
workers huw strongly they agreed or disagreed
with the statement, “I would call sonicthing
sexual harassment even if the persun doing it
did not mean to be offensive.™

As Table 2-1 indicates, few Federal workers,
regardless of gender, supervisory status, ur vie-
tim status, would econsider an act sexual hirass
ment had the initiator not intended to be offen-
sive. For most workers, the pereeived motive
or demeanor of the initiator does make a
difference.

To learn something about sensitivity v the
issue of sexual harassment, we also asked Fed-
eral workers how they felt about the statement.
“People shouldn’t be so quick to take offense
when someone expresses a sexual interest in
them.”"” We thought that since men are usually
the unes to be accused of sexual harassment,”
they would identify with the harasser and think
peupie shouldn’t be s0 quick to take offense. We
expected men would think must behavior was
not intended to be offensive and thus the recip-
ient should not take offense. On the other hand,
we expeeted that women would tend to identify
with the-vietim, and, show ing a greater sensi-
tivity to sexual overtures, would be less likely to
believe people shouldr’t take uffense su quickly.
This difference was sumew hat reflected in the
respunses. As Table 2-1 shows, half the men.
but unly about une-third of the womien, agreed

*Approximately 322,800 men and 88.000 women
are supervisors according to the survey data.

sSarvey Question 1(i).

wSurvey Question Hg).

USee Chapter 5.
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Table 2-1
Sexual Attitudes
(Question No. 1)

These are the opimions that Federal workers have expressed about different kinds of sexual behavior thal
can happen at work. Percentages are of Federal workers—men. wumen, supervisors, nonsupervisors, vietims
and nonvictims—who agreed with the following statements,

Respondents

Definition of Women Men Supervisors Nonsupervisors Victims Nonvictims
Sexual Harassment:

(1) 1 would call something sexual
harassment éven if the person doing
it did not mean to be offensive. 26% 28% 30% 27% 31% 26%

{g) People shouldn’t be so quick to
take offense when someone
expresses a sexual interest in them,  36% 48% 45% 43% 44% 43%

Sexual Activity in the Office:

(b) Morale at work suffers when
some employees seem to get ahead
by using their -2xuality. 93% 90% 92% 91% 94% 90%

{d) There's nothing wrong when
women use their sexuality to get
ahead on the job. 1% 4% % 4% 4% 4%

(k) There's nothing wrong when
men use their sexuality to get ahead
on the JOb 3% 4% 1% 4% 4% 4%

(a) 1 think it's all right for people to
have sexual affairs with people they
work with. 17% 26% 21% 23% 23% 23%

Responsibility Gf Victims For
Their Own Harassment:

(i) When people say they've been .

sexually harassed, they're usually

trying to get the person they accuse R

into trouble. % 13% 11% 11% 9% 12%

(f) People who receive annoying
sexual attention have usually asked
for it. 22% 31% 30% 27% 23% 29%

_(m) The issue of sexual harassment
has been exaggerated—-most inci-
dents are simply normal sexual
attraction between people. 23% 44% 43% 34% 28% 39%

Policy Implications:

{e) Unwanted sexual attention on
the job is something people should
not he ve to put up with, 97% 95% 96% 95% 96% 95%

Note: Percentages are based on “Agree” and “Strongly Agree” responses to statements.
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or strongly agreed with the statement. Thus, it
appears that women would be more likely to be
offended when sumeone expresses a seaual in-
terest in them.

Different Behavior is Expected of
Supervisors

Federal workers think saperyisors should be

held to a higher standard of conduct when it
comes to sexual behavior on the job than should
other workers. As Figure 2-1 shos, for every
one of the six furms of uninvited, unwanted
sexual attention, buth men and women were
mure likely to consider a behavior sexual ha-
rassment if initiated by a supervisor than if
initiated by another worker. There are no data
to suggest wiy workers felt this way. The dis-
crepaney may imply that since supervisors
hold positions of power, their behavior should
be exemplary. Uninvited sexual attention may
be seen as less threatening and coercive when
initiated by a coworker, who usually has little
power over the recipient. This assumption was
borne out by findings presented in Chapter 6.

Federal Workers’ Attitudes Toward
Sexuality in the Workplace

The late Mangaret Mead felt that there is no
place in the work environment for sexuality,
and she called for a general societal taboo
against mixing business and sex.'? Other peo-
ple just as sincerely regard this as an unneces-
sarily harsh solution to the problem of sexual
karassment, whatever its extent. They note
that since most people spend most of their
working hours on the job, that is where they
form many of their meaningful and long-lasting
relationships, including social sexuai relation-
ships. We wondered how Federal workers felt
about this and related issues. Do they think
muatually agreeable sexual aetivity between
people who werk together is all right? What
about people who use their sexuality to get
ahead on the job? Do Federal workers think the
problem of sexual harassment is really as great
as it has been made out to be? And is it just part
of the job, something that many people bring on
themselves?

Several questions were designed to shed some
light on these issues.

“Mead. 1978, see Appendix H, General Theory
and Analysis.
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Sex Does Not Belong in the Office

Voluntary sexual affairs on the job. Feder
al workers were asked whether they thought
“it’s all right for people to have sexual affairs
with people they work with."* As Table 2-1 sug-
gests, there was considerable agreement that
even such voluntary activities should not goon.
The finding that superyvisors, along with wom-
en, were cien less likely than other groups tv
approve of voluntary sexual affairs is note-
worthy, particularly since must superyisurs are
men. This result, together with the fact that
only 22% of male supervisurs questioned ap-
proved of this behavior,”* may help answer a
question raised earlier. )

Since most supervisers, buth male and fe-
male, du not approve of such relationships, they
may not hesitate to enforce sanctivns against
sexual harassment vut of fear of interfering
with possible voluntary relationships.

Using sexuality to get ahead on the job is
wrong. Federal workers were asked three ques-
tions about the use of sexuality to get ahead on
the job.'» As ean be seen in Table 2-1, there was
almost universal agreement among Federal
workers, regardless of gender, supervisory sta-
tus, or vietim status, that morale at work suf-
fers when employees seem o get ahead by
using their sexuality. Likewise, Federal work-
ers—be they men or women, supervisors or
nonsupervisurs, self-reported vietims of seaual
harassment vr nonvietims—overw helmingly
disapproved of employees using their sexuality
to get ahead un the jub. The faet that very few
approved of this behavior whether used by a
man ur a woman, indicates that Federal work-
ers do not apply a duuble standard to the seaes
in this regard. Respunses to these three ques-
tions seem to indicate that Federal workers feel
people should nut mix business with pleasure.

That sexual faveritism (as such use of seaual-
ity to get ahead on the job is usually called) was
censured by 9 of ever 10 Federal workers,
men and women alike, is interesting in light of
recent Government statenments on this matter.
In interpretive guidelines issued in Novernber
1980, the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEOC) affirmed that sexual ha-

-

BSurvey Questicon 1¢a).
USee Appendix D, Table A.
1BSurvey Question 1(b), 1(d), and 1(k).

¥See Appendix E for the full teat of the EROC

Guidelines.
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rassment under certain conditions is a forin of
diserimination on the basis of sex. The EEOC
did not regard sexual favoritism specifically as
a form of sexual harassment, but did caution
that when such favoritism occurs, the employer
may be liable for unlaw ful sex diserimination
against other employees who were qualified
but did not receive the employ ment vpportun-
ity or benefit. This survey did not address the
issue of sexual favoritism beyond the three
questions seeking employee attitudes toward it,
however. this would be an interesting topie for
subsequent research.

Victims May Bear Some Responsibility

Three items in the Questionnairel” were de-
signed to discover whether Federal employees
hold victiins responsible for their own harass-
ment. that is, whether they tend to blame the
vietim. These questions, again presented in the
form of statements with which the respondent
coula agree or disagree. were: “People who
recetve annuying sexual attention have usually
asked for it " “When peuple say they've been
sexually harassed. they're usually trying to get
the person in trouble,” and “The issue of sexual
harassment has been exaggerated—most inci-
dents are simply normal sexual attraction be-
tween people.” Partial responses are shown in
Table 2-1.

Few women agreed with any of the three
statements. The responses of men were mixed.
Although less than a majority of men thought
that victims ask for atgention or are vindictive
in accusing their harassers, the percentages
were greater than those of women. Further,
almost half of the men thought that the issue of
sexual harassment has been exaggerated (com-
pared with less than vne-fourth of the women).
Looked at in another way, men were about
twice as hikely as women w think the issue has
been exaggerated (44" of men, but only 23% of
women agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement).

In summary. for all the “blame the victim”
attitudes. substantially smatler percentages of
women than men agreed with the statements
This would indicate that men are more inclined
to believe that victims bring sexual harassment
on themselves, to think accusers are trying to
get people in trouble. and to think the issue of
sexual harassment has been exaggerated.

vSurvey questions 1{f), 10). and 1(m)
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Supervisors as a group tended to see things
as men in general saw them. While this may
not be surprising, since most supervisors are
men. it is noteworthy. Of particular interest is
the fact that almost half (413%) of the supervi-
sors agreed that the issue of sexual harassment
has been exaggerated. Might this indicate a
lack of understanding on the part of supervi-
sors as to the actual incidence rates of sexual
harassment in their own agencies and in the
Federal Government as a whole?

Not surprisingly. since most victims are
women, victimis of sexual harassment tend to
hold views similar to those of women in gen-
eral. This may be because people who have
experienced a behavior usually are more sensi-
tive to that behavior than others. In contrast.
nonvictims tend to think more like men in gen-
eral and like superyisors en these issues.

Sexual Harassment is a Problem and
Should not be Tolerated

Several additional questions were asked to
get an overall picture of how Federal workers
view seaual harassment as o rablem. Is 1t just
part of the job, sumething people have to learn
to put up with? Or is it a real preblem? Is
enough being done ahout it?

Federal workers—be they men or women,
supervisors or nonsupervisors, victims or non-
victims—strongly agree that people should not
have to put up with unwanted sexual attention
on the Job™ (see Table 2-1). Nevertheless, a
great many appareatly must, for some 197.900
Federal workers (3 in 20 women and 2 in 20
men) say unwanted. uninvited attention is a
problem where they work."™ The finding that
around one fourth of both male and female vie-
tims think unwanted, uninvited attention is a
problem where they work (See Table 1-3.
Chapter 4) suggests that vietims feel they are
not the only vnes in their organization who have
been sexually harassed -and in fact their re-
sponses to another question bears this out:®

~That 1s. they agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement, “Unwanted sexual attention on the job is
somethmg people should not have to put up with™
see Survey Question 1(e).

“Coneluded from responses o Suney Question
14e) Appendix D, Table 0, Othes data on Survey
Question -4 are reported and discussed more fullvin
(hapter .

2Concluded from response to Survey Question 34
see Figure 5-6 in Chapter 5,
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13% of female narrators™ and 31% of male nar-
raturs reported that the person who had ha
rassed them had also seaually bothered others
at work,

Are organizations doing enough to eliminate
the problem? About two in every twenty non-
vietims (18% of men and 13% of women) said
no.Z The perceptions of victims were strikingly
different: one in three vietims—32% of males
and 34% of females- apparently felt their or-
ganizations could be doing more to stop sexual
harassment.

Conclusion

Federal workers think sexuzl activity, even
voluntary affairs between people who work
together, has no place in the office and believe
people should not have to put up with uninvited
sexual attention. They consider a number of
forms of unwanted, uninvited sexual attention
to be sexual harassment, particularly when the
person exhibiting the behavior is a supervisor.
However, most men and women would take the
motives of the person into account and would
not consider it sexual harassment if the person
did not mean to be offensive.

That men and supervisurs tend to think like
each other but differently than women and vic
tims about expressions of sexual interest and
the responsibility of victims for their own ha-
rassment is not surprising, since most supervi-
sors are men and most victims are women. The

2iNarrators are victims who chose to deseribe one
incident of sexual harassment in some detail: see
Appendix B for a full description of narrators.

=That is. they disagreed with the statement, “My
organization makes every effort o stop uniwanted
sexual attention among its employees™; see Survey
Question 4.4(g); and see Table 4-3. Chapter 4.
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differences are wurthy of note, however, and
may have implications for efforts to reduce
sexual harassment in the offices of the nearly
200,000 men and women who recognized it asa
problem where they work. When even 4 in
every 10 supervisors (43%) believe the issue of
harassm.ent has been exaggerated, 3 in 10 (30%)
believe people who receive annoying sexual
attention have usually asked for it, and 4 in 10
supervisors (45%) helieve people should not be
s0 quick to take offense when someone expresses
a sexual interest in them, can we feel confident
that sanctions against sexual harassment will
be enforeced? And when men and women are
inclined to differ on these points, with men
more than women showing a tendency to blame
the vietim and believe people shouldn't be so
quick to take offense. is a need for better
understanding between men—usually the “ha-
rassers”—and women—usually the “victims"—
indicated?

In this chapter we learned that both men and
women regard many forms of uninvited, un-
wanted sexual attention as sexual harassment
and that 3 inevery 20 women and 2 in every 20
men see such behavior as a problem where they
work. Since these figures indicate only the
number of respondents who see sexual harass-
ment as an organizational problem rather than
a personal problem they have had to face, the
figures do not indicate the actual incidence of
sexual harassment of Federal employees. The
incidence of sexual harassment is examined in
the next chapter.
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Extent of Sexual
Harassment in the
Federal Workplace

® One out of every four Federal employees was sexually
harassed on the job over a 2-year period.

e Worien are much more likely to be victims than men—42% of

" all female Federal employees, but only 15% of male
employees, reported being sexually harassed.

o Sexual harassment can take many forms, and every form
except attempted or actual rape or sexual assault was expe-
rienced by a sizeable percentage of both men and women!

e Sexual harassment is not just a one-time experience—many
victims were repeatedly subjected to harassing behaviors,
particularly the less severe forms.

e incidents of harassment are not just passing events—most
lasted more than a week, and many lasted longer than ¢

months.

e The majority of Federal employees who had worked else-
where feel sexual harassment is nc worse in the Federal
workplace than in state and local government or in the pri-

vate sector.

“I said no, I simply was not going out with
him after work and no, I simply was not going
to have an affair with him because I theught |
could rely on my job skills ..." and eventually
“I was fired with 25 minutes notice on a Fri-
day.™ Stories like this from dozens of Federally-
employed women led the Subcommittee on
Investigations to ask the Merit Systems Protec-
tion Board to determine the “degree to which
sexual harassment is oceurring within the
Federal workplace, :ts manifestation and fre-
quency” We wanted to learn how widespread

'Hearings before the Subcommittee on Investiga .
tions of the House Commitice on Post Office and
Civil Service on Sexual Harassment in the Federal
Government, 1st sess., Getober 23, November 1, 13,
1979, pp. 71-74. .

Congressional Memorandum of Understanding,
Appendix E.

harassment of Federal workers is, whether it
happens to men as well as women, whether it is
a one-time event or happens to some victims
more than once, how long the incidents go on,
and if harassment is worse in the Federal
Government than in other work settings.

We found that sexual harassment is a prob-
lem for a large number of Federal workers—
approximately 294,000 women and 168,000
men. For many of the women, harassment
occurred repeatedly and frequently !usted a
relatively long time. The men, though fewer in
number, representing only one in every three
victims, had similar experiences; relatively few
reported their experiences to be one-t'me-only
events that were soon over.
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FIGURE 3-1- '
Overall Incidence Rate of Sexual Harassment

Peicentage of Federal Employees Who Experienced Sexual Harassment Between May 1978 and May 1980,
by Severity of Harassment (Question 17)
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Sexual Harassment Is Wideuspread

To learn how common sexual harassment is,
we asked Federal workers whether they had
received, during the past 24 months (approxi-
mately May 1978 to May 1980}, any of seven
forms of uninvited and unwanted sexual atten-
tion from someone where they worked in the
Federal Government.® The forms of behavior
were:

3Survey Question 17; see Appendix C.
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o Actual or attempted rape or sexual assault;

® Pressure for sexual behaviors;

® Deliberate touching, leaning over, corner-
ing, or pinching (“touching”;

L Seicually suggestive looks or gestures (“sug-

gestive looks”);

® Letters, phone calls, or materials of a sex-
ual nature (“letters and calls”);

® Pressure for dates; and

¢ Sexual teasing, jokes, remarks, or ques-

tions (“sexual remarks”).
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FIGURE 3-2 .
Incidence Rate of Sexual Harassment Among Women and Men

Percentage of Female and Male Federal Employees Who Experienced Sexual Harassment Between May 1978 and -
May 1980, by Severity of Harassment (Question 17)
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As the ecarlier but limited Congressional in-
vestigation had indicated, we found that sexual
harassment i the Federal workplace is wide-
spread.

Approzimately 462,000 Federal employees—
a number roughly equal to the population of
Denver. Colorado— reported being sexually ha-
rassed on the job between May 1978 and May
1980 (see Figure 3-1). These vietims—about cne
in every four Foderal employees—faced all
kinds of problems. One woman was called into
her Division Chief’s office and “after a verbal
shakedown, he threatened. me, became more
vielent, lunged over the desk at me, offered
promotions in exchange for sexual behaviors,
and threatened to fire me if I didn’t go along.”
A woman whose only access to a telephone is in
her superintendent’s office says that whenever
she (or other women) uses the phone “the super-
intendent persists in putting his arm around
me, kissing me, making obscene suggestions
about what I should do with him, suggesting I
go away for long weekends with him and his
buddies so they can show me a really ‘good’
time.” The male supervisor of a sandblaster
grabs him while he's working on a scaffold.
Another man finds his apartment and car
broken into and packages of women's under-
garments left there.

Less direet behaviors are also common. One
Federal worker reported that her District
Director “practically sits in my lap when I ask
a question, embarrassing me with his econstant
twisting of every word I say into some sexual
connotation.” Anuther complains, “I resent
being asked into someone’s ‘private office’ to
confer on legitimate business and then being
confronted with walls papered with nudes.”
She adds: “No government office is so ‘private’
that such a display can be justified.” A third
worker felt harassed by her supervisor’s exces-
sive interest in her personal life, his question-
ing in “private little chats” about her marital
plans, family planning, and other matters she
feels are none of kis business.

The “most severe” form of harassment—
attempted or actual rape or sexual assault—
was also the least common experience, faced by
only about 1% of Federal workers (see Figure
3-1). Still, this means that around 12,000 people
had to deal with this problem. At least 300,000
vietims were subjeeted to “severe” sexual ha-
rassment, while at least half that number
experience.d “less severe” harassment.™

36

T

We 'say “at least” that many workers faced
“severe” and “less severe” harassment because
many people indicated, they had experienced
more than one of the seven forms of behavior
asked about. When this happened, the victim
was counted only once, on the basis of the most
severe form of harassment he or she had en-
countered.® Thus. the number of ineidents was
considerably larger than the number of people
experieneing harassment, as reported on Fig-
ure 3-1.

As the next seetion show s, there were marked
differences between male and female Federal
workers.

Women Are Sexually Harassed
More Than Men

Sexual harassment of women is far more
comnion than harassment of men. While about
{wic » as many men as women hold Federal jobs
(1,168,000 vs. 694,000), two out of three vietims
were women (294,000 women out of a total of
462,000 victims).

Eight in every 20 women (42%), but only 3 in
every 20 men (15%), were subjected to harass-
ment on the job over the 2-year period (see Fig-
ure 3-2). While far more women than men were
harassed (294,000 women compared with
168,000 men), the patterns for the two groups
were similar. The largest group of victims
had experienced at least one form of severe
harassment, and only a small percentage—
though still a significant number considering
the seriousness of the behavior —had faced at-
tempted or actual rape or assault.

Most Forms of Harassment
Are Common

Kvery form of sexual harassment except
actual or attempted rape or sexual assault was
experienced by a sizeable number of men and
women.

1$ee Appendix B for explanation of levels of sever
ity of sexual harassment

oy .

For example, a person who reported both dehih-
erate touching, a form of "severe™ harussment, and
pressare for datos, a "less severe” behavior, wias
treated as a vietim of “severe” harassment

4




FIGURE 3-3
Incidence Rate Among Various Forms of Sexual Harassment

Percentage of Female and

Male Federal Employess Who Experienced Each Form of Sexual Harassment

Between May 1978 and May 1980 (Question 17)
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NOTE: Many raspondents indicated that they experience more than one form of sexual harassment.

As Figure 3-3 shows, 1 in every 3 women
employed by the Federal Government reported
having been subjected to unwanted sexual re-
marks, 1in 4 had been deliberately touched or
cornered, 1 in 10 had been pressured for sexual
favors, and 1 in 100 had faced actual or at-
tempted rape or sexual assault. Since respon-
dents were allowed to rﬁ)ort more than one
kind of behavior, many are counted more than
once in these figures.

What kinds of-experiences are these women
talking about when they say they've been sexu-
ally harassed? A woman who works in a pro-
duction area reports that she and other women
employees are constantly subjected to sugges-
tive remarks and propositions as they go about
their jobs. She added that supervisors partici-
pate in this and frequently send women on
unnecessary errands through the area just to
give the men another opportunity to act this
way. Another woman.writes that a gréat deal
of sexual innuendo and joking goes on in her
office and everyone feels obligated to contrib-
ute or tolerate it. “It is very uncomfortable to
me,” she says, “so I consider it a kind of ha-
rassment.” A clerical worker says her boss
stands touching her while she works. When his
“buddies” stop by his desk, he makes remarks
that imply that she cooperates sexually with
him. He offers to share her “services” with his
buddies, in a tone and manner ®t make clear
it is not clerical services he’s talking about.

Suggestive looks and gestures often accompany
the joking and remarks. One woman, for ex-
ample, says that her fellow employees make
obscene gestures and remarks to and about her.
Her supervisar thinks it's funny and does noth-
ing about it. Lo

Deliberate wuching and cornering is cited by
a large number-of women. A supervisor stands
so close to 2 female subordinate while giving
instructions or looking over her work that he
touches her—and while so doing makes sugges-
tive body movements. “The last time the Re-
gional Director was here,” writes another vic-
tim, “the head secretary had to come to my
rescue as the Direétor was practically breath-
ing down my shirt.”

Many women find materials of a sexual na-
ture bothersome. One woman dislikes the way
her male coworkers pass around and put up
pornographic cartoons in work spaces. When
she objects, her boss tells her she’s too sensitive.

Pressure for dates and sexuai favors are also
cited by women. Their descriptions indicate
that their experiences not only were bother-
some, but sometimes had serious consequences.
One woman says when she ignored her boss’
advances, he began to treat her cruelly; for
example, he made her take 4 hours of dictation,
made her stay late to transcribe it, then in her
presence threw it all away because “He didn’t
need it.” Another woman’s boss kept pestering
her for dates and for favors and kept making
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personal remarks. When she would not change
her mind and play around with him, he had her
transferred to a less desirable job. During her
first week on the job, reports a temporary
trainee, her supervisor kept rubbing her back
and shoulders while she typed and filed. Later
he made a point blank advance, which she
refused. Within a week she was let go on the
grounds that she could not adapt o the office.
The woman described earlier, whose Division
Chief became violent when she refused to grant
sexual favors sought medieal help to ealm her
nerves but finally quit working altogether be-
‘ause of the experience. “I'm afraid to go back,”
she says.

Far smaller percentages of men have been
the objeet of these unwanted attentions, but the
pattern is similar. Generally, the less severe the
behavior, the more likely the worker was to
experience it, with sexual remarks and sugges-
tive looks leading the list for both men and
women and actual or attempted rape or sexual
assault being relatively rare. It is more diffi-
cult to diseern what kinds of experienees men
are talking about when they say they've been
sexually harassed, because few chose w de-
seribe their experiences in the open-ended com-
ment section p.ovided in the questionnaire.
Information from other sources indicates that
men tend to describe homosexual harassment,
such as the experiences cited earlier.

It is interesting that the three most common
forms of harassment —“sexual remarks,” “suy-
gestive looks,” and “deliberate touching”—are
the least direet and perhaps the most subject to
different interpretations. One person’s appre-
ciative glance might be another person’s sug-
gestive look. Questioning about personal life
might be intended as an expression of coneern
or carifig but f2lt as an invasion of privacy.
Writes one Federal worker, “the sexual harass-
ment that goes un in my office is suppused to be
in jest, but is very offensive and embarrassing.”
Another notes that the man in her office who
tells sexual jokes and teases thinks the women
enjoy his attention and remarks. Regardless of
the pussible ambiguity of some behavior, how-
ever, the important point is that alarge number
of Federal workers had found themselves the
objects of this uninvited attention and had not
wanted it—however innocent it had been or
however innocuous it might have seemed to the
initiator.
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Sexual Harassment Occﬁrs
" Repeatedly

To learn whether harassment is a one-time
only experience or occurs repeatedly, we asked
Federal workers how often they had been the
object of the seven forms of uninvited, un-

-anted atiention during the 2-year period—
once, once a month or less, or onee & week or
more often.® Their respeases made it elear that
harassment is not 2 one-time-only phenomenon,

Generally, the less severe the harassment the
more likely women,were  experienee it more
than once. However, more than half the female
vietims of five of the seven forms of harassment
(all of the less severe forms and two of the three
severe forms) had been subjected to that behav-
ior more than once (see Figure 3-4). Only for
female victims of aetual or attempted rape did
the experienee tend strongly to veeur only once.

The experiences of men were similar, though
for most forms a smaller pereentage of male
victims had experienced the behavior repeat-
edly. A marked difference between men and
wumen was the frequeney of actual or attemp-
ted rape or assault. More than half the men
w ho reported this experience, but only one-fifth
of the women, said they had faced it more than
onee. The experienves of men are somewhat
surprising, as it was not antieipated that such
serivus behavior would oecur repeatedly n
more that half the reported cases. The sharp
difference between men and women may re-
flect a difference in perceptions about what
constitutes attempted rape or sexual assault.
Further rescarch mught shed some hght on
this.

Incidents May Last Several Weeks
or More -

To add w the picture of harassment of Fed
eral workers, vietims were ashed to deseribe i
detail one particular incident, either their only
experience, their most recent experictice, or
the one that had had the greatest effeet on
them. Victims who did so were termed “narra-
tors,” and the episodes they reported on were
termed their “critical incidents.”

One question asked of these narrators was
“How long did this unwanted attention last™™

sSee Survey Question 17

See Appendix B for a complete discussion of
narrators.

*Survey Question 22, see Appendix D, Figure 0 for
dala.
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FIGURE 3-4
Frequency of Sexual Harassment Incidents

Percentage of Female and Male Victims of Each Form of Harassment Who Experienced

That Sorm of Sexual Harassment More Than Once! (Question 17)
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Their responses indicated that incidents of ha-
rassment can last varying lengths of time, but
that most go on a week or more—and a sizeable
percentage persist for more than 6 months.

Responses of female narrators were some-
what evenly distributed among the closed

choices presented in the questionnaire—less

than 1 week (31%), several weeks (19%), 1 to 6
months (22%), and more than 6 months (28%).
For one-third of the female victims of actual or
attempted rape {(33%), the incident was over in
less than a week—but for an equal number the
incident lasted a fairly lengthy time, from 1 to
6 months.

The incidents of male narrators also lasted
varying lengths of time, but a somewhat larger
percentage indicated their critical incidents
were over in less than a week (39% compared
with 31% for women). As with females, for one-
third of the male victims of actual or attempted
rape (32%) the experience lasted less than a
week. In contrast with women, however, the
largest group of these male victims (38%, com-
pared with 17% of females) said their expe-
rience went on longer than 6 months. Again,
this finding is somewhat surprising. one that
might warrant further examination.

Q
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Sexual Harassment Is No Worse
in Federal Workplace

The findings that large numbers of men and
woriien are sexually harassed, that many are
harassed more than once, and that the inci-
dents last a relatively long time indicate that
sexual harassment is a problem in the Federal
work force. But is it any worse a problem in the
Federal workplace than in the private sector,
or for employees of state and local govern-
ments? Since we could not conduct a compre-
hensive survey of non-Federal workers, we
sought to shed some light on this question by
asking Federal workers who had held jobs out-
side the Federal Government what they
thought.?

Their responses suggest that harassment is
not worse in the Federal workplace. Of the men
and women who had held jobs outside the Fed-
eral Government and had an opinion on the
subject, around two-thirds (68% of the women
and 61% of the men) thought there is about the
same amount of sexual harassment in Federal
and non-Federal jobs. An additional 20% of the
women and 29% of the men thought there is
more harassment in non-Federal jobs. The re-
mainder thought there is less harassment in
non-Federal jobs.

3Gee Survey Question 8, see Appendix D, Table B
for data.
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Although we have nodata with which to vali-
date this overwhelming consensus that sexual
harassment is no worse in the Federal work-
place, there seems no reason to dispute the
opinion, since Federal workers probably re-
flect the cultural values and benavior uf the
larger U.S. society.

Conclusion _
Clearly, sexual harassment is a problem for
many women working for the Federal Gov-

ernment, and to a lesser extent for men. Indeed,
evidence presented later (see Chapter 5) indi-
cates thu. many harassers bother more than
one person. Thus, a picture of the experiences
of Federal workers begins to emerge. sexual
harassment vceurs repeatedly, frequently lasts
a month or longer, oceurs in multiple forms for
many vicetims, and is part of -an overall pattern
of sexual harassment perpetrated by the
harasgr,
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Victims of

Sexual Harrassment

e Age, marital status, and sexual composition of the employee’s
work group have a relatively strong effect on whether a
Federal-employee is sexually harassed.

e [actors having a somewhat weaker relationship are
employee educational level, race or ethnic background, and
job classification, traditionality of the employee’s job, and sex
of the employee’s immediate supervisor.

e Some Federal agencies have a greater incidence of sexual

harassment than do others.

e Sexual harassment is more likely to occur in work environ-
ments where employees have poor communications with
their supervisors and feel pressured to participate in activi-

ties of a sexual nature.

une n every four Federal employees reports
having to deal with uninvited, unwanted sexual
attention on the job.

One in 20 has been pressured for sexual
favors.

One in 100 has faeed actual or attempted
rape or assault. ,

Who are these 462,000 men and women who
have had to deal with sexual harassment on the
jub? And who are the people bothering them?
This and the following chapter lovk at the vic-
tims and perpetrators of sexual harassment, at
the same time exploring w hat are thought to be
some of the causes of the problem,

Many people see sexual harassment as an
expression of power, specifically a tool used
(primarily by men) to keep other workers (typi-
cally women) in their place—and an expression
of hostility toward workers (again, typically

women) intruding in a world once exclusively
the domain of the other sex.! This chapter
addresses a corollary theory—that the people
most likely to be sexually harassed are the
powerless (those working in low-status jobs) or
the pioneers (those working in jobs tradition-
ally reserved for the opposite sex).

We hoped to determine whether victims of
sexual harassment are found in disproportion-
ate numbers within certain Federal agencies,
jub classifications, geographic locations, racial
categories, age brackets, educational levels, and
grade levels.? We also wanted to learn whether
there are any personal or job characteristics

1See Chapter 1.
-See Congressional Memorandum of Understand-
ing; see Appendix k.
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Table 4-1
Characteristics of Federal Workers Most
Likely To Be Sexually Harassed On the Job .

Women Most Likely To Be Sexually
Harassed Are. ..

* Young (undcr‘ 34)
¢ Single or divorced
¢ Well educated (college degree or higher)

® Members of either a minority or nonminor-
ity group (black, Hispanic, other minority,
or white)

® Very dependent on their jobs

N

And Working . ...

¢ For the Departments of Labor. Transporta-
tion, or Justice, “Other Defense Depait
ment” agencies, the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development. the Air
Force, Navy, or Marine Corp§* the Veter-
ans Administration, or other agencies
In any geographic region, but particularly
in the North Centra! and Upper Midwest
At any salary level. but particularty for less
than $11.000 annualiy
As aGS-1 threugh GS 150r n pay classifi-
“ation “Other”
® [n any occupation, but particularlv as a
trairiec or in a professional, technical
position
® In a nontraditional position (though 1nost
vietims hold traditioual positions)
¢ For an im"ediate supervisor who is male,
or for several supervisors. both male and
female ,
® In a predominately or completely male
immediate work group

Female Victims Also Tend To. ..

® [lave varying degr es of privacy in their
workspaces, but particularly to have no
workspace to call their own, to have j
workspice that can be seen from one to
three sides, or to have only a semi-private
office

® Be working in a nonsupervisory capacity

o [lave worked for the Federal Government
for varying numbers of vears
¢ Be working full time on a permanent hasis

® Be working either regular day time hours
or on other schedule-
® Be working in immediate work groups of all

stzes, from groups of 1-3 persons to groups
of 25 or more

Men Most Likely To Be Sexually Harassed
Are,.. ™

® Young (under 34)

® Widowed, single. or divorced

¢ Relatively well educated (at least some col-
lege)

¢ Members of a minority group (black. His-
panic. American Indian. Alaskan Nauve,
or other minority)

® Very dependent ea their jobs

And Working. ..

® For the Departmenis of Health, Kducation
and Welfare; Justice; or Housing and
Urban Development; the Veterans
Administration: or the General Services
Administration

¢ Inany geographic region. but particularly
in the Pacifie region

® At lower salary levels tunder 15,000 annu-
ally)

® Axa (GS-1 through GS-8 or m an ungraded
Job

® In any oceupation, but particularly as a
trainee or in an office, clerical position

¢ In a nontraditional position (though most
victims hold traditional posttions)

¢ For an gimmediate supervisor who is female,
or for several supervisors, both male and
female

® In a predominately or completely female
immediats work group

Male Vietims Also ‘Tend lo. ..

o JHave varying degrees of privacy i thew
workspaces, but parucalarh to have no
workspace to call thewr own

o Be working m either a supersicory or non-
SUPCrVISOry capacity
® Have worked for the Federat Government
less than | year
¢ Beworking full ime on a permanent basis
or to be a part-tme, seasonal, or tempor-
ary employee ¢ 2 consultant
® Be working on a sehedule other than regu-
lar daytime hours (e g . nights, wechends,
alternating shifts)
Be workmgr in immedite work grovps of ali
sizes, from groups of 135 persons to groups
of 25 or more

)
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FIGURE 4-1
Age of Victims
Percentage of Federal Employees of Different Ages Who Experienced Sexual Harassment (Question 61)

Ages 16-19 Ages 20-24 Ages 25-34

related to the incidence of sexual harassment
that management could change to reduce the
incidence of the problem. Such information is
useful in framing remedies appropriate for dif-
ferent target groups.

The factors that showed a relatively strong
relationship with experience of sexual harass-
ment were employee age, marital status, and
sexual composition of the employee’s imme-
diate work group (see Table 4-1). Factors that
showed a somewhat weaker relationship were
education level, race and ethnic background,
job classification, traditionality of job, and sex
of supervisor. In addition, the rate of incidence
of sexual harassment varied somewhat from
agency to agency.

A detailed discussion of these personal and
organizational characteristics and a brief look
at general work environments follow.

Several Personal Characteristics
Are Related to Sexuail Harassment

Since few studies have looked at men as
potential victims, we had few expectations
about the characteristics of male victims. We
anticipated that most female victims would
have similar personai and organizational char-
acteristics that would make them more vulner-
able to being harassed, and that generally they
would have less power and lower status than
women who are not harassed. We found that in
some ways women with relatively little power
and status, as measured by certain personal
and organizational charcteristics, were more
vulnerable to sexual harassment and in some
ways they were not.

Ages 55
and older

Ages 36-44 Ages 45-54

We expected to find that young, unmarried
Federal workers, those less educated, very de-
pendent on their jobs, and members of minority
groups, were more vulnerable than others to
sexual harassment. We found that age and
marital status have a relatively strong relation-
ship with sexual harzssment, and educational
level and race or ethnic background a some-
what weaker relationship.

Younger Workers Are More Vulnerable

Age makes a difference in whether a Federal
worker, particularly a woman, is sexually
harassed? (see Figure 4-1). Although men and
women in all age brackets were victims, gener-
ally the lower the age bracket, the more likely
the experience. The youngest workers (aged 16-
19) had the highest incidence rates. These
young workers, though they represented the
fewest number of victims, were far more likely
than workers in the oldest age bracket (aged 55
and older) to be sexually harassed—younger
women were more than three times as likely
and younger men twice as likely.

Single and Divorced Workers Are

-Likely Victims

Generally, unmarried workers were more
likely than married workers to have been sexu-
ally bothered by others, but there were some
differences between women and men* (see Fig-
ure 4-2).

3Based on responses to Survey Question 61; see
Appendix C.

‘Based on responses to Survey Question 62, see
Appendix D, Table P for data on marital status by
age of victim,
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FIGURE 4-2
Marital Status of Victims

Percentage of Federal Employees Who Experienced
Sexual Harassment, by Marital Status {Question 62)

Widowsd

Singie Dlvaorced Married

-3

Single and divorced women were more likely
than married women to have bein sexually
harassed, but widowed women were least likely
to have had the experience. The reason for their
lower rate is uncertain. One might speculate
that widows, as a group, tend to be older than
other groups, as are widowed victims (88%
were 45 years or older). Their relatively greater
age may have made them less vulnerable to
sexual harassment.

Like women, single and divorced men were
more likely than married men to report sexual
harassment. But, in contrast to women, widow-
ers had the highest incidence rate among men
(though the majority, like women, were 45 or
older). Despite their relatively high incidence
rate, however, widowed men accounted for only
a very small percentage of male victims, only
2% (or approximately 3,000) out of 168,000
male victims. The reasons for this might be a
subject for further research.

Education Level Shows z; Weaker
Relationship

Contrary to expectations, higher educated
men and women had a greater likelihood of
reporting they had been sexually harassed than
their less educated counterparts® (see Figure
4-3). Of the 74,000 women with at least a col-
lege degree, around half—48% to 53% reported
having been bothered by uninvited sexual atten-
tion. Incidence rates fer the 221,000 women
with less than a college degree were lower,
ranging from 31% to 45%.

$Based on responses to Survey Question 60.
-
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Somewhat surprised by this finding, we
examined the responses of these women victims
to several other survey questions. It seemed
possible that the higher incidence rates reported
by higher educated women might be attribu-
table to greater awareness or sensitivity on
their part or to some other factor. Higher edu-
cated women victims (those with at least a col-
lege degree) generally were not more likely
than lower educated women vietims (those
lacking a college degree) to label univited sex-
ual attention sexual harassment® but there
were differences in attitudes that may indicate
greater sensitivity on their part.

For instance, higher educated women vic-
tims were considerably more likely than lower
educated women victims to call something sex-
ual harassment even if the person deing it did
not mean to be offensive (47% compared with
25%).7 This could indicate that higher educated
women are more likely to view with suspicion
the perceived motive or demeanor of the person
initiating a behavior, and thus more likely than
their lower educated counterparts to regard
that behavior as ‘,exual harassment.

As relevant as this difference in attitudes
seems, it may not be great enough to explain
the difference in incidence rates between the
higher and lower educated women. Another
explanation may lie in the types of jobs these
women hold. As data presented later in this
chapter show, women who are among the first
of their sex in a job report higher rates of
harassment than women who are not. On this
factor—traditionality of job—the higher and
lower educated female vietims differed consid-
erably.® The more educated victims were more
than 2 1/2 times more likely than their lower
educated counterparts to hold nontraditional
Jobs (23% compared with 9%). These additional
findings—that higher educated women are
more likely to be the first of their sex in their
jobs and more sensitive to offensive behavior
than are lower educated wemen—may help
explain the difference in rate of harassment
between the two groups.

Higher educated men also tended to bv more
tikely than their lower educated counterparts

$Based on responses to Survey Questions 2.7, b. d.
see Appendix D. Table C. for data.

“Based on responses to Survey Question 1 (i) see
Appendix D, Table D. for data.

8Based on responses to Survey Question 52: see
Appendix D, Figure B, for data.
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FIGURE 4-3
Education Level of Victims

Different Education Levels Who Experienced Sexual Harassment
{Question 60) .

Percentage of Federal Employees of
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FIGURE'4-4

Racial and Ethnic Background of Victims
Percentage of Fedcral Employees of Different Racial and Ethnic Backgrounds
Who Experiericed Sexual Harassment (Question 59)

o

Other Hispenic White, not of

Hispenic
origin

to report unwanted sexual attention. Men with
a high school diploma, Graduate Equivalency
Degree (GED), or less were less likely to be
sexually harassed than those with more than a
high school diploma. Further, men with some
college experience or with graduate degrees
were more than twice as likely to be harassed
as those with less than a high school diploma.
In summary, there does appear to be a rela-
tionship between education level and experi-
ence of sexual harassment. Higher educated
men and women tend to be more likely than
their lower educated counterparts to report
harassment, but for women, some of the differ-
ence may be explained by other factors. De-
TC;pite these differences, it is clear that the prob-

fand

Bisck, not of Asisn or American

Hispenic Peciflic {ndlen Or

origin {stender Alesken
native

lem of unwanted sexual attention affects &
sizeable number of Federal workers of all edu-
cation levels, particularly women.

Racial or Ethnic Background Makes Some
Difference

Although unwanted sexual attention is a
problem for women and men of all racial and
ethnic backgrounds. there does appear to be
some relationship between incidence rates and
this personal characteristic, particularly for
men.?

sBased on responses to Survey Question 59; see

Appendix B for an explanation of racial or ethnic
categories.
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As can be seen in Figure 4-4, ineidence rates
for Hispanic, black. and non-minority white
women - - the categories representing the great-

est number of female Federal workers 10,100,
59.300. and 212.800 respeetively —were similar.
While womien incther minority categories were
both more likely or less likely that. these three
groups to report harassment, they accounted
for a relatively small number of victims., For
example, women w ho classified themselves as
“other,” had the highest rate of seaual harass-
ment, but only accounted for 2.400 of the
wonmen vietiims. Likewise, Astan and American
Indian women had low er rates of seaual harass
ment but accounted for only 3,500 and 1300 of
the women victims.

Unlike women, men who are members of
minoritv groups did report higher incidenee
rates than nonmunority men. The lowest rate of
sexual harassment for men of any racial or
ethme group was found among non-minorities
(13%). Minority men, however. had higher rates
of harassment ranging from i6% to 27%. As
) ith women. the mien with the highest rate of
seatal harassment - those classified as “other”--
were also the fewest i number (2.200).

Thus 1t appears that racial or ethnie back-
ground has some offect o whether men are
seaually harassed, but less on women.

Most Vietims are Very Dependent on Their
Jobs

Perhaps not surprisingly, we found that most
victiins were very dependent on their jobs, Tins
showed clearly i the responses of narrator vie-
tims to the question, “At the tnne of this expe-
rience, how much did you need this job?™

Nearly 7 n 10 femiale narrators sad that at
that tume they needed therr job a great deal (the
other four poussible responses ranged from
“quite a Dit" o "not atall™). Lo s mteresting that
woren W ho had faced actual or attempted rape
or assault were more likely than others to have
needed their jobs a great deal at the time of
harassment {79 compared with 70% of female
narrators who deseribed “severe”™ experiences
and 66"% of those who had "less severe” sexual
harassment),!!

The responses of male narrators were sm-
tar to thuse of women.

Survey Quesuon 35
A8ee Appendis D, Figgure C for data

16

Personal Characteristies Do Have an
Impact on Incidence of Sexual Harassment

In summary. we found that age and marital
status have a strong relationship with expe-
rience of seaual harassment. and educational
level and racial or ethnie background have a
somew hat weaker relationship. Although size-
able numbers of women of various baekgrounds
eaperience seaual harassment, young, unmar-
ried, and relatively well-edueated women ap-
pear to be more vulnerable to sexual harass-
ment than others. This pattern holds true for
men, as well, but raeial or ethnie background
also plays a role for men. Male minorities are
more likely than neaminorities to report hav-
ing been sexually harassed.

Several Organizational
Characteristics Are Related to
Sexual Harassment

Continuing our imvestigation by looking at
whether victines with certain organizational
characteristies were more likely to be bothered
by unwanted seaual attention, we explored the
populir theories about seaual harassment.™ The
Hiterature sugrgests that vietims tend o be work-
ing 1 low status jobs with little power. Based
un this we expected that typieal victims would
be nonsupervisors who were relatively new to
the Federal work force. working for a low
annual salary (or perhaps as a part-time or
temporary emplaey ee). or working in a job tra-
dhitionally held by a member of the opposite sex.

To somc eatent these eapeetations were
realized. Organzational characteristies that
had ~ome relationshiy with rates of sexual
harassient were Job classification (e, traun-
ce. office clenead or admmistration manage-
ment), traditionality of Job, sex of sietum's
supervisor, and sexual composition of vietin s
workgroup.

Incidenee Rates Vary By Agency

For both men and women. incidence rates
varied considerably from ageney to ageney?

See Appendix G for asurves of the hters are on
senuai harassment.

HBased on respenses to Survey Question 55; the
State Departinent was not included i this analy<is
because the responase rate from those employees was
ux low to provide rehiable data,

O
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Table 4-2
Incidence Rate of Sexual Harassment In Each Agency

Percentage of Federal Employ ees in Different Agencies Who Experienced Sexual Harassment (Question 55)

Female Victims

Most Less Total
Ageney!? Severe Severe Severe Vietims
Department Luabor .Z"o 47% 8% 56%
Department of Transportation Y 45% F 55%
Department of Justice 4% 33% 16% 53%
All Other Department of Defi ense \;zon( 108° 3% 37% 10% 50%
All Other Ageneies- % 30% 16% 48%
Department of Housing and Urban Development Y% 20% 18% 47%
Department of the Awr Foree 1% 34% 12% 46%
Veterans Administration 2% 33% 12% 46%
Department of the Navy. ineluding the \’l.mno Corps 2% 30% 12% 44%
Department of Interior 1% 28% 12% 41%
Department of the Army 1% 31% Po 41%
Department of Commerce 0.3% 20% 20% 40%
Department of Energy 174 27% 10% 38%
Department of Treasury ( 22% 15% 3%
Department of Health, Fducation and Welfare 1% 25% G 35%
General Services Administration 0 22% 13% 35%
Department of Agriculture 2% 18% 11% 31%
Federal Government-wide 1% 29% 12% 2%

Male Victims

Most Less Total
Ageney!? Severe Severe Severe- Yictims
Department of Health, Fdueation and Welfare! 1% 13% 9% 22%
Veterans Administration 0.4% 13% 8% 22%
Department of Justice ’ 0.53"% 10% 6% 16%
Department of Housing and Urban Development 0 11% 5% 16%
General Services Administration { 9% 7% 16%
Department of the Army 0. 1% 9% H% 15%
Department of Treasury 0 2% G 5% 14%
Department of Interior 01% 6% 7% 14%
Department of Energy 0 7% 6% 11%
Department of the Navy. including the Marine Corps 03% P 5% 14%
All Other Department of Defense Agencies? 0 7% 6% 13%
Department of the Air Force . 01% Y% 4% 12%
Department of Agricuiture 0.2% % H% 12%
Department of Commerce 1% 3% 8% 12%
All Other A}ICHCE(‘S" 0.3"% H% H% 10%
Department of Labor 1% % 2% 10%
Department of Transportation . 0 3% 4% 9%
IFederal Government-wide 0.3% G 6% 15%

Note All figures for cach agency may not add up due to rounding

Government-wide percentages

‘Ranked in order of highest pereentage of sexual farass
ment among tal victims for each sex
-See Appendin B for explanation

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~
Percentages m bold are higher than Federal
-
“Fhe Department of Health, Education and Welfare was
abolishe L and two new agencies (Department of Health

and Human Services znd the Department of Fducation)
were formed 1n May 1980

[
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FIGURE 45
Geographic Locaiion of Victims
Percentage of Federal Employees in Each Geographic Region Who Expenenced Sexual Harassment (Ouestlon 56)

(see Table 4-2). For women, incidence rates
ranged from a high of 56% (nearly 6 women in
every 10) in the Department of Labor to a lower
rate of 31% (3 women in 10) in the Department

_of Agriculture. In nine agencies the incidence

rate exceeded the 42% overall rate for women
in the Federal work force, and in four of these
agencies at least half of the female employees
indicated that they had been sexually harassed.

Incidefice rates also varied somewhat by se-
verity of harassment experience: women in six
agencies reported having faced actual or at-
tempted rape or sexual assault at a rate higher
than that of the Federal work force as a whole;
in nine agencies, the rate of “severe” sexual
harassment was higher than the national aver-
age for that level of severity, and in six agen-
cies the rate of “less severe” sexual harassment
exceeded the Federal average.

Incidence rates for men also varied by agen-
cy, but the agencies having rates exceeding the
15% average rate for men in the Federal work
force—five agencies in the case of men—were
somewhat different. Again, incidence ratesalso
varied by severity of harassment experience: in
five agencies the.rate for men who faced actual
or attempted rape or sexual assault exceeded
the Government-wide average, in four the rate
for “severe” sexual harassment exceeded the
Federal average, and in five the rate of “less

. sevére” harassment was higher.

Although the specific agencies with higher
overall incidence rates differ somewhat for
men and women, in three agencies—Justice,

Housing and Urban Development, and the Vet-
erans Administration —the nates for both men™
and women were higher than the Federal rate.

We also found that the majority.of narrators .
in the Federal Government—83% of women
and 86% of men—reported that the harassment
incident occurred on their current job as of
May 1980.1

For both men and women, this finding var- '
ied somewhat by agency and with the severity
of the experience. For example, 98% of female
narrators who experienced some form of harass-
ment at the Department of Housing and Urban
Development were in'the same jobs where the
harassment occurred compared with 65% at
the Department of ‘Energy. Moreover, all fe-
male and male narrator victims of' actual or
attempted rape or as*ault at the Department of
Justice reported tha. they had left the job
where they had been working at the time of
harassment.

In summary, the mc:dence rate of sexual
harassment varies substantially from agency.to
agency, and the majority of victims are still
workmg in the jobs they held when they were
harassed.

Regional Differences Are Minor

Sexual harassment is not limited to any par-
ticular geographic region or regions, and what
regional differences were found are judged to

""Based on respunses to Survey Question 19, see
Appendix D, Table E for data.
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F(GURE 4.6
Annual Satary of Victims

" Percentage of Federal lEmployees ih Different Annual Salary Brackets Who Experienced
* Sexual Harassment

Low income
($1 10 $10,999)

tow medium
to $14,999) $19.999)

be small®* (see Figure 4-5). In 6 of the 11 geogra-
phic regions, the incidence rate for women
exceeded the Federal average for women, the
highest rates being in the North Central and
Upper Midwest regions® (48% and 47% com-
pared with the Federal average of 42%). In three
regions the rate was lower than the Federal
average, the lowest being in the Pacific North-
west (37%) and the Southeast (38%).

For men, the highest rates were in the Pacific
and Mid-Atlantic regions and the lowest were
in the Southeast, New England, and Southwest
regions (20%, 16%, and 12% compared with a
Federal average for men of 15%).

Differences Among Salary and Grade
Levels Vary Slightly
Contrary to what might have been expected,
Jsexual harassment is not concentrated in any
particular salary level. Although incidence
rates did vary somewhat by salary bracket, the
differences were small.V? As Figure 4-6 shows,
women in the lowest salary bracket (which
comprised 39% of all women victims) were
somewhat more likely (47%) than others to be
sexually harassed, but generally the rates were
similar for all income groups.

Having expected to find a greater contrast
among income groups, and suspecting that
salary level might not reflect job status as well

5Based on responses to Survey Question 56; sce
Appendix C,

18See Appendix B for list of states included in each
region. Regienal breakdowns are those used by the
. Office of Personnel Management.

1"Based on responses by group or stratum number;
see Appendix B for explanation of salary levels.

(

Medium income
income ($11,000 ($15,000to

Medium high High income
income ($20,000  ($24.000 and up)
to $23,999)

as grade level, we looked closer at the women in
white collar jobs, classified under the General
Schedule pay plan.’® Since most women em-

ployed by the Federal Governiment are classi- °

fied under the General Schedule, we thought
this might be an appropriate measure of job
status. The incidence of sexual harassment was
pretty much the same among most white collar
workers, those in grades GS 1-15. Women in
the “other” category had a somewhat higher
incidence rate, and those in Executive positions

(GS 16 or above or in the Senior Executive,

Service) were somewhat lower —but those two
groups account for a very small number of
women.

As Figure 4-6 indicates. mea in the two low-
est salary brackets wete somewhat more likely
than other men to be sexually harassed (19%
compared to 11% to 14%). However, it should be
noted that a relatively small number and pro-
portion of victims fall into these two lower
salary brackets (34% or 56,800 men) compared
with women (72% or 212,800 women). The find-
ing that men in lower salary brackets are
somewhat more likely to be sexually harassed
is supported by an analyses of incidence among
men in General Schedule grades. The incidence
rates ranged from a high of 54% for men in
ungraded positions to a low of 9% for men in the
executive positions (GS 16 or above. or Senior
Executive Service).

In summary, the problem of sexual harass-
ment is not cpncentrated in any particular

. salary or grade level, but men in lower intome

brackets and grade levels are more likely than
others to experience harassment.

®That is, those who gave the first response to Sur-
vey Question 53.
4. “See Appendix D, Figure D for data.

49

57




Q

By ‘ 50

A ruiToxt provided by ER

. ' FIGURE 4-7
Job Classification of Victims
Percentage of Federal Employees of Different Job Classifications
' Who Experienced Sexual Harassment {Question 57)

Profassional,
technicast

Trainee

menagement _

Job Classification Shows a Relatively
Weak Relationship

While there were some variations in inci-
dence rates, it is clear that sexual harassment
is not concentrated in any category of job® (see
Figure 4-7). Contrary to expectations arising
from popular theory, there was no clear pat-
tern that women in low-status jobs having little
power were generally more vulnerable to sex-
ual harassment than were other women. As
Figure 4-7 shows, the incidence rate was high-
est for trainees, but was next highest for women
in professional/technical positions.

The finding for trainees was not unexpected
since trainees, being new on the job, usually
have little power or control vver their work
situation. Further, they tend to be young (81%
of female trainee victims were 16-34 years
old).?" As data presented earlier in this chapter
show, younger victims are more likely to be
sexually harassed. In addition, female train-
ee victims were more likely than female vic-
tims in other job classifications to be in nontra-
ditional jobs (35% of female trainee victims
were in nontraditional positions compared
with around 20% in administrative, blue collar.
and professional/technical positions).22 How-
ever, very few female victims—only 3%—~were
trainees. .

Contrary to what might have been expected.
female office,/clerical workers were not more
likely tv be sexually harassed than women in
higher status positions. Also contrary to find-
ings of uther studies, women in blue collar, ser-

#Bidsed on responses to Survey Question 57.
#1S¢e Appendix D, Figure E for data.
“28See Appendix D, Table F for data.

L1}

Administration,

Office.
clarical

Other * Elus collar,

N nervice
vice occupations had a relatively low incidence
rate (38%). The relatively low incidence rate
may be attributable to the fact that few of these
women were in nontraditional positions for
their sex (only 17%, or 5,200 of 31,600 female
blue collar workers): in the private sector more
female workers in blue collar/service occupa-
tions may be holding nontraditional jobs.

Results for men tended to be as anticipated.
As Figure 4-7 shows, incidence rates for men
were highest in office/clerical positions (typi-
cally female jobs) and lowest in blue collar/ser-
vice positions (typically held by men). How-
ever, only 6% of all male victims (approxi-
mately 9,600 men) held office/clerical posi-
tions, compared with 17% (or 28,500) in blue
collar,service positions. It is noteworthy that
male office/clerical workers who reported sex-
ual harassment were almost twice as likely to
be one of the first of their sex in their jobs com-
pared to male office, clerical workers w ho were
not harassed (13% compared with 7%).

In summary. although most sexual harass-
ment is not concentrated in any particular job
classification, women trainees are considerably
more likely to be harassed than are those in
other jobs.

Working in a Nontraditional Job Makes a
Difference , :

We expected that workers who were among
the first of their sex in their jub (i.e., in nontra-
ditional jobs) would be more likely to be sexu-
ally harassed than those in more traditional
jubs for their sex. Examples of nontraditional
jobs are female law enforcement officers and
construction workers and male secretaries and
nurses, The literature does not address this
issue for men, but suggests that this occurs to

4]
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FIGURE 4-8
~Traditionality of Jobs of Victims
Percentage of Federal Employees in Traditional and
Nontraditional Jobs For Their Sex Who Experienced
Sexual Harassment (Question 52)

Traditionsl

Nontraditionai
job job

%

women because men see women entering their
“territory”.as a threat, and respond by using
sexual harassment to try to limit the womens’
success or-to get them to leave. We found the
expected relationship present to some extent:
men and women in nontraditional jobs for their
sex were somewhat.more likely to be sexually
_harassed thanothers.®

As Figure 4-8 shows, fully 5 in every 10
women in nontraditional jobs reported un-
wanted sexual attention on the job, compared
with 4 in 10 women in other jobs. However, few
women—only 12%, or 35,800 in 291,700—re-
ported working in nontraditional positions. As
with women, men in nontraditional jobs were
somewhat more, likely to experience harass-

_ment than others, but this group comprises an
even smaller percentage of male victims—5%,
or 8,700 dut of 164,700.

Sex of Immediate Supervisor a Factor

We had expected to find that women workers
with supervisors of the opposite sex were more
vulnerable to sexual harassment, since the
literature suggests that most incidents of sex-
ual harassment are perpetrated or tolerated by
supervisors.* This expectation that the sex of
the immediate supervisor makes a difference
was borne out for both men and women.®

i

BBased on responses to Survey Question 52.
u}owever, as the next, chapter shows, most Fed-
eral workers were harassed by other workers rather
o'han supervisors. ‘
E mc“Based on responses to Survey Question 50.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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FIGURE 4-9
Sex of Supervisor(s) of Victims

Percentage of Federal Employees Who Experienced
Sexual Harassment, by Sex of Immediate
Supervisor(s) (Question 50)

Femals
supsrvisor

Mala suparvisor ‘Male and femala
suparvisors

As Figure 4-9 shows, women were somewhat
more likely to be sexually harassed if their
immediate supervisor was a man than if the
supervisor was a womar. Even more consistent
with expectations, we found that men were
almost twice as likely to be sexually harassed if
their supervisor was a woman, than if the
supervisor was a man.? '

These finaings—-that women are somewhat
more likely to be harassed if their supervisor is *

_male and men are almost twice as likely to be
. harassed if their supervisor is female—implies

that sex of supervisor has some bearing on
whether an employee is likely to be sexually
harassed, although most incidents of sexual
harassment are perpetrated by coworkers. It
also may s(uggest that supervisors are more

likely to allow sexual harassment to occar to

their subordinates if those employees are of the
opposite sex.

Male-Female Ratio in Immediate
Workgroup Is Strongly Related

We expected to find that most sexual harass-
ment occurs between members of the opposite
sex and is greater where the victims have
fewer same-sex coworkers who might serve as
a support’system. We fhoight women in pri-
marily male work groups'might be especially
vulnerable because they could be seen as out-
siders-who threaten the “old boy network” in
the workgroup. "

As expected, both men and women were
more likely to be botheréd by unwanted sexual

#However. as the next chapter shows. of the mer.
who report being harassed, only about 7% are ha-
rassed by female supervisors.
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FIGURE 4-10
Sexual Composition of Victims’ Work Groups

Percentage of Federal Empioyeas in Different Kinds of Work Groups Who Experiericed Sexual Harassment
{Question 51)

d

All men Predominately Equat numbers Predominately All women
men of men and women
women

attention if they worked in work groups com-
posed wholly or primarily of members of the
opposite sex.?” As Figure 4-10 shows, the great-
er the proportion of men in the work group, the
likelier women were to be sexually harassed.
More than half the women who worked in all-
male workgroups, and nearly half who worked
in predominately male workgroups, reported

*having had to deal with unwanted sexual atten-

tion, compared with just over one-third of wo-
men in predominately female work groups,
and one-fifth of women in all-female groups. A
sizeable percentage of female victims—44%
or 127,700 out of 292,800—were working in
wholly or predominately male work groups at
the time they were harassed.

Men also were more likely to be bothered by
unwanted sexual attention if they worked in
groups composed wholly or predominately of
members of the opposite sex. However, rela-
tively few male victims—only 20% ot 33,600 out
of 167,000—wete working in mostly or all-
female groups when they were harassed; the
largest number (62%) were working in all or
predominately male workgroups, where the
incidence rate is relatively low: (8% to 13%).

Thus, it appears that sexual composition of
work groups does affect the likelihood of women
and men becoming victims of sexual harass
ment. The greatar the concentration.of mem-
bers of the opposite sex in the work group, the
greater the incidence of harassment. This has a

Jgreater impact on women since a greater pro-

portion of women than men are likely to work
in groups cémposed wholly or primarily of
members of the opposite sex.

“Based on rcs;x)nse; to Survey Question 51.

52

The finding that sexual composition of the
work group, like sex of the supervisor, has a
relationship to incidence rate of sexual harass-
ment also may be attributable to the finding
reported in the next chapter—that Federal
employees are sexually harassed by coworkers
more often than by supervisors.

Other Organizational

Characteristics Showed Little
Relationship with Sexual
Harassment

Six other organizational characteristics exam-
ined showed little relationship to the incidence
of sexual harassment. Four were expected to
shed some light on the theory that people with
the least status and power are most vulnerable:
level of privacy, supervisory status, length of
Federal service, and work schedule. The other
two—work hours and size of workgroup—were
designed to explore workplace characteristics.

Relationship between privacy on the job
and likeliliood of bothersome attention is un-
certain. Some observers have speculated that
workers having.no personal workspace or an
open workspace would be more vulnerable to
harassment since their working conditions do
not afford a sense of privacy; others have sug-
gested just the opposite, that those having pri-
vate workspaces would be more vulnerable
since much sexual harassment, particularly in
its more severe forms, occurs in private. Thus,
we asked victims whether, at the time they
were harassed, they had a workspace they

6
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could call their own, and if they did, what it
was hke: open (worker could be seen frum all
sides); semi-open (seen from 1 to 3 sides); semi-
private (with door that can be closed); or pri-
vate (with door that can be closed).? We found
thatwno one type of workspace was typical of
victims.of sexual harassment.

While there were some differences for wo-
men, there was not a clear pattern. Women
having nu workspace, a semi-open space, or a
semi-private space were somewhat more likely
to be bothered with unwanted sexual attention
than those with open workspaces or a private
office (44% to 46% compared with 39%).

The slightly greater likelihood of harassment
of women who had no personal workspace
might be due to their lack of privacy. The
slightly greater vulnerableness of women hav-
ing semi-private offices might reflect the find-
ing (discussed in the next chapter) that most
women were bothered by coworkers in the
same office; the semi-private office would seem
to afford a relatively greater freedom to harass.
Any conclusions on the question would be pre-
mature, but the findings would seem a fruitful
area for future research.

Men experienced sexual harassment at about
the same rate, . egardless of the degree of pri-
vacy of their workspaces (13%- 16%).

Nonsupervisors were not feund to be more
vulnerable to sexual harassmerit than super-
visors.? ‘Although female nonsupervisors were
somewhat more likely than female supervisors
to report unwanted sexual attention (43% com-
pared with 39%), and male nonsupervisors
slightly more likely than supervisors (15%
compared with 14%), these differences are
judged to be small. While it is true that most
victims—88% of female victims and 73% of
male victims— are nonsupervisors, there are

. also far more people working in a nonsuper-
visory capacity for the Federal Government.

The relationship between length of Fed-
eral service and likelihood of unwanted sexual
attention was different for men and women.®
Women on probation (i.e., with less than 1 year
of Federal service) were somewhat more likely
to report sexual harassment than those not on

#Question 49; see Appendix B for explanation of
terms; See Appendix D, Figure F for data.

2Based on responses to Survey Question B8, see
Appendix D, Figure G for data.

“Based on responses to Survey Question {5, see
Appendix D. Figure H for data,

e

probation (i.e., more than 1 year of Federal
service) (45% compared with 42%), but this dif-
ference was judged small. The difference in
incidence rates for men was more marked: 20%
of men on probation, bui only 14% of those not
on probation, reported having been harassed.
The overall impact of any true differences is
probably insignificant since relatively small
numbers of Federal workers have less than 1
year of Federal service and most victims are
women, who show only slight differences in
incidence rates. Most victims of sexual harass-
ment, both men and women, had been working
for the Federal Government for more than 1
year when they were harassed.

Work schedule—permanent, full-time or
another arrangement such as part-time, tem-
porary, or seasonal—showed only a slight rela-
tionship with incidence of sexual harassment,
and then only. for women.3! Women working in -
permanent full-time jobs were somewhat more
likely than others to be bothered with unwanted
attention (43% compared with 37%) but men
showed the same rate regardless of work sched-
ule (15%).

The typical working hours of an employee—
day time or other arrangements such as night-
time, weekends, shifts, or frequent overtime—
seems to bear no important relationship to
whether the employee is subjected to bother-
some sexual harassment.®® Women working
regularly in the day time were just about as
likely to be bothered as working nights, week-
ends, shifts, or a lot of overtime. Although men
working “other” hours were a little more vul-
nerable than day time workers to being ha-
rassed (17% compared with 14%), this disparity
probably is not great enough to make a real
difference.

The size of the immediate work group of
the employee—small (1-5 people), medium (6-
15 people), large (16-25 people), or very large
(more than 25)—had no relationship with like-
lihood of sexual harassment.3® The largest
group of female victims were working in
medium-sized work groups (40%), but the inci-
dence rates for the four different-sized groups
were about the same (41% to 45%). The range of
incidence rates for men was even smaller (13%
to 15%).

“RBased on responses to Survey Question b, see
Appendix D. Figure [ for data.

#Based on responses to Survey Question 47. see
Appendix D. Figure J for data. -t

B8RBased on responses to Suryey Question {8 see
Appendix D, Figure K for djts

b4




L

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- ERIC

Organizational Characteristics Have an
Impact on the Incidence of Sexual
Harassment

In summuary, «f the 13 characteristics of an
employ ec’s Job or work place examined, one
clearly showed a relatively strung relationship
with incidence of sexual harassment. male-
fermale ratio in the immediate workgroup.
Wonien working in work groups composed com-
pletely or primarily of men were more likely to
be subjected to unwanted sexual attention, and
conversely, men in wholly or primarily femble
workgroups were more likely to be sexually
harassed.

Three other arganizational characteristies
showed some relationship with harassment: sex
of immediate supervisor, traditionality of job,
and job classification. Generally a worker whose
immediate supervisor was of the opposite sex.
or who had more than one supervisor, both
male and female, was more vulnerable than a
warker whose supervisor was of the same sex.
Although most victims, both male and female,
were working in traditional jobs when they
were harassed. the likelihood of being harassed
was greater for those in jobs usually held by
the opposite sex. This effeet may have been
seen somewhat in the slightly greater vulnera-
bility ta harassment of men in office, clerical
positions—but relatively few male victims were
working in such jobs when they were harassed.

Women working in professional/technical
jobs, and both female and male trainees, were
somewhat more likely to be hothered with
unwanted attention —but it is clear that Fed-
eral warkers in all job elassifications. particu-
larly women. experience harassment,

Victims See Their Work
Environments Differently Than
Nonvictims '

We also were interested in whether the gen-
eral atmgsphere in & work place had any rela-
tionship” with sexual harasstent. Are some
work ensironments niwore conducive to sexual
harassment than others? To explore this issue
we compared the responses of vietims* by sex
(re.. fernale victims with female. nonvietims,
ete) o two sets of attitudinal questions, one

“As determined by responses to Survey Question
17. see Appendix C. Vietims responded i terms of
the offices they were™in when they Were harassed:
nonvictims deseribed their current jobs,

]
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that atterapted to assess general relations with
supervisors and one designied to measure the
general level of sexual activity in the office.®

We expected to find that vietims had worse
relations w ith their supervisors, felt more pres-
sured to engage in seaually vriented behavior,
and generally felt their vrganization was not as
helpful as it might be in curtailing sexual
harassment of its employ ces. This turned out o
be true.

Perhaps not surprisingly, vietims, particu-
larly women, were eonsiderably more likely
than nonvietims to feel uninvited, unwanted
sexual attention was a problem where they
worked. {See Table 4-3) Specifically, male and
female vietims were more inclined to feel they
were expecied to fhrt and make sexual com-
ments about the opposite sex and to think
employ ees in their offices use tor used) sexual
favors to advance on the job.

Vietims also were more likely to indicate
employee-supervisor relationships in their im-
meduate workgroups were not what they niight
be. They were twice as likely as their nenvietim
counterparts to feel unable to bring work-
related concerns to their immediate supervi-
surs and to feel, 1if they did, that their supervi-
surs would not do anything about the situation,
even if it were possible. Fihally, vietims were
more likely than nonvicetims to feel their organ-
jzation was not doing everything it could to stop
unw anted sexuad aftention among its employees,

Whale there toul®be several explanations for
these thffereneces in attitudes between vietims
and_ nonvietims, one possibility is that work
atmosphere does have some affeet on the inci-
dence of sexual harassment. Further research
an this issue \\'mlld be interesting and helpful

" in designing means of eliminating the probleny,

Conclusion

We have review ed i detail the persondl and
m'gq‘ni/,uliu‘nul characteristics of vietims and
how they affect the vulnerability of women and
men 10 sexual harasstient, Sume characteris
ties affect the rate of sexual harassnient more
than others, and sprye characteri. tics are more
stitbjeet to control by munu;?('r.s who wish to
reduce the rate of sexual harassment in their
organization.

' Based un respunses to Survey Q aestions Ba- f g
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Table 4-3
Perceptions of Work Environment

These are statements used to deseribe the general work setting in the immediate work group. Percentages
are of Federal workers who agreed or disagreed with the following statements, (Question 1)

Respondents
Female Male
Vietims  Nonvictims  Vietims  Nonvictims

Genera! Relutions
with Supervisors
a. Disagreed with: 1 feel free to bring up gen-
eral work-related concerns or suggestions to

‘ my immediate supervisor 21% 84y 264 T
b, Disagrecd with. | feel that my supervisor ( ~

_ would correct general work-related coneerns or \

sujzgestions 1f pogsible. 20 201, 20, 21
Level of Sexual Activity
¢. Agreed with: Where 1 work, ] feel T am
expected to flirt. RANN 2 21 2%
d. Agreed with: Where I work, 1 feel lam
expected o make sexual comments about the
opposite sex. 9 RN 28" >
e. Agreed with: Uninvited and unw anted sex-
ual attention 1s 2 problem for employees where .
l \\'()I‘k. 27““ ' 22% T
. Agreed with: Where T work, employees use
heir sexual favors ©  advancement on the Job. 300 23 27" 22%

4 -

¢ Disagreed wath' My organization makes
every effort to stop unwanted <evual attention

among its employees, RN 2, 320, 9N

Note. PPereentages are based on “Agree” and “Strongly Agree” and "Disagree” and “Strongly Disagree”

responses to statements

Soxual harassment 1s a problem of virtually
all Federal ageneies studied. Variation m inci-
denee rates suggests the problem is more sa-
lient in some ageneies than in others..but in
none is it absent. As noted, 2 number of generie
demographie characteristies are related to sex-
ual harassment. As the composition of the work
force varies from ageney to agency, so 100 may
the incidenee of sexual harassiment. Although
this has not been investigated. agency manag-
ors need to be aware of the coniposition in their

RIC

workforee to identify the workers in their agen-
ev most likely to be vietims. This i~ a first step
toward reducing the problem.

In addition. certain working conditions ap-
pear related to sexual harassment. and many of
these conditions ean be changed by manage-
ment in an effort to reduce sexual harassment.
(onsequently. managers need to be made aware
that sexual harassment is a problem and that
they are held accountable for dealing with it.

SN




Perpetrators of

Sexual Harassment

e Most victims are sexually harassed by people of the opposite

SeX.

o Most harassers act alone rather than in concert with another

person.

e Most harassers of women are older than their victims, and
most harassers of men are younger.

e Most harassers are married, but many men report being
harassed by divorced or single women as well.

e Most harassers are of the same race or ethnic background as
their victims. but most minority men report being harassed
by those of a different race or ethnic background.

e Most harassers are coworkers, but many woinen are-

harassed by supervisors.

e Many harassers are reportec

person at work.

| to have bothered more than one

e Few employees report having been accused of sexually

harassing others.

- »

More than half the women in four Federal
agencies ... one-fifth of the men in another
agency ... two-thirds of all women aged 16 to
19 ... nearly one-third of all divorced men ...
half of all female trainees ... one-fifth of all
men working in nontraditional jobs...

These are the victims of sexual harassment
in the Federal workforce. The next step is iden-
tifying the perpetrators of these incidents, the
people who are offending others with their sex-
ual comments and deliberate touching. are
pressuring others for sexual favors, and in
some cases are committing the criminal offense
of rape or sexual assault.

We were interested in learning a number of
things about the perpetrators of sexual harass-
ment: whether they are found in disproportion-
ate numbers within eertain job classifications,
racial categories, age brackets, educational

levels, and grade levels;! whether harassers of
men and women are similar in most ways or
differ markedly; whether certain types of vie-
tims typically are bothered by certain types of
harassers: and whether incidents tend to be
one-time acts, or whether some harassers show
a pattern of sexually bothering others.

Such information would indicate what reme-
dies might—or might not—wc ‘k and would
help in developing remedies appropriate for
different target groups. It seemned especially
important to look at the harassers of women
sinee the problem of sexual harassment affects
women in far greater numbers, at greater
rates. and with greater severity than it does
men, )

'Congressional Memorandum of Understanding;
see Appendix k.
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Two or Both males Fimasle Two or more
more malss and femasles fomales
FIGURE 5.2
Age of Harasser .

Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Indieated the Age of the Person(s) Who Bothered Them Sexually
(Question 32b}

Older Younger

We found that women typically are harassed
by a male coworker who is married, older than
the victim, of the same race or ethnic back-
ground (or a different background if the victim
is a minority), and likely to have harassed oth-
ers at'work (see Figure 5-1).

Men typically are harassed by a female co-
worker who is married (but frequently is
divorced or single), younger than the victim, of
the same race or ethnic background, and some-
what likely to have harassed others at work.

More detailed descriptions of perpetrators of
sexual harassment are given in the sections
that follow. Descriptions are based on the re-
sponses of narrators (i.e., victims who described
one incident of harassment in detail) to survey
questions 32-34. Most findings presented repre-
sent the responses of vietims of all forms of
sexual harassment. Analysis of responses by
severity of harassment experience revealed that
in most cases the harassers were similar re-
gardless of severity of experience. Only the
notable exceptions are described.

58

FIGURE 5-1
Sex of Harasser

Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Indicated the Sex of the Person(s)
Who Bothered Them Sexually (Question 32a)
. T <

Various ages Unknown

Harassers of Women Are
Strikingly Similar

The- harasser of a woman is usually a
man. In 95 cases of sexual harassment out of
every 100, the incident was perpetrated by a
man—in 79 incidents by a lone man and in 16
incidents by two or more men. Few women
were harassed by other women.

The harasser of a woman usually acts
alone. In 81 incidents out of every 100 the
harasser acted alone rather than in concert
with others—in 79 incidents as a lone male and
2 incidents as a lone female.

The harasser of a woman is usually older
than the victim. In 68 incidents out of every

100 the harasser was older than the vietim, in .

12 incidents younger, and in 11 incidents of the
same age. In 7% of the incidents there were
several harassers, of various ages, and in 2%,
the women did not know their harasser's age.
(See Figure 5-2)
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FIGURE 5-3
Marital Status of Harasser

Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Indicated the Marital Status of the Person(s) Who Bothered Them Sexuaily

Married Mixed

The harasser of a woman usually is mar-
ried. Two-thirds (67%) of all incidents were
perpetrated by someone who was married; only
15% were initiated by an unmarried person (8%
single and 7% divorced, separated, or widowed).
In 9% of the incidents there was more than one
harasser, of different marital statuses, and in
an equal number the woman did not know her
harasser’s marital status. (See Figure 5-3)

The harasser of a woman usually is some-
one of the same race or eth ic background.
In 63% of all incidents the harasser was of the
same race or ethnic background as the victim.
(See Figure 5-4) However, there were some
striking differences in the experiences of minor-
ity and nonminority women harassed by men.?
While most nonminority female narrators (75%)
and most women in some minority groups were
harassed by a man of the same race or ethnic
background; most black, Hispanic, and Asian
or Pacific Islander women (53%, 62%, and 88%,
respectively) were bothered by men of different
backgrounds.

The harasser of 2 woman usually has no
supervisory authority over her, but some-
times is a supervisor. Harassers of women
usually (in 65% of all incidents) are coworkers
or “other” Federal employees having no super-
visory authority over the victim. In a sizeable
number of incidents (37%), however, women
were harassed by their immediate supervisor
or a higher level supervisor. Subordinates were

#Too few women in some minority groups reported
harassment by more than one man or by women to
allow separate analysis in regard to background of
those harassers. See Appendix D, Table G for data
on the race or ethnic background of victims and
their harassers.

RIC
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{Question 32d)

Divorced,
separated,
_widowed

Unknown lsingle

harassers in only 4% of the incidents; in 6% of
the incidents the supervisory status of the
harasser was unknown. Victims of the rela-
tively uncommon most severe form of harass-
ment, actual or attempted rape or sexual
assault, were harassed vy an immediate or
higher level supervisor almost as ofien as by a
coworker or “other” Federal employee (51% of
the incidents perpetrated by a supervisor com-
pared with 57% by a coworker or other, em-
ployee). In many incidents involving more than
one harasser, both supervisors and coworkers
were identified. (See Figure 5-5)

FIGURE 5-4
Ethnic Status of Harasser
Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Indicated the
Ethnic Status of the Person(s) Who Bothered Them
Sexuaily (Question 32c)

TOTAL VICTIMS OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT

Soms the Unknown
same snd
some

different

Same Different

38ince respondents harassed by more than one
person were allowed to give more than one answer to
this question (Survey Question 33). percentages total
more than 100%.
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FIGURE &-5
Organizational Level of Harasser

Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Identified the
Organizational Level of the Person(s} Who Bothered
Them Sexually {Question 33)

TOTAL VICTIMS OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT

55 ‘3

Coworker or Immedliete Unknown Subordinate
other supervisor
omployee or other

supervisor

NOTE Saoms respondents indicated that more than one
party bethored them,

ERIC

Many women are harassed by someone
who has harassed others on the job. While
the majority of female narrators (53%) did not
know whether the harasser had bothered oth-
ers, 43% did know this to be the case and only
3% knew it not to be true. Victims of the most
severe and severe forms of sexual harassment
were more likely to be bothered by repeat
offenders than were victims of less severe ha-
rassment (38% and 49% compared with 32%).
(Sece Figure 5-6)

Harassers of Men Also Are Similar

The harasser of a man usually is a woman.
In 72 out of every 100 cases, the incident was
perpetrated by a woman—in 60 incidents by a
lone woman and in 12 cases by two or more
women. Men were more likely than women to
be victims of homosexual harassment; 22% re-
ported being harassed by one or more men,
while only 3% of the women reported harass-
ment by one or more women.

The harasser of 2 man usually acts alone.
In 78 out of every 100 incidents the harasser
acted alone rather than in cuncert with others—
in 60 out of 100 incidents as a lone female and
in 18 as a lone male.

The harasser of a man most often is young-
er than the vietim. In 39% of the incidents the
harasser was younger than the victim, but in
29% the harasser was older, and in 18% the two
were the same age.
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FIGURE 5-6 .

Has tha Harasser Sexuaily Bothered Others at Work?
Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Were Sexually
Harassed and Who Indicated Whether the Person(s)

Who Bothered Them Sexually Had Sexually
Bothered Others at Work {Question 34)

TOTAL VICTIMS OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT

Harasser had not
bothered others

Did not know  Harasser had
bothered others

The harasser of a man most often is mar-
ried. Slizhtly over one-third of the male narra-
tors (35%) said their harasser was married, but
a larger proportion was currently unmarried—
either divorced, separated, or widowed (25%) or
single and never married (20%).

The harasser of a man usually is someone
of the same race or ethnic backgreund. This
was true in 62% of all incidents, but, as in the
case of female victims, race or ethnic back-
ground of the victim made a difference.In near-
ly 9 inevery 10 (89%) incidents involving a non-
minority male victim and a female harasser,
the harasser was of the same background (i.c.,
also a nonminority). Black men were about as
likely to be harassed by a woman of a different
background as by a black woman (46% of the
cases involving female harassers compared
with 51%), and Hispani¢ and Asian or Pacific
Islander men were more likely to be bothered
by a woman of a different race than by one of
their own race (69% and 100% of the cases
involving female harassers, respectively).

The harasser of a man usually has no
supervisory authority over him. Three-
fourths of the male victims (76%) reported their
harasser was a coworker or another Federal
worker having no supervisory authority over
the victim. In addition, the harasser was more
likely to be subordinate than a supervisor (16%
of all cases compared with 14%).

A number of men are harassed by some-
one who has bothered others on the job.
While most male narrators (61%) did not know
whether their harasser had bothered others,
31% did knuw this to be the case, and 8% were
certain it was not the case.
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Experiences of Men and
Women Diiter

In some ways the harassers of female and
male victims were quite similar. For instance,
most harassers of men and women acted ajone
rather than with others. In other ways, the
experiences of men and women were notice-
ably different. For example, while most ha-
rassers were of the opposite sex of the victim,
men were considerably more likely to be vic-
tims of homosexual harassment (22% of male
narrators were bothered by one or more men,
bt only 8% of female victims reported homo-
sexual harassment).

Most harassers of women (68%) were older
than the vietim, but the pattern for men was
less obvious. The largest group of men (39%)
were bothered by someone younger, but a size-
able number (29%) were bothered by an older
person. Most harassers of women (€7% of the
incidents). While men were most likely to be
bothered by a married person, this was true in
only 35% of the incidents described. Thus,
women were nearly twice as likely as men to
have been harassed by someone who was
married.

Most harassers of men and women were
coworkers or other Federal employees who had
no supervisory authority over the victim. This
finding 1s partieularly significantin the case of
women sinee it appears to contradiet the popu-
lar notion that the greatest part of the problem

of sexual harassment originates with (male)
supervisors who wield formal power over their
\female) victims. It may be, however, that some
supervisors, while not themselves readily iden-
tifiable as the perpetrators of speeific sexual
harassment incidents. may be giving tacit ap-
proval to the behavior and thus crcatizfg an
environment wherein sexual harassmen(is not
only tolerated but encouraged. As one Federal
employee wrote on the survey questionnaire:
“A major problem is that the major portion of
‘management’ is male, and if they do not parti-
cipate in the games themselves, there is tacit
approval of activity. Any objection is met with
a wry smile and the reaction that maybe you
are imagining things and perhaps overempha-
sizing your own charms.”

It appears that the “coercive,” or “shake
down” element of sexual harassment—to the
extent that it was present--operated more in
the case of women. While both men and women
were most likely to have been harassed by work
associates or peers, this was more true for male
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victims (76%) than for females (65%). Likewise,
while both men and women were less likely to
be harassed by an immediate or higher level
supervisor, this was also more true for men
(14%) than for women (37%). The finding that
the majority of sexual harassment incidents
are perpetrated by coworkers or other work
peers does suggest that any institutional efforts
to eliminate the problem of sexual harassment
might need to involve Federal workers at all
levels rather than only supervisors. However,
since supervisors ultimately are responsible for
the conduct in their workplaces, training for
them regarding sexual harassment should cer-
tainly be stressed.

Of the men and women who knew, most said
the:v harassers had also bothered others. That
43% of all female victims eould with certainty
state that their harasser had bothered others at
work! suggests that the problem of sexual ha-
rassment should not be viewed solely as a
number of isolated instances of personal sexual
attraction. Ior a sizeable number of women
(98,000), their experience was partof an overall
pattern exhibited by a harasser. Since most
harassers of womnen are men, it seems fair to
assume that the majority of repeatoffenders in
harassment of women are men. Thus, it appears
that certain men are more likely to harass than
others and that sexual harassment is not neces-
sarily part of the normal interaction among
men and women on the Job. or that all men and
women eugage in it, as has heen intimated by
some.

A similar ease eould be made for the harass-
ers of men. For 31% of male vietims, their
experiences were part of an overall pattern
exhibited by the harasser. Thus it seems likely
that a number of female harassers were also
repeat offenders. However, sinee the number of
men harassed is far smaller ithan the number of
womnen, it seems fair to conclude that the prob-
lem of repeat offenders among male harassers
is far more significant.

Some Harassers Reported on
Themselves

It 1s important to note that we attempted
only to construct a general profile of harassers
in terms of general personal and job character-

This 1s partcularly telling in that, as shown in
Chapter 6, the survey found that most viclims_dn not
talk to others in their offices about their experiences.
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isties; obviously a more in-depth examination,
including investigation of psychological vari-
ables, was beyond the scope of this'study. How-
ever, we did attenipt to gain more information
about harassers by asking several questions of
people willing te identify themselves as
harassers,

Only 10.500 men and 1.100 women indicated
that during the 24-month period they had been
aecused of sexually bothering sumeone. Sinee
most of the aecused were men. we looked only
at their responses. not at the women's. The vast
majority of those men, 82%. felt they had been
unjustly aceused by their vietim—and 8%
thought the accusation had been far (the
remaining 10% were not sure whether the
eharge was fair or not).”

Few Federal workers admitted they have
been accused of sexual harassment —far fewer
than the numbers who elaim to have been
harassed. Most men who do report having
been aecused felt the charge was unfair, When
asked why they considered the charge unfair.
18" said the aceuser had misunderstood their
motives, 45% said the aceuser wanted to create

‘Based on reponses to Survey Questions 36 and 37;
see Appendix D, Table 1 for data.

“Based on responses to Survev Question 38, see
Appendix D, Table Q for data.
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trouble, 29% felt thev had done nothing wrong.
Only one-third indicated that management
subsequently found the charge to be false,
although there is no indication of how many of
these cases were reported to management.
Since far fewer men report being aecused of
sexual harassment. whether fairly or not, than
the number of women who report Leing ha-
rassed by men. it would appear that few women
victims confront their harassers. This absence
of cunfronttion may perpetuate the problem of
sexual harassment.

Conclusion

This chapter has presented a profile of typi-
-al perpetrators of sexual harassment as de-
seribed by their vietims. We have seen that the
ty preal harasser of women differs from the typ-
ical harasser of men, principally in terms of sex
and age, and. to a lesser extent. in.marital sta-
tus and race or ethnie background. We have
alsu seen that few individuals admit to having
been aceused of sexual harassment.

The next chapter explores in more depth the
seaual harassment incidents.

~
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Incidents of Sexual -

"Harassment

e Those who are sexually harassed by supervisors and those
who experience the more severe forms of sexual harassment
_are more likely than other victims to foresee penalties or pos-
sible benefits for not going along or for going along with the
Id

unwanted sexual attention.

e Most victims respond to sexual harassment by ignoring it,
but few find that technique improves the situation. The most
assertive actions are found to be the most effective.

» Few victims talk about their experiences with others but
those who do find talking to someone with independent
authority or organizational regponsibility to be more helpful
than talking with.coworkers, family. or friends.

e Fow victims take formal actions, but many who do find them

helpful.

® The reported response of agency officials to informal and
formal charges of sexual harassment has been mixed.

,

.

462.000 people having t. ueal with uninvited.
unwanted sexual attention while working at
their jobs for the Foderal Government. two

thirds of them women ... 300,000 confronted .

by behaviors that a minimum of two-thirds of
the Federal workforee considers sexual harass-
ment ... 12,000 facing actual or attempted
rape or sexual fassault, a eriminal offense ...
most of them bothered by coworkers of the
opposite sex. but a sizeable number harassed
by people “with supervisory authority over
them, .. . .

The picture of sexual harassment in the Fed-
eral workplace 1s taking shape. We know who
the victims are, how many are facing what
kinds of unwanted attention. and who'is perpe-
trating thé offensive behavior. To complete the
prcture we needed to know more about the epi-

sodes themselves. the details of the individual

ineidents that, when taken together. would
place the many facts and figures In context.
Only then would the picture be a clear imare of
the problem of sexual harassment as it affects
Federal workers. .

We wanted ‘to know about the element of
coercion—or enticement—in sexual harassment
incidents: Do harassers use exphcitor implied

~leverage to ensure cooperation from their vic-

tims? Do vietims think something harmful
will happen if they don't go along, or something
beneficial if they do? How-do victims deal with
the unwanted behavior? Do they simply ignore
the situation. hoping-it will go away? Does any

particular response seem most effective in get-,

ting the behavior stopped? Is management Relp

ICongressional Memorandum of Understanding:
_~ee Appendix B '
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ful in this regard? Sueh information is essential
in developing remedies that are likely to reduce
the ineidence of sexual harassment.

We found-that the answ ers to these questions -

depended’somewhat on the sex of the vietim,
who was perpetrating the offensive behavior,
and \v\hal kind of unwanted attenlion was
involved. .

Iimployees bothered by others who lad super-
visory authority over them. and those who-
faced actual or aftempted rape or assault, were
most likely to see penalties for not going along
and rewards for going along. The use and effee-
tiveness of various formal and informal re-
sponses. inchuding talking with other people
about the situation and filing formal com-
plaints, depended somewhat on the sex of the
vietim and the severify of the situation. Some
vietims found management helpful. but many
did not.. -

Again. findings in this chapter are hased on
the response of narrators—those vietims who
agreed to describe in detail-one experience of
sexual harassment, either their only or their
most recent experience. or the one that had the
greatest effect on them. For simplicity, these
people are referred to as vietims. although. to
be precise, they make up only a’ subgroup of
victims, £ - A

Fear 6f Penalties and Expectation,
of Rewards -

Most vietim narrators did not think anything

. bad would happen to them if they did not go

along with the unwanted attentiom Nor did
most anticipate that something benefieial would
happen if they did go along. Men e?nd women
tended to agree on these points. The large
majority of female victims (70%) thought there

# “would be nv adverse cunsequences if they did

RIC

not go along with the harasser.”? We speculated
Jthat the reason for this was that most reported
being harassed by presumably less powerful
coworkers rather than supervisors (see Chap-
ter 5). Indeed we found that the vietimy' percep-
tions of consequenees differed somew hat depend-
ing on w hu was bothering them and what kind
of unwanted attention they were getting.
Women who were harassed by coworkers
haying nonsapervisory authority over them
were more likely to think nothing adverse

=
b
‘Based on responses to SUrved Question 21, ko
see Appendia D, Table R for additionakdat,
» ; . -

6 : ‘

would happen to them than were women both-
ered by immediate superyisors (70% compared
with 44%) (see Figure 6-1). Interestingly, wo-
men harassed by their immediate supervisors
were less likely to think that nothing would
‘happen to them (14%) and thus more likely to
fear penalties than thuse buthered by higher
level supervisors (57%): likewise, those harassed
by their eowc kers were less likely to think that
-nothing would happen to them.(70%) and thus
more likely to fear penalties than those both-
ered by “other” employees (79%). This suggests
that harassers having direct organizational
contaet with the vietim are seen as more coer-
¢ive oi_threatening than those whose relation-
ship is more distant, T

In addition. the more severe the form of
harassment the woman was facing, the, more
likely shewas to perceive adversé consequences -
(sece Fig{?re 6-1). Vieyms of actual or attempted
rape or assault wdfe most likely to pereeive
adverse consequences regardless of whether
the- harasser was a.coworker or a supervisor.
Only 15% to 23% of Xhese women thought no-
thing would happ(-n/{o them if they did not go
along.

IFor the women who did perceive adverse
eonsequencees, the difficulties they foresaw. not
unsurprisingly. were related to who was harass-
ing them. Women harassed by their supervi-
sors were more likely to fdar cgusequences
related to job status and pay —being unable to
get a promotion or losiflg their jobs. for exam-
ple. On the other hand. women bothered by
coworkers gr other employees were more likely
to feel the quality of their personal relation-
ships would suffer if they did not go alongr (for
eaaniple. "the personts) or other workers would
be unpleasant or wowld embarrass me”),

Women harassed by their supervisors also
were more likely to perceeive benefits for goimg
along with the unwanted behavior, the magor-
ity harassed by coworkers (81') foresaw no
benefits.” This difference in pereeptions held
true for vietims of all forms of sexual harass-
ment exeept the few whoe experienced actual vr
attempted rape or assault, For this group,
thuse harassed by immiediate supervisors were
more likely than thuse victimized by coworkers
and other workera to furesee no benefits (71 %
compared with 47%) A reason for this differ-
ence in pereeptions might be in the nature of
the behavior itself. those confronted by super-

Based on tesponses to Survey Question 25

7
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Percentage of Narrators Who Wer
Following Would Happen to Them i

Perceived Penalties for Not Going Along

e Harassed by Their Immediate Supervisor or Cowor
f They Did Not Go Along With the Sexual Haras

My workling
assignments or
conditions would
get worse

FIGURE 6-1

’//
|

The personis) or
other workers
would be
unpleasant or
would embarrass ,
me M

| would be unable

to get a promotion,
step increase, good
rating, or reference

I would fose
my job

ker Who Thought the
sment (Question 24)

~

I did not think
anything would
happen

IMMEDIATE _
SUPERVISOR

Women
Men

CO-WORKER
Womesn -

Men %
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FIGURE 6-2
Perceived Bensfits for Going Along ;
Percentage of Narrators Who Were Harassed by Their Immediate Supervisor or Coworker Who Thought the
Following Would Happen to Them if They Did Go Along With the Sexual Harassment (Question 25)

2
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visors in this most assaultive way felt extremely
threatened and could see no benefits, only
penalties, whereas other vietims, not being in
direct eontrol of their harasser, felt less threa-
tened and could foresee possible rewards for
going along.

The pereeptions of men about leverage used
to seeure compliance were similar to that of

_ women. Again, most men did not think any-

thing bad would happen if they did not go
along, but men harassed by immediate supetr-
visors and those experiencing the more severe
forms of harassment were more likely than
others to fear penalties. Men were somewhat
more likely than women to pereeive benefits in
going along with the unwanted attention; but,
like women, those harassed by supervisors
were more likely than others to foresee possible
rewards for their compliance.

1n summary. most victims do not pereeive
any penalties for not going along with the
harasser or rewards for going along. The super-
visory status of the harasser and the type of
behavior they were confronted with seems (o
have an effeet on their pereeptions of leverage.
Men and women bothered by individuals hav-
ing direet organizational eontrol over them—
their supervisors, and particularly their imme-
diate supervisors—are much more likely to feel
leverage is being used against them. In addi-
tion, workers harassed by their supervisors are
mueh more likely to see good working condi-
tions and job betterment as more powerful
incentives for going along than improved rela-
tions with their harassers.

Assertive Responses Are the
Most Effective

To find out how \ietims deal with incidents of
«exual harassment, we asked which of nine
possible responses they had made and what the
offeet of cach had been.t The effectiveness of
these informal efforts varied, depending on the
sex of the vietim aind the severity of the harass-
ment experience. | \

Most women responded passively to the un-
wanted attention, by ignoring it (61%) or? avoid-
ing the harasser (18%). Their reasons for doing
this may have been similar to those of the vic-
tim whose situatien was related by a supervisor
in another anit: "She was afraid to report the

1See Survey Questions 23a and 23by; see Appendix
D, Figure L for additional data.

“Respondents were asked to indicate all actions
they had taken. and many did.

incident for fear her supervisor would not allow
her to work overtime. She refused his advances
and begean to avoid him whenever possible, hop-
ing it would ‘blow over’.”

The women's nexi most frequent response to
sexual-harassment was taking direet action by
asking or telling the harasser to stop; half the
women reported doing this. Although most
women- ignored the behavior, they found this
one of the least effeetive aetions to take (see
Figure 6-3). Only 28% of those who did so found
it “made things better,” and a number found it
made the situation worse. v -

The small number of women who went along
with the behavior indicated that this was by far
the least effective course to take; only 8% re-
ported that things improved as a result. On the
other hand, direct, assertive responses such as
“asking or telling the person to stop” and “re-
porting the behavior to a supervisor or other
officials” were found to be effeetive by the
majority of women who took those actions (54%
and 53%. respeetively). However, since many
women did not find these actions made things
better. it cannot be assumed that most women
could get sexual harassment to stop simply by
reporting it or asking the offender to stop.

Although the relatively rare action of dise1-
pliming the harasser® was found to be the most
effective response (71% of the women who did
this’found it made things better) few women
are i a position to diseipline their harasser
sinee relatively few women work in supervi-
sory capacity.

Like women. most male vietims (65%) ignored
the unwanted attention. However. proportion-
ately fewer men avorded the offender or asked
or told the person to stop. For men, the most
effective actions were “asking or teliing the
person to stop,” “disciplining the ha rasser” {also
a rare response for men), and “avoiding the
person(s)”: (67", 56", and 53% of men who took
those actions found theni to make things better).

As with women, the effectiveness of the var-
ious aetions for men differed according to the
form of sexual harassment being faced. The
few male vietims of actual or attempted rape or
sexual assault found direet responses ineffee-
tive. For them, the most effective response was
going along with the behavior (46" of those
who went along with the situation found that to
_mako things better), whereas this was rela-
tively ineffective for men dealing with other

“Fewer than 1.000 women. or 2% of all female nar-
rators who answered this question, took this action
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. : FIGURE 6-3 ’
Narrators’ Informal Responses to Sexual Harassment

Percentage of Narrators Who Indicated that Taking These Informal Actions ‘“Made Things Better”’ {Question 23)

NOTE Many rezpondents indicated that they took more than one action
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forms of unwanted behavior, Chat such a large
proportion of men but so few women, would
find going along with such assaultive behavior
to “make things better” raises sume questions.
Perhaps thedifference is based in cultural and
perceptual differences of opinion about what

constiffdes i instance of actual or attempted
rape or assatlt.

, In summary, many wformal respunses to
seaual harassment made things better for some
victims—oeven making a juke of the behavior
and telling, or threatening to tell, other work
ers. The responses that generally proved most
effeetive were:

e reporting the behavior to a supervisor or

other officials,

o asking or telling the person(s) to stop, and

8 avoiding the person(s).

Other more specifie techniques for vietims to
tahe to stop sexual harassment are discussed in
publications listed in Appéndix H. In addition,
Mary P. Rowe, a prommant and knowledge-
able observer in the field, has found that one of
the most effective techniques is for the victim
to write a personal confidential letter to the
harasser outlining the offense and asking that
the behavior be stopped. According to Dr.
Rowe, this technique has the advantage of
stopping the harassment quickly and effeetive-
Iv. preventing recurrence. and enabling the
vietims to take assertive action on their own.’

Actions that generally proved least effective
(and in many instanees had a deleterious effect)
were: )

e going along with the behavior, and

e ignoring the behavior or doing nothing,

Talking with QOthers

To understand more about how people re-
spond to sexual harassment, we asked vicims
whether they had discussed their experiences
with anvone and, if so. with whom and with
what result.®

About half the women and one-third of the
men who answered this question® had talked
with someone about their experience. Women
most frequently had talked to other workers or

‘Mary P> Rowe, Ph.D.. Assistant to the President,
Massachusetts Enstitute of Technolugy , conversation,
March 1981

*See Survey Questions 27a and 27b; see Appendix
D, Figure M for additional data.

A number of narrators, i.e., those who responded
to Survey Question 20, did not answer Questiorn 27.

to friends and relatives (68% and 60%, respec-
tively, of the women who answered this ques-
tion). Men also most frequently spoke to those
wroups of people (of those who answered this
question, 65% spoke to other workers, and 53%
talked to friends or relatives).

It should be mentioned however, that rela-
tively few of the men and women we have been
calling “narrators” do in fact talk to anyone.
For example, although other workers were the
muost likely to be told. only 37% of the women we
have termed “narrators”—83,700 out of 223,700—
and 20% of the 97,500 male narrators indicated
they had talked with other workers. It appears
that victims prefer tv keep their experiences
private. ”

The benefit of talking to various parties de-
pended on the type of harassment and the sex
of the victim (see Figure 6-4). When asked
whether their discussions made things better
or worse, or made no difference, women gener-
ally indicated they found talking tooutside con-
tacts (lawyers. eivil rights group, Congress, or
officials in another ageney) or a supervisor or
other officials more effective than talking with
other workers; of thuse who had talked with
those groups, 4%, 48% and 23%, respectively,
said the action made things better.

However, female vietims of severe harass-
ment found talking to the various parties about
equally effective, while the small number of
women who had faced actual or attempted rape
found talking to EEQ (Equal Employment
Opportumty) or union officials to be harmful or
to have no effect.

The results for male vietims were even more
mixed. As a group they found the best results
from talking to persennel officials (41% who did
so said it made things better) and the worst
results from talking to union officials (18%).
Male vietims of actual or attempted rape or
assault found talking with outside contacts
helpful and talking to unions to have no effect,
whereas vietims of less severe harassment
found neither of these actions to have an effect,
but did find talking to FEO officials useful.

While these findings are so mixed that few
generalizations can be made, it might be noted
that although talking with other people can
make things better (sumetimes just in the .ic-
tim's ability to endure the situation). the best
people to talk to are those who can do some-
thing to change the situation-—not coworkers,
friends. or relatives. Since relatively few vie-
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FIGURE 6-4
Parties Contactgd by Narrators

Percentage of Narrators Who Indscated That Tatking to These Parties ““Made Things Better’” (Question 27)
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tims talk to ageney officials, publicizing the
avarlamlity of both organizational and outside
parties may be indicated. In addition, training
may be indicated to help agency officials resolve
problems of sexual harassment.

Few File Formal Complaints

Only 6,600 women (approximately 3% of all
Federally employed women who described
their sexual harassment incidents) and 1,700
men (2% of all male narrators) indicated that
they filed formal complaints.* Of the 8.200
formal actions taken, most were requests for an
investigation by the organization (2,800) or
adverse action appeals (2.500.1" Filing a dis-
crimination complaint, the most widely known
remedy, was chosen somewhat less often than
other formal remedies except for “requesting
an investigation by an outside agency,” which
is the least known remedy. Infrequent use of
the diserimination complaint system may be
explained by the fact that until recently sexual
harassment generally was not considered to
fall under the jurisdiction of the EEO com-
plaint system. .

The majority (59%) of the 8300 men and
women \\'}/10 took formal action found these
actions were effeetive (i.e.. they "made things
better”™) Conversely. 3.400 men wnd women
found- their effort had no effect—or made
things worse.!*

Most of the women who requested an investi-
gation by their ageney or filed a discrimination
complaint found those actions effective (70%
and 66°%, respectively). However. the effective-
ness of remedies differed somewhat depending
on the severity of the behavior involved (see
[Figure 6-5).

Men who requested an investigation by an
cutside agency were most likely to think their
action had made things better, but, in contrast
with women, few who filed a discrimination
complaint found that action useful, Again. the

wRBased on responses to Survey Question 28b. ~ee
Appendix D. Figure N for additional data.

HSee Chapter % for a deseription of the various
formal complaimt procedures.

12fn November 1980 the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission helped to elarify the issue by
adopting guidelines in whieh sexual harassment
under certait. conditions was interpreted to be a
form of discrimination on the hasis of sex; see
Appendix I

1See Appendix D, Table I for data.

effectiveness of remedies varied somewhat de-
pending on the severity of the behavior the men
had experienced.

In summary, the type of formal action taken
and the perceived effectiveness of the action
varied with the sex of the victim and the sever-
ity of the behavior the vietim faced. However,
the perceived success rate was only 59% (i.e., 1
vietims in every 10 who took formal action did
not-find their efforts made things better). This
middling success rate was cited by Congress-
womean Gladys Spellman during Congressional
hearings' as a possible reason somany employ-
ces consider formal actions ineffective or think
nothing would be done if incidents of sexual
harassment were reported. Said Spellman: “If
the success rate is only 50%, it isn’t going to be a
great incentive to moving ahead” (i.e., to-chang-

. ing attitudes so more Federal workers will

have confidence that something will happen if
incidents are reported).

For a number of Federal workers. filing a
formal complaint not only did not make things
better, but actually made matters worse.'> One
survey respondent related on her questionnaire
what happened when she filed a grievance,
which eventually went to arbitration: “My su-
pervisor was found to have sexually harassed—
but the end result was 1 was literally forced by
my supervisor and management to transfer to
another installation. The action I took against
my supervisor cost me psychologically as well
as prevented promotions.”

Response of Management

In general, the response of agency officials to
formal and informal actions was reported to be
nuxed!® (see Figure 6-6).

Although female narrator-vietims ‘who did
pursue formal remedies were more-likely to
encounter a favorable and corrective response
than apathy or hostility, the results depended
on the severity of the experience they had
faced. More than 8 out of every 20 female nar-
rators who answered this question said man-
agement found the charge to be true or took
action against the offender, and only around 1

1 Jearmgs before the Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions of the House Committee on Post Office and
Civit Serviee on Sexual Harassment in the Federal
Government, 2nd Sess., September 25, 1980, p. 28.

1See Appendix D, Figure N for data.

wRBased on responses W Survey Question 29.

N\ .‘




FIGURE 65
Narrators' Formal Responses to Sexual Harassment

Percentage of Narrators Who Indicated That Taking These Formal Actions “made things better’’ (Question 28)

Requested an Filed a Requested an Filed a
investigation discrimination investigation grievance or
by victim’s complaint or by an outside adverse action
organization iawsuit agency appeal

e 3
NOTE. Some respondents indicated that they took more t e formal action




FIGURE 6-6
Organizations’ Responses to Formal Actions Taken by Narrators

Percentage of Narrators Who Indicated That Their Organizations Responded as Follows (Question 29)

— -
Lt [_NOTE. Many respondents tndicated that management responded in more t w I
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i 20 said management was hostile or did
nothing, The muore severe the harassnmient ex-
pertence, the more hkely management was to
do something about it. However, only 16" of the
group of female narrators (and nene of the vie
tims of less severe harassment) reported the
damage had been corrected —and for some it
may have taken awhile. Wrote one woman who
had been bothered by a Branch Chief. ™M)
harasser's superyisors took no action until they
were ordered w by outside sourees. The sexual
harassment eontinued over several years with
several different women, twoof whom  signed
under pressure from this ma:n. The situation
eventually was reetified by removing him from
a management position.”

The finding that no female victims of “less
severe” harassment reported that damage from
the harassment had been corrected may reflect
the difficulty in correcting damage caused by
ambigious behavior such as unwanted sexual
comments, and suggestive lovks and pressure
for dates. The negative eonsequences for these
victims may be more in the realm of the pay-
chological.

Although men who took formal action also
were more hikely to find a favorable rather
than a hostile management response, they were
less likely than women to do so—and four times
more likely than women to encounter hostility,
particularly 1f they had experienced the less
severe forms of sexual harassment. Thus. it
would seem that men who allegre sexual harass-
ment are less likely than women to be taken
seriously by management, possibly because sex-
ual harassment often is seen as a problem that
happens only to women. There is other evidence
that the complaints of men are not taken as
seriously as those of women in the low number
who found reporting the behavior and talking
to a supervisor or other agency officials to be
effective. Around half the women found report
ing (53%) or talking (48%) to these officials ‘o
make thingsbetter. but only one-third (35%) of
the men found reporting the hehavior helpful,
and only, one-fifth (20%) found talking to offi-
cials useful (see Figures 6-3 and 6-4).

The comments respendents wrote on their
questionaaires Jearly indicate that some man-
agers apptoach .. problem more serwously
than do others, One victim reported that when
she attempted to get help from her harasser’s
superior officer. she was told she should be
mwore tolerant of him and make allowance for
him. Another wrote of taking a complaint tw
the top administrator, who said he was power
less to admonish for “hearsay.” In contrast. a
supervisor reported. "My deputy tried sexual
harassment pressure on my sceretary until 1
dealt with the matter rather bluntly for the
future of his work record.” Adds this respon-
dent. 1 have advised counseling for the vietims
and filing charges against the perpetrators.”

Conclusion

This chapter has explored the behavior of
vietims and harassers during sexual harass-
ment incidents and the attempts of vietims to
stop the harassment. Few vietims talk to or-
ganizational officials about their problems and
only a handful file formal complaints. It may
be that most victims simply want the harass-
ment to stop and see no need to escalate the
situation by fiting a formal complaint.

Thus. informal actions carried out by vietims
or those with organizational or independent
authority to correet the situation are seen as the
most effective available remedies. Exploration
of this possibility continues in the next chapter.

Clearly. the findings reported in this chapter
indicate that there is much management can
do to improve its effectiveness in reducing sex-
ual harassment. Ageney officials must be clear-
Iv informed of their responsibilities in this
regard. In addition. vietims need to be informed
of the most effective informal responses to stop
sexual harassment. They also need information
on formal remedies so that option is open to
those who choose to take it.

O
-
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5

!mpact and Cost of
Sexual Harassment

e The cost of sexual harassment to the FFederal Government

between May 1978 and May 19

to have been $189 million.

< . .
is'conservatively estimated
O

o Although their experiences d¢ not change the careers or
work situations of most victims, a sizeable number of men
and women do leave their _)dbS or suffer other adverse job

LOH‘}C(]UGHLOS

A majority of victims do not lhmk their personal well being

or work performance declined as a result of their experi-
ences, but a sizeable minority do.

e Vietims are much more hkely to think sexual harassment
negatively affected their personal well-being or morale than
to believe that their work performance or productivity

suffered.

o Most victims report that as far as they know the morale and
productivity of their immediate workgroups are little
affected by their personal experience of sexual harassment.

“] realiy stored a lot of feelings over vne particalar
seaual advance

“My boss kept pestering me for dates and kept
making personal remarks. When [ wouldnt
change my mind and play around with him. he
had me transferred to a less desirable job ™

*Because I will not cooperate with my superyisor,
he s ginvang me bad references so T can’t gt
anuther Job in order t get vut of the situation.”

The problem of sexual harassment does not
er 1 when the harasser walks out of the room
or when a new day bezis in the office. Vie-
tims are affeeted by their nterpersonal
problens and erisis experiences just as all pev-
pleare. How strongly and in what way they are
affected undoubtedly depends on @ conipiex
combination of persunal variables—aho they
are. how they view the world, how many optivns

FRIC o °

they have—and situalional variables—what
sort of experience they had, what sort of offiee
they were working in,

Nor does the problem of sexual harassment
necessarily end with the victim, The problems
of the victim or between the victim and the
harasser may spill over into the workgroup.
becoming a distraction if not a causc of addi-
tional office problems. In extreme cases, the
impact of individual incidents may extend far
beyond the office—to the Federal Women’s
Program manager cailed in to hear a com-
plaint, or to the personnel specialist called on to
write a vacanzy notice for a job left by a vietim.

Thus. w hile the pieture of sexual harassment
incidents 1s fairly complete, more questions
mudst be asked to gain an understanding of the
true extent of the vroblem of sexual harass-
ment in the Federal work force What is the
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mmpact of sexual harassmient on i vietim’s
physical and cmotional condition, work per
formance. earcer well berng. and job turnover?
What effeet dues sezual harassment have on
the morale and productivity of the vietim’,
snmediate workgroup? And how do all these
things - cach of them costly o some extent 1
woime way—add up o otal cost to the Federal
Government”

While most vietims did nos think their expe
riences had had 4 negative effeet on thew work
perfuorn.ance or productivity, or on that of their
work grotp. enough did report these and vther
negative conseauenees to bring the estimited
cost of sexual harassment to the Federal Gov-
ernment over the 2-vear period of the study to
31539 mithon. This overall cost is diseussed first,
and then the responses of the victims on which
the estimates were based are exammed in
greater detaii,

Sexual liarassment Is Costly to
the Federal Government

Sevual harassment of its employees cost the
Federal Government an estimated 3189 mullion
during the pertod May 19758 to May 19863102
miulhon for the harassment of women and $87
million for the harassment of men. These fig-
ures represent the costs of;

o replacing employees who left their jobs
heeause of sexual harassment,

¢ paving medieal insuranee clams for ~ci-
vice to employvees who sought professior
help beeause of physical or emotional stress
brought on by their experiences.

® paying sick leave to employees who missed
work. and

o sbsorbing the ecosts associated with re-
duced individual ard work group produe-
tvity,

The starting point for making cost estimates
derives from those victinis who agreed to de-
~erthe at least one harassment incident they
eaperienced In greater detail. We term these
individuals nartators. The meident they de
serthe may be a “most recent” experienee or
one they felt had the greatest impact on them.,

Obtaining the cost estimates on sexual harass-
ment required that several general assump
tfons be made. Fundamental among these is
that those respondent~ Jdefined as narrators are

iCongressional Memorandim of Understanding,
see Appendix K.

representative of all victims and that we may
generalize from them to the total population of
vietims, A second important set of assumptions
cotleerns the derivation of costs of harassment.
Largely, cost was caleulated by inforential
extrapolations from questions meluded i the
survey, This was necessary sinee no direct

questions were meluded in the survey which”

would provide information about the nature
and amount of medieal benefits used as o con-
~equence of seaual harassment, the reason for
or the amount of sieh leave taken, work time
miased, or estimated amount of work time
devoted to harassment reduction activity,

Cost of Job Turnover: $26.8 million

Projecting figures for the entire groups of
vietims, not just narrators, we estimated that
29,350 Federal emplovees—24.660 women and
4.690 men—left their jobs over the 2-vear study
period as a result of being seaually harassed.;
Replacing an employee usually involves three
tyvpes of measurable costs: personnel costs asso-
ciated with offering the job to a replacement,
custs of & background cheéek on the replaee-
ment. and the cost of training the replacement.
Assuming that each person who left the Job due
to sexual harassment was replaced. that a back-
ground cheek of some type was made on each
replacement. and cach replacement receneu
formal wraining in the new position, the loss to
the Federal Government due te job turnover
resulting from sexual harassment is estimated
to have been $26.8 million—$22.5 million for
women and $:1.3 for men (see Table 7-1),

These figures are conservative in that they-

assume that the first person offered the job
accepted it, They also do not inelude the costs
associated with having a job vacant (e.g., work
not done or overtime for other employees) and
with taking one employee off, and putting an-
other on. the payroll. The estimated number of
Federal employees who quit beeause of sexual
harassment also is conservative in that the sur
ver, by its nature, did not reach the neoyle who
left the Federal Government altogether as a
result of their sexual harassment experience,

Hrgures projected from the 20,900 narrators
(18,200 women and 2,700 men) who indicated in
responise W Sursey Question 26 (see Figure 71 and
additional data m Appendix D) that they had left
their jobs because of unwanted sexual atlention,
either by quitling o transferring or because they
had been reassigned or fired.

o




Table 7-1

Costs of Sexual H!‘:\rassment s
Women “Men Total
Job Turnover 5
» Costtooffer a job! 3 6.t S 2 TH
Background checks? 2.0 V.4 2.1
,  raimng* ' 211 27 268
Total Cost of Job Turnover N 220 3 13 i8N 268 )
I motional Stress 3.9 2.1 QY ‘
Individual Productivity - 377 311 721
- wAbsentecism 53 " 2.6 79
Work Group Produetivaty - 32.6 Ha 6y
TOTALS sz 3 o867 SRS

/"7

Source Office of Prognam Managemept and Evalua-
tion Office of Personnel Managzement

Source Pwision of Personnel investigations, Office of
teronnel Management, «

Cost of Emotional and Physical Stress:
$5 million

Dollar loss due to emotional “and physical
stress was measured in terms of estimated use
of Governmental health benefits plans. An esti-
mated 128,200 victims indicated that their ex-
perience of sexual harassment ‘had a negative
impact on their emotional and physical health.?
We assumed that such physical and emotional

stress would result in symptoms for which

some victims would seek professional services—
and that the employees’ Government health
benefit plans would cover 40% of the cost of these
services. We also assumed that the need for
medical help would vary by the severity of the
harassment experience of the vietim. Thus, we
assumed that the vietims of the “most §evere"
form of sexual harassment who said their emo-
tional or’physical condition had declined (7,560
women and 1.590 men) would seek on the aver-
age $200 worth of medical services. that vic-
tims of “severe” forms of sexual haragsment
(74.000 women and 22.000 men) would keek on
the average $100 1n services. and that eath vic-
tim of “less severe” sexual harassment (17.850
women and 5,200 men) would seek on the aver-
age 550 in services. On this basis we estimate
the loss to the.Government in use of health
benefits plans due to emotonal and physical

S N

4 igures projected from the number of narrator-
vietims who indigated in response to Survey Ques-
ti.n 3la (Figare 7-2 and additional data in Appen-
dix D) that their emotional and physical condition

Source. “Fmplowvee Tranmg m the Federal Service

FY 1979." published by the Office of Per~onnel Manage
ment, Wor hforee Effectiveness and Development Office

st¥ess to have been $5 million—$3.9 million for
women agd $1.1 million for men.

Cost of Absenteesim: $7.9 million

Dollar cost to the Government due to absen-
teeism was measured in terms of extra sick
leave paid to the estimated $0.430 Federal
employees whose time and attendance at work
suffered as a result of their sexual harassment
experiences.’ We assumed that vietims of “most
severe” sexual harassment (4.320 women and
660 men) took 5 days on the average of sick
leave. while victims of "severe” sexual harass-
ment (28.000 women and 8.000 men) took 3
davs on the average. and those vietims of “less
severe” harassn)ent (4.250 women and 5.200
men) took 1 day on the average. Furthermore.
assuming that the average daily salary of men
a1d women is $80 and $48. respectively.® we
project the approximate work time lost due to
sick leave absenteeism to cost $8 million ($5.3
million for women and $2.6 million for men).
Note. this estimate does not reflect tardiness at
work or at)senteeism not due to sick leave.

Wigures projected from the number of narrator
vietims who indicated in response to Survey Ques-
tion 31a (Figure 7-2 and Appendix D) that thewr time
and attendance at work dechined as a result of

“unwanted sexual attention,

sDaily salaries were based on approximations that
the average .nnual salaries of women and mea
working for the Federal Government are $12,000
and $20.000 respectively. This assumes 250 working
days a year and is based on data derived from the
(uestionnaire.

Q@ declined'as a result of unwanted sexual attention.

ERIC - ) \. _y
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Cost of Decline in Individual Productivity.
$72.1 million,

Dollar cost of dinmnished vietim produetivity
was measured in terms of self-reported de- *
creases in quality.and qu.mt;t\ ofsvork. First we
assumed that the productivity of the estimated
47,290 employees whose work quality and
quantity became worse* dechined by 10%., and
thag this loss translates into a loss w the

- Government of 10% of the workers’ annual -

Tsexual harassment experience”

ERIC
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salaries. Figures are based on ealeulations of
average annual sataries of male and female vic-
tims of each of the three levels of severity: of
On this basis
we estimate the lossto the Federal Government
duge to decreased produetivity of vietims of sex-
ual harassment to have been $72.1 million—
$37.7 milhon for female vietims and 3:3-4L+4 nul-
lion for male victuns (see Table 7-1).

We beliave a 10% loss in productivity to be a
very conservative fizure. In 1970, the General
Accounting Office estimated that lost produc-
tivity of individual workers due to alcoholism
was at least 25%.7 It seems possible that the
prublems generated by sexual harassment. at
leastin severe cases or when. as is commonly
the case, the harassment continues over a
lengthy period.” could approach inseverity the
problems associated with employee aleoholism.

If the 257 GAO figure were used 0 estimate
loss due to decreased worker produetivity. the
cost to the Federal Government over the 2-vear
study period would amount to $1802 million. It

P

"Fuyndres [)l'n)J‘(‘('l(‘(l from number of narrator-
victims whe mdicated 1in response to Survey Ques-
tion 3la(Furare 7-2 and appendin Dy that the gqual-
ity and quanuty of their work became worse as
result of unwanied sexual attention

ounded averagre annual ~salaries of vicums of
“most severe” sexual harassment were $12,000 for
women and 315300 for men: “sesgre” sexual harass-
ment. 12,100 for wornen and: 200000 for men; *
severe” sexual harassment. $12 100 for women and
322400 for men? ~ee Appendin D, Table J.

l('\\

= Substantial Cost Sav imgs from Extablishment of
Aleoholism Program .or Federal Cryihan Employ -
ees.” GAO Revort to Speeial Subrommtted on Al-
eoholism and Narcoties Commuttee on Labor and
Publie Welfare, IS Senate, September 28, 1970, p.
11 The GAG figure of 25 was at that tume. and sul!
15, constdered conservative by many people familiar
with the problem of aleohobsni in the work foree.
Fore \‘unpl(' see editorial by Charles Elhott Black-
ford llf “What Does Employee Alecho]ism Really
Cost””, Labor-Management Aleohohsm Journal VI
(May-June, 197%) .

"See,Chapter 2

(i}l .

_an aver rage annual salavy of $

should be mentioned that the estimated loss
does not take into aceount any decline in pro-
ductivity of the harasser. who might be as-
sumed also to have been less produetive during
the duration of the harassment incidents.

Cost of Decline in Workgroup Productivity.
$76.9 million

Décrease i workgroup productivity was
measurced i terms of victims” assessnient
of this. factar. We estimated. that 30.630
workgroups were affected.’t If workgroup
produetivity can be assumed to decliné by
1%, dollar cost= for this decreased  produe-
i lﬁ are Likely to be at feast 1% of the average
salaries of members of the \\ml\gmup These
average wor kgrraup salaries were estimated on
the basis of sizes, and pexual comyposition of
\sml\gmu;v reported by narrator- wpm\
Again ur}thv basis of caleulations from sur vey
data. w nmon in the workgr oups were assigned -
312,000, -and men
an average annual salary of $20.000. Onythis
hasis. tie loss to the Federal Governmen{ due” -
to decrea~ed productivity of emplovees who

worked in close asbeiation with the vietis of
sexual harassment is estimated to have l'%QL’___

$76.9 milhon—332.6 gullion for workgroups
containing female victims and 3403 miihon for
workgroups containing male vietims,

The General Aceountitig Office study erted
earlier estimates that the productivity of an
aleohohie emplayee’s workgroup cpuld decline
as murgh as 5% to 10%. If these percentages
were applied to the workgrouns of victims-of
sexual harassmient, the loss o the Féderal

Based on responses o Surves Question 31h
“This s composed of 990 % orkgroups of female
victims, and 330 of male victims. of “most ~evere’
se\ual h/,u.l\\mn nt; 12,000 and 11000 worksroups of
fermapf@and maie victims of \(\ow' sexul harass

merlt respeetivev, and 2,550 and 900 wor htronp-
Lad
of feuale and™male vietims of © l(*\\ severe” sexual
harass it Sec Appendin D, Table K. .
Averagze worksrroup e of male and fenale vi P

tims of cach level of severity of sexual haras~ment
experience was deter minedomifie basis of response-
of narrator-vietm-To Survey Qudstion I8, the waer
agre worksgzroup size for all ferale vietimis was caleu
lated to be roughly 13 persons, iand for all male vie
tums. 16 persona, See Appendin D, Table N,

PSeatal comiposition of workyeroups of vietias
was determmed by respanses of narrator-y Ietms to
Survey Question 51




.

Government over the 2-vear study period would
have amounted to $35 1.5 mullion (3% Toss) or
R769 mllon (10% loss) (see Table 7-1).

Total Cost of Sexual Harassment of Federal
Employees: $189 million

The cost to the Federal Government of sexual
harassnient of Federal worhers was estimated
on the basis of what vietims sad about how
their experiences affeeted them personally and
thetr coworkers. Estimates of doliar losses due
to job turneser, mereased absenteeism, physi-
cal and emotional stress. and deereased indi-

vidual and workgroup productivity were based.

on seetingly reasonable sets of assumptions
and deliberately were conservative. The esti-
mated overall cost. $189 million. while likely a
mininium amount, is still enough to pay the
salaries of all the executives in the Federal
Governent - both the 165 top agéncy exeeu-
Aives and the 7.000 members of the Senior
Executive Service—for 6 months. '

A~ indicated. these cost estimates were based
on the negative consequences of sexual harass-
meut on vicums and thewr workgroups as per-
cenved by vietni-narrators. The overall impact.
as mdicated by this group. i disenssed in detar!
1 the ~ections that follow.

.

Work Situation of Most Victims
Did Not Change

The job status and working conditions of the
mfa.mril_\ of victims did not change as a result of
-sexual harassment. but this clearly depended
on the severite of the experience (see Figare
7-DeNearly half (190 of the women who expe-
rienced actyal or attembted rape ov seaual
assault, compared with 1in 5 female vietims of

“sovere” forms of sexual harassment (22°) and

1 in 10 vietims of “less severe” sexual haras~
.ment (10%). reported some change n thew
working conditions or carcers as a result of
seaual harassment. that s, dud not incheate “no
changes havpened i (their) work stuation.”
Most of the changes were for the worse. Wrote

“ffgures provided by Ann Andrews, Coordinator
of Executive Personnel and Management Develop-
ment In‘ormation Systems, OPM.

“Based on résponses to Survey Question 26.

one victim: “I transferred out of state because
of sexual harassment [ received from my im-
mediate supervisor because I chose not to tell
her of my social life off the job.” Another
reported: “Because of my refusal to grant
favors to my immediate supervisor I have been
prevented from obtaining t full-time status 1
had prior to my gradudte studies in man-
agement.”

It 1> interesting that many of the relatively
few women who anticipated penalties would
oceur 1f they did not go aleng® did n fact
report negative consequences., ie.. their fear of
negative consequences was found to be justi-
fied. These wumen were mueh more likely to
report adverse conseguences than the women
who hadl thought that nothing would happen if
they did not go along.

Of the women narrators who reported-ad-
verse consequences as a result of their sexual
harassinent experience. approximately 18,200
mdicated lhc\\\l‘vfl their jobs (by quitting, trans-
ferring. being reassigned cor fired) at some
point during the 2-vear period of the study.

The experiences of men were similar to those
of women. Most men reported that no ehanges

“had oceurred in their work >ituations, but this
agam depended on sev crit? of experience, with
male vietims of the “most severe” form of
«exual harassment most likely to experience
chaigres (8% did) and vietims of “severe” and
“less ~evere” sexual harassment far less likely
to report changes (15% and 9%, respectivelv).
Around 2.700 men reported they had left their
jobs tvolantarily or mavoluntarily) over the 2-
voar study period as a result of unwanted sex-
ual attention. As with women, men who fore-
~aw penalties or benefits for not going along or
going along with the sexual harassment were
more hkely to experience changes in their work
atuations than those who did not anticipate any
COn£qUenees.

D

Well-éeing‘ and Morale
of Many Victims Syffered

Agan, although the personal well-being and
job morale of most victims apparently did not
suffer s a 1 asult of their experiences, many did
report suffering these negative consequenees,

WThose who cheeked one or more items when
responding to Survey Question 245 see Appendix 1),
"Fable L for data -




FIGURE 7-1
Changes in Narrators’ Work Sitcations as a Resuit of Sexual Harassment

Percantage of Narrators Who Indicated These Changes Actually Occurred (Question 26)
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Feelings about
work

FIGURE 7-2
Impact of Sexual Harassment on Narrators

Percentage of Narrators Who Indicated These Aspects of Their Lives “Became Worse’* {Question 31a)

Emotional or K Ability-.t0 work
physical with others on
cnndition the job

Time and
attendance
at work

of work
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The quality
of work
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and their experiences were strongly related to
the type of unwanted attention they had faced"”
(see Figure 7-2). Approximately 65,500 womnen
(33% of the women who responded to this ques-
tion) said their emotivta, ur physical cundition
became worse as a resdlt of their experiences.
Nugafﬂc phy sical and emotional conseguenees
were far more common among womien W ho had
faced actual or attempted rape or sexnal as-
sault. 82% of the female vietims of this mbst
sev. re form of harassment reported worsened
emotional or physical conditions, compared
with 37% and 21% of the victims of severe and
less severe forms of unwanted attention, One
woman, whose Division Chief had become vio-
lent in his persistent pressuring of her for sex-
ua! favors, deseribed her experience in this
way. “It was su upsetting I finally went to a
doctor for help in calming my nerves. Finally !
quit. I've been « housewife since then. I'm
afraid to gu back—it was like being raped.”

An even larger number of women—7-4,300.
or B6% uf all fenale narrators—said their feel-
mgs about wyrk (i.e., their “morale”) became
worse as a reult of the unw anted sexual atten-
tion. Again, women” who faced actugh’ or
tempted 2ape or sexual assault were consid-
erably more likely than victims of “less.severe”
harassment t report this negative consequence
(62% compared with 2:4%). - )

Men were less likely than women to report
having been adversely affected by their expe-
riences. Only 1 m 5 male narrators (21 or
17.500 ‘f'nen), compared with 1 in 3 women,
reported worse emotional or- physical condi-
tions attributed to the unwanted attention they
recened, and ondy 1in 35 (19%, or 16,800 male
narcrators), compared with 1 in 3 women,
reported their feelings about work became
worse. Like women, the subsequent physical
and emotional condition of male narrator-
victims was strongly related te the severity of
the experierice they had had. More than half of
the men who had faced actual attempted rape
or sexual assault (53%) reported worsened emo-
tional or physical health, compared with only
22% and 17% of male vietims of severe and less
severe forms of harassment. The feelings of

men toward work were less dependent than

women on type of experience: 27% who had
experienced the niost severe form of harass-
ment. compared with 17% of victims of “less
severe” Behavior, repurted lowered ruorale.

WBased on responses to Survey Question 3i(a) and

(b).
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Victims Judged Their Own Work
Performance and Productivity to
Be Unaffected '

The impact of sexual harassment on victims’
work performance and productivity was exam-
ined in terms of the victims' own assessments of
changes in their time and attendance at work,
their ability to work with others, and the quan-
tity and quality of their work." As F{gure 7-2
shows, very few victims reported thc}ir work
had suffered in any of these ways.

That only 10% to 15% of women who had
received sexual attention they did not invite
and did not want (attention that in some cases
continued 6 months or more) felt their expe-
riences had adversely affected their work per-
formance ang productivity seems somewhat
surprising. It may be that most of the behavior,
while unwanted, was not perceived as coercive
envugh to affect indjvidual productivity and
performance substantially. Some evidence of
this (assuming perceived coerciveness is related
o severity of experience) shows up in analysis
of respunses by severity of experience: the more
severe the harassment incident, the more likely
were femnale narrators to report diminished
performance and productivity. Also interesting
is the finding that victims of the two most
severe forms of harassment were likelier to
report that thejr time and attendance and their
ability to work with others had suffered than
that the quality and quantity of their work had
diminished.

While the explanation suggested above may
have some validity, the finding that so few
women—and men, as well—report their ha-
rassment experience had an adverse effect on
their work performance ,warrants further
exploration,

Sex-Assessments of Work Performance
Must be Questioned

When one looks at the vietiias' self-reports of
the impact of sexual harassment vn personal
well-being and work performance, a striking
difference emerges. It appears that vietims,
both male and female, are more inclined to
state that their emotional and physical condi-
tion was harmed by sexual harassment than
that their ability to do their work was dimin-

See Survey Question 31a(e)-(f).
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FIGURE 7-3 -
Impact of Sexual Harassment on the Morale and Productivity of Narrators’ Immediate Work Groups

Percentage of Narrators Who Indicated These Effects on the Morale and Productivity
of Their Immediate Work Groups {Question 31b)
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ixshed. For example, female victims of “most
severe” harassment were nearly four times as
likely to state that thewr emotional or physical
condition got worse (82%) than that the quality
of their work deelined (21%). A possible expla-
nation for this difference was suggested by
Congresswoman Gladys Spellman (Demoerat-
Marvland) during hearings on sexual harass-
ment in the Federal workforee called by the
Subcommittee on Investigations, Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service:™

Mrs Spellman 1 am aware of that question on
productivity and 1 am puzaled over it

Here people have been harassed and had. in some
cases, very severe problems, Yet they say it did not
affeet thew productivity.

I am puzzied over that and wondered if, indeed,
theéy weresafrmd to say that productivity had
changred for fear 1t would have an adverse effect
on et As we look at some of the grapbs we hase
here, we find that 82 pereent of those responding
to the survey said ther emotional or phy sicai con-
ditton was affected, 62 pereent said ther feehngs
.about work were affected; 48 percent sad their
tine and attendanee at work was affected.
Surely. that affeets productivity Thirty-two per-
cent saud that therr ability o work with others on
the job was affected. Twenty-vight pereent speci-
fied that their quantity of work was affected.
& hile 21 pereent speeified that the quality of their
work was affeeted. In addition, there are indica-
Lions that those who have been vietims of severe
seaual harassment and victims of less severe sex-
wal hardassment alsn were affected i those ways
but. then, when you ask “was your productivity
affected.” they will say. no That of course, belies
the other statisties that swe have, so I think that we
can dook just a httle bit heyond that one simple
- qquestion,

There 1s far more to it than meets the eye.

In ~um, although a sizeable number of
woren, and to a lesser extent men, report phys-
ical or emotional distress or reduced morale,
fewer are willing to admit to a deeline in pro-
ductivity. This diserepancy may be perceptual
or based on fear of adverse consequences and
thus should not necessarily be taken at face
value. It may be that those who are experi-
encing stress are not always the most aceurate
judges of the effeet of that stress on their own
nerformance on the job. Further researeh may
be needed t put thes finding in context.

o=~

Congressional Hearmgs, September 25,
pp. 37-38.
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Victims Also Judged Their
Workgroups to Be-Unaffected

Most male and female_parrators thought
their personal experiences had no effect on the
morale (85% (0 88%) and productivity (90% to
95%) of the people they worked with on a day-
to-day basis,® but their perceptions depended
somewhat on the sevenrity of the behavior they
encountered (see IFigure 7-3).

Women who faced actual or attempted rape
or sexual assault were more likely than other
women to pereeive a dechne in their work-
groups morale and productivity, and women in
general were more hkely to judge there had
heen a deeline in morale than a decrease in
productivity (11"% compared with 5%). Men also
overwhelmingly reported that their work-
groups were affected by their personal expe-
rienees. Interestingly. male vietims of the most
severe form of harassment were more likely
than their female counterparts to report a
decline in the morale of their coworkers be-
-ause of the incident.

The finding that the workgroup was unaf-
fected by a member’s sexual harassment should
be interpreted earcfully sinee the finding is
based on the opinions of the victims, not on
reports of the eoworkers themsehves. Vietins

" may or may not have Been aware of the effect

on their coworkers. Conversely, other members
of the workgroup may never have known of the
incidents. Most ineidents ol sexual harassment
may occur in private, and as data diseussed in
Chapter 6 reveal, only around one-third of
feynale narrators and one-fifth of male narra-
tors spoke with other workers about their ex-
periences. Given the data, a generalization
about the impact of sexual harassment on the
vietim's immediate workgroup is unwise.

Conclusion

Although sexual harassinent was not per
ceived by the majority of vietims to have an
adverse impact on their career, morale, or pro-
duetivity, a significant number of women and
men indicated they suffered serious adverse
consequences in the form of job transfers or
dismissals, impairment to emotional and phys-
ical health, and. deteriorated work perform-
ance. Aside from compassionate and moral
reasons for reducing sexual harassment, to do
s0 would save the Government a considerable
amount of money—3$189 miilion over a 2-vear
period, by our conservative estimate.

1980,/’
2 Bazed on responses to Survey Question 31,
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Awareness of Remedies
and Their Effectiveness

|
e Most victims and supervisors are relatively uhaware of the
formal remedies available to victims of sexual harassment.
o Relatively few victims and supervisors consitler formal
remedies effective in helping victims of sexual harassment.

o Taking assertive informal action is thought to be the most

effective way for employees to make others stop bothering

them sexually.

e Most victims and supervisors think there is much manage-
ment can do regarding sexuzl harassment.

What can a person do to get sexual harass-
ment to stop? Can anything be done when
rejection of overtures results in negative job
consequences? More important, what could be
done to keep sexual harassment from becoming
a problem in the first place?

There are a number of formal actions Fed-
eral employees can take in instances of sexual
harassment, including filing a discrimination
complaint or a grievance or adverse action
appeal and requesting an investigation by their
own or an outside agency. These are the reme-
dies the Subcommittee on Investigations had in
mind when it directed that the survey deter-
mine “whether victims of sexual harassment
are aware of available remedies and whether
they have any faith in them” We believed it

1Congressional ’\/Iemomndum of Understandmg
see Appendix E. «

would also be useful to lzarn whether Federal
employees thought there were any other actions
management might take—or any effective ways
an individual could get the bothersome behav-
jor to stop. The broad issue of prevention of
sexual harassment also seemed important.

Since victims obviously are the most con-
cerned about remedies. aud since supervisors
not only are often involved in the complamt
process but also are responsiule for monitoring
office behavior. we focuscd on their responses.
There was a great deal of agreement between
the two groups. Genet ally, there was a very low
level of awareness 6f formal remedies. With the
exception of filing a discrimination complaint,
the majority of victims—male or female—were
not aware of formal remedies available to them.
Even fewer felt these formal actions would be
effective in helping Federal employees who

J2
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have been seaually bothered by others. Super-
visors-—~ Federal employees responsible for ad-
vising workers of their rights - were onlysome
w hat more aw are of foenal remedies, nor were
they much more confident in the effectiveness
of these remedies. Despite this lack of faith,
mostvietims and supervisors—men and women
althe—behieve there is much manageinent can
do regarding sexual harassment. particularly
in the areas of sanetions and penalties

A large number of vietims and superyvisors -
at least 4 1n every 10—did not think filing a
formal complaint per se was one of the most
effeetive things employees could do to get sex-
wal harassment to stop. War greater numbers
preferred direet informal actions —asking or
elling the offender to stop and reporting the
behavior o a supervisor or other official as
remedies for the behavior.

in order to provide background information
for this chapter. the next section deseribes the
various formal remedies usually available o
victims of sexual harassment within the Fed-
eral Government.,

I xplanations of Formal Remedies

Formal actions or remedies are procedures
that have been established by agencies in ae-
cordance with law or regulation for use by
employees to resolve their work-related com-
plamts. Depending in some cases on the type of
formal remedy used, tie complaint may con-
cern any number of matters, such as unfair
office practices, demotion, termination, or ra-
c1al diserimination. These formal institutional
remedies are also avatlable to process charges
of sexua' harassment.

In some cases. such as filing a grievanee, the
first step i taking formal action may be con-
taeting the supervisor. The subsequent investi-
gation and conclusion of the case remain within
the workers employving agency. In other in-
stances. other agency offierals, such as EIEO of-
ficials in the case of diserimination comj laints,
process the complaint within the agency and
the complainant has appeal rights outside the
agency. At other times, the formal action be-
gins with an outside agency. such as the Office
of the Special Counsel within the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board. Depending on the cir-
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cumstances provoking the complaint, more
than one channel of formal complaint ray be
available to an employce who alleges sexual
harassment—or only one may be apppropriate.

Complainants have a choice of courses of
action to take. For example, alleged vietims
may want to file a diserimination complaint if
thev feel that the sexual harassment was :
result of sex diserimination as interpreted by
the KEOC Guidelines on sexual harassment.”
In summary. these guidelines state that sexual
harassment is sex diserimination when going
along with the behavior is implieitly or explic-
itly a term or condition of employment. when
going along or not going along is used as the
ba~s of employment decisions affecting the
vietim or when the behavior has the effect of
interferring with the vietimy” work perform-
ance or ereates an sntimidating. hostile or
offensive work enviranment

Vietims may choose to appeal an adrerse
action (for exan ple. a removal or demotion
based on unacceptable performance) which
they feel was a resalt of refusing to go along
with sexual harassment. Employees may ap-
1 »al the action to the Merit Systems Proteetion

ard where theyv have a rnight w a hearing en
Sle merits. !

Vietims may file grrecances with their ageney
management seeking relief from sexual harass-
ment. There are uually no appeal rights out-
side the ageney for grievances. There are two
kinds of grievance systems in the Federal
Government — an administrative grievance sy~
tem provided by each ageney under OPM regu-
lation and a negotiated grievance system prd-
vided by a collective bargaining agreement
between a union and ageney management !

Vietims may also request internal irvestiga-
trons of their allegations of sexual harassment
by their agency Inspectors General if their
agency has one and if the allegations involve
fraud, waste. or mismanagement of Govern-
ment funds. )

Finally, victims mav want to request an
.cternal ineestigation from the Special Counsel
of the Merit Systems Protection Board if the
sexuzl harassment involves a profiiited per

See Appendin 4

1See Section 204, of the Cival Service Reform Act
of 1978, Pub Law 91151, 92 Stat. 1111 codified at 5
11.S.CL 1201 et seq. and 7501 et seq.

See H CF R Part 771,
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FIGURE 8-1
Awareness of Formal Remedies

Percentage of Victims and Supervisors Who Knew the Fallowing Formal Remedies Were Available to Victims

of Sexual Harassment {Questions 12a-16a)

Filing a Filing a
discrimination grievance or
complaint adverse action

© N

appeal

WOTE. Percentages based on ““Definitely Y83 responses to questions J

Requesting an Filing a Requesting an
investigation complaint investigation by
by victim’s through special an outside
organization channels set up agency

for sexual

harassment

complaints

sonnel practice such as “taking or refusing to
take a personnel action, including promotion of
employees who submit to sexual advances or
refusal to promote employees who resist or pro-
test sexual overtures.”> The Special Counsel
may recommend corrective action or dsk the
Merit Systems Protection Board to “stay” the
personnel action.

In the survey questionnaire, formal remedies
were groupgd to form five general types of
actions:®

e filing a discrimination complaint (if the
behavior falls under gyidelines set forth by
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission);

e filing a grievance or adverse action appeal
(that is, using the agency’s internal griev-
ance system, following negotiated griev-
ance procedures if a union contract has
been violated, or filing an adverse action

sSee Section 202 of the Civil Seryice Reform Act of
1978 cited in footnote 3 and the OPM Policy State-
ment, Appendix E.

63¢e Survey Questions 12-16.

RIC™

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

appeal. with the agency, with subsequent
appeal rights to the Merit Systems Protec-
tion Board):

e requesting an internal investigation by the
employing organization (for example, by
the agency's Inspector General or Ethics
Officer);

e requesting an investigation by an outside
agency (such as the Special Counsel of the
Merit Systems Protection Board if a pre-
hibited personnuel practice, as defined in
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978, is
involved); and

e filing a complaint through special chan-
nels set up for sexual harassment com-
plaints.

For each type of formal actions, workers
were asked: (a) Is this remedy available to
employees where you work? (b) Would this be
effective in helping these employees?
Available responses to each question were: “de-
finitely not,” “probably not.” “probably ves,”
“definitely yes,” and “don’t know.”
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Awareness of Formal Remedies
Is Not Great

Most vietims and supervisors were not aw are
of all the formal remedies available to Federal
cmployees who have been sexually harassed.
Sinee we wanted te hknow the level of aw areness
with some degree of certanty, we lovked at
only the number of workers who said “defi-
nitely ves,” the remedies are available.” On this
basis we found that rarely wete even half of the
victims or supervisors aware that a remedy
existed. The INqual Emplovment Opportunity
(EEO) ecomplamt systemn (that s, filing a dis-
ermmimation compiant) was the most widely
kirown.

As can be seen i Figure 8-1. female vietims
were relatively unaware of all the formal rem-
edies, particularly investigations by an outside
ageney or their own. That they were most
aware of the KEQ discrimination cumplaint
procedure 1s interesting since that channel was
not used as often as other remedies by the vie-
tims who did take formal action (see Chapter
6). Since most remedies (except “filing a com-
plaint through special channels”) are mn fact
available to victims, their responses indicate a
generally low level of awareness. Male victims
were slightly more familiar with the remedies
than were females, but their awareness still
was generally quite low,

Does unawareness of available remedies
keep men and women from taking fornral ac-
tion? Apparently so. for nearly 38.000 victims—
3 .2 women and 6,200 men—indicated that
was the ‘reason they had not taken formal
action® ($ee Figure 8-2). Generally, the more
severe the harassing behavior, the more likely
narrators were to say this was their reason for
not taking formal action,

Suvervisors as a group also were relatively
anfumitliar with formal remedies available to
victnrs of sexual harassment (see Figure 8-1).
More than half did not knew employees eould
request internal or extecpal investigations, and
fewer chan two-thirds know about filing an
ERO disermun aon complaint. As with L ie-
Lms, maie superyisors tended t be niore know -
edgeat 1o abeut remedies than were female
SUPErVISoL s

‘See Survey Questions 12a 16a.
*Based on responses to Surves Question 30,

Axs ean be seen in Figure 8-1, for all reme-
dies, both male and female supervisors were
more likely to be aware than were female
vietims—and to some extent than were male
vietims. Nevertheless, given their respor -ibili
ties for advising employees of their rights,
supervisors indicate a surprisingly low level of
awareness of forma! complaint channels, par-
ticular avenues other than filing an E120 com-
plaint, or a grievance or adverse action appeal.

To see if awareness of formal remedies is
lower in agencies having relatively high rates
of sexual harassment. we looked at the re-
sponses of victims and supervisors in the 10
agencies “grouped as “other” where rates were
higher than rates for the IFederal work force as
a whole.* We found that in many of these agen-
cies the awareness level of vigtims and supervi-
sors was lower than for the Federal work force
in general. For example, in three agencies
(Departments of Labor and Transportation and
the Veterans Administration) plus in those
agencies grouped as “other.” victims and su-
pervisors tended to be less aware than the
Government-wide averages.

In other agencies such as the Departments of
Justice and Housing and Urban Development,
othier Defense agencies. and the General Ser-
vices Administration, there are sex-based dif-
ferences. IYor example. in other Defense agen-
eies, male supervisors tended to be more aware
of remedies and female victims and supervisors
less aware than the Government-wide averages.

Formal Remedies Are Not Seen as
Effective

To get a clear picture of the opinions of vie-
tins and superyvisurs about the effectiveness of
formal remedies, we again looked only at the
“definitely ves" responses.'t On this basis it
must be eoncduded that little faith is placed in
fornial reniedies. In no case did more then 1in
3 vietims think a remiedy would be <feetive
(see Figure 8-3) Supervisors aere not inuen
more confident

‘The BEO comp laint system and the griev-
ance or ad . ers e action epreal process tended o
recene the mose stppor . and geners iy male
victims were mere confiuent in the ~2medies

‘v, Chapter |4 for a discussion of incidence of ses-
ual h erassment i indmadual Government agencies,

S Appendsx D, Table M for data,

11Ses Survey Questions 12b-16b,

ERIC *
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FIGURE 8-2
& Rnasnns For Not Taking Formal Action

Percentage of Narrator Victims Who Gave the Following Reasons for Not Taking Formal Actions
tin Response to the Sexual Harassment (Quastion 30) ¢

<

/ .

2

FNOTE: Most respondents gave more than one reason for not taking forma! action. I
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FIGURE 8-3
Perceived Effectiveness of Formal Remedies

Percentage of Victims and Supervisors Who Thought Formal Remedies Would Be Helpful To Victims of
Sexual Harassment {Questions 12b-16b)
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than were female victims. Likewise, a greater
percentage of male supervisors than female
supervisors rated the remedies effective.

Why so few vietims and supervisors indi-
cated they believe formal remedies would be
effective is uncertain. The way the question
was posed may have been a factor. Perhaps the
majority simply thought formal action would
not be effective in.the circumstances de-
scribed—helping “persons who have been sex-
ually bothered by others”; more might have
thought a formal action would be effective had
the situation-been more clear-cut, for example
a worker suffering negative emotional, physi-
cal, or job consequences from the harassment.

Some support for this notion, at least in
regard to victims, comes from reasons narra-
tors gave for not filing a formal complaint. As
Figure 82 shows, the most common reason
given by narrators reporting severe and less
severe harassment was “I saw no need to report
.it.” However, this reason was given by far
smaller percentages of narrators who had ex-
perienced actual or attempted rape or sexual
assault. Clearly, victims of the less intense
forms of harssment saw filing a formal com-
plaint as an unnecessary response.

Another explanation for the lack of confi-
dence in formal remedies might be unfamiliar-
ity with available courses of action. The fact
that supervisors were both more aware of rem-
edies and more favorable toward them might
suggest this is the case. A third possible expla-
nation for the low ratings given the formal
remedies is that victims and supervisors gen-
erally do not think that taking an informal
action is the most effective course of action for
any work-related problem. When asked which
of six actions they thought were the most effec-
tive actions employees could take to make oth-
ers stop bothering them sexually,' fewer than
6 in 10 victims and supervisors chose “filing a
formal complaint” (see Figure 8-4). Whether
these responses indicate a true lack of faith in
the available formal remedies or simply a belief
that other actions are more effective for reme-
dying sexual harassment is unknown.

Certainly some amount of dissatisfaction and
distrust was expressed by narrator victims

12Based on responses to Survey Question 10.

<

who took no formal action (97% of the female
narrators and 98% of the male narrators). As
Figure 8-2 shows, a substantial percentage of
female narrators gave as their reason—or one
of their reasons—for not filing a formal com-
plaint that it would make the work situation
unpleasant, nothing would be done, or filing
would be held against the accuser.

Smaller percentages, but still representative
of a large number of male narrators, also gave
those reasons. Contrast these beliefs with the
results of the small number of victims who
actually took formal actions. Although a major-
ity (59%) of these female and male victims
found the formal actions effective (see Chapter
6), a sizeable number (41%) did not. This mid-
dling success rate may corntribute to a lack of
faith in available remedies.

Perhaps the men and women who thought
filing a formal complaint would make their
work situations unpleasant had heard of an
incident similar to that reported by a victim
whose sex discrimination complaint was in
process: “My supervisor continues to make re-
marks which are just on the ‘safe’ side of the
line. I have been followed while leaving work
by co-workers who get away with making sug-
gestive remarks to me on the job.” Perhaps
those who felt filing a complaint would be held
against them agreed with comments writter: on
questionnaires returned by two survey respon-
dents: “At my station,” wrote one, “you will find
very few complaints of sexual harassment, not .
because it isn’t there, but because there is fear
of conséquences.” Observed the other, “If you
file a complaint against someone harassing
you, you will be eased out of your job or your
working conditions will become so miserable
you will quit or transfer.”

Maybe those who feel nothing would be done
had observed, as had one respondent who wrote
on the questionnaire, that “managers either
ignore or squash the complaint.” The concerns
of even the small percentage of narrators who
thought filing a complaint would take too much
time and effort may be justified. Wrote one
survey respondent: “The discrimination com-
plaint process is ineffective for handling prob-
lems in areas it was designed to cover because
the process takes too long.” Another survey
respondent noted an additional problem related
10 formal remedies: “Sexual harassment can be
very subtle and difficult to prove.”

Whatever their reasons, it is clear few vic-
tims of sexual harassment or supervisors be-
lieve formal remedies would be effective in
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e FIGURE §:4 ' '
: Perceived Effectiveness of Individual Actions

Percentage of Victims and Supervisors Who Thought Employee Actions
Would Stop Sexual Harassment (Question 10)
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helping people who have been sexually bothered
by others. It also should be mentioned that most
of the men and women who do file complaints
are victims of the more severe forms of sexual
harassment, actual and attempted rape and
assault or “severe” sexual harassment. It may
be that they tend to use the formal complaint
procedures because of the severity of their
harassment or because they believe that ihey
have strong cases which have a greater chance
of success.

In summary, taking formal action is not
necessarily the best course of action for all vic-
tims. Few victims of “severe” and “less severe”
harassment filed formal complaints. Their most

I common reason.was that they saw no need to

report it. The system of formal remedies may
be less effective in some agencies than in oth-
ers. Some victims may 'be unable to document
their cases. Others may prefer to handle the
harassment informally. As the next section
shows, there is general agreement that other
types of action are more effective in getling
harassment stopped.

Assertive Informai Remedies Are
Seen as Most Effective

Their reasons for not doing so indicate that a
sizeable number of narrator-victims do not see
filing a formal complaint as a viable option (see
Figure 8-2). Many worry that the solution
might add to the problem by making the work
situation unpleasant, or that filing a complaint
might backfire, with them ending up being
blamed. Many. would be too embarrassed to
make the matter known. An even larger num-
ber seem to feel it would be an empty exercise
(nothing would.be done), perhaps requiring too
much time and energy. Hurting the offending
person is also a concern.

To the largest number of victims, however,
particularly those who have not faced the most
severe form of harassment, filing a formal
complaint simply is not an appropriate re-
sponse.

We were interested in what victims would
consider the most effective things employees
can do—not necessarily to get relief from nega-
tive job consequences, but simply to get others
to stop bothering them. Would they agree with
the vietim who transferred jobs because “you
just dor’t make a big racket when the attain-
ment of your doctorate depends on your evalua-
tions.” Would they approve the directness, if not

the technique, of the victim who wrote: “When
he made one of his comments, I told him if I
heard him say something like that again to mé,
1 would ‘haul off” and belt him in the mouth.”
Would they think it best to ask a third party to
intervene? Or would their response reflect the
hopelessness one respondent seemed to feel
when she wrote, “Sexual harassment is (wide-
spread) and is now a problem I cannot handle.”

Most victims believe people can do some-
thing to stop the unwanted behavior: as can be
seen in Figure 8-4 only 2 in 20 women and 1 in
20 men felt there is little employees can do.
More female vietims endorsed the most direct
informal response, “asking or telling the per-
sons) to stop,” as being more effective than any
other action. The next most frequent response
was “reporting the behavior to the supervisor
or other officials.” Fewer than half the female
victims endorsed the most passive actions, “ig-

_noring the bghavior” and “avoiding the per-

son(s).” Thefmost coercive diréet response,
“threatening to tell or telling other workers,”
was regarded as effective by the fewest num-
ber, presumably because other workers, as op-
posed to supervisors, rarely have authority over
the annoying person. Thus female victims con-
sider the most effective actions to be those
involving direct confrontation with either the
annoying person or someone who has authority
over that person. These actions were judged
most effective in getting the harassment stopped
by more victims than the direct formal action,
filing a formal complaint. As with females,
more male victims endorse the most direct
responses, with fewer, but still a large percent-
age, regarding a formal complaint as most
effective.

That direct informal action can be effective
in getting offensive behavior stopped was con-
firmed by several respondents who commented
on their personal experiences. Wrote one vie-
tim: “I put a stop w the situation by speaking to
the individual concerned. Some (pesple) ...
(do) not realiz(e) that they are offensive. Only
with me (or others) saying something to them
will they realize they are being offensive. ...”
The offending party may even find this the best
approach. Wrote one man: “Tlie lady confronted
me and requested that I stop as my gestures
were sexy. Her request was granted and the
lady and I are good friends.”

Several respondents also indicated that re-
porting to a supervisor or higher authority can
be a successful tactic. One described how an
incident was reported to a higher authority
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(informally)and an apology was given publicly.
Said the commentor: “The initiator of the un-
wanted advances lost esteem among fellow
workers, and this action effectively nipped in
the bud any further complications.”

Supervisors tended to agree with victims
about the most effective ways to get unwanted
sexual attention stopped, with the largest
number endorsing the direct informal actions
(see Figure 8-4). That male supervisors were
more likely than others to endorse reporting
the behavior to the supervisor may indicate
that supervisors (the majority of whom are
men) wish to be informed about sexual harass-
ment problems. Another finding, that male
supervisors seemed to-have more faith in the
complaint system than did female supervisors,
is consistent with the finding reported in Fig-
ure 8-3 that greater percentages of male super-
visors than female supervisors endorsed spe-
cific avenues of formal complaint.

Although more victims and supervisors—
male or female—considered asking or telling
the person(s) to stop an effective action, this
does not necessarily indicate that is all they
think is needed to get the behavior stopped.
Indeed, many believe it is not enough.’* While
the majority felt “nearly all instances of un-
vanted sexual attention can he stopped if the
person receiving the attention simply tells the
other person to stop,” a sizeable number—
approximately 1 in every 4 men and supervi-
sorsand 1 in3 women and victims—disagreed.

That the responses break down this way, with .

men (22%) and supervisors (24%) being less
likely to disagree that telling the person to stop
will stop the behavior than women (35%) and
victims (37%) is not surprising, since most su-
pervisors are men and most victims are womer.

Nevertheless, it is clear that a majority of Fed-
eral workers feel telling a person to stop is ade-
guate and effective in getting unwanted sexual
attention stopped.

Manaéement Can Help

Most victims and supervisors think there is
much an organization's management can do to

13Based on disagree/strongly disagree and agree/
strongly agree responses to Survey Question 1(h).
See Appendix D, Table N for data.
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reduce the rate of sexual harassment. Their
optimism showed through clearly in their re-
sponses to the question, “Which are the most

effective actions for an organization’s manage-.

ment to take regarding sexual harassment?”#
As Figure 8-5 shows, only around 1 in 20 men,
women, and supervisors felt there is little man-
agement can do to reduce sexual harassment
on the job. Management actions involving
tougher sanctions and enforcement generally
were endorsed more often than other manage-
ment actions. A majority of victims and super-
visors also endorsed actions involving publiciz-
ing management policy regarding sexual ha-
rassinent. Actions intended to help victims cope

with sexual harassment were less popular, with

women noticeably more likely than men to
think a special counseling service would be
effective.

The importance of effective management in-
volvement can be seen in the comments that
respondents wrote on their questionnaires. Few
were as cynical as the Federal worker who said
there is very little management can do because
“management does not want to reduce sexual
harassment on the job”—or as discouraged as
the person who wrote, “upper management in
my agency is generally unconcerned about sub-
jects like sexual harassment; sénior executives
feel they have more important things to do.”
But a number implied that greater support
from management is indicated. Wrote one per-
son: “A major problem is that among manage-
ment there is tacit approval.”

Swifter mvestlgatlom and action against
managers who knowingly allow behavior to
continud might seem appropriate to the Fed-
eral worker who wrote that supervisors took no
action against the offender, a Branch Chief,
until they were ordered to by outside sources.
Noted the respondent: “The sexual harassment
continued over several years with several dif-
ferent women, two of whom resigned under
pressure from the harasser.” Awareness train-
ing on management responsibilities for decreas-
ing sexual harassment might seem like a good
idea’ to the Federal worker who observed:
“When one complains to the supervisor about
an employee whose comments and filthy jokes
are annoying and embarrassing. she always
says, ‘Oh, I know, he’s always been like that,’
but she never does anything about it.”

4See Survey Question 11.
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Conduct swnft\"a'er
thorough investigations
of complaints of

sexual harassment

against managers who
knowingly allow this
behavior to continue

¢

Provide training for
managers and EEO
officials on their
responsibilities for
decreasing sexual
harassment

/

puablicize policies
which prohibit
sexual harassment

FIGURE 8-5
Perceived Effectiveness of Management Actions

Percentage of Victims and Supervisors Who Thought Management Actions Regarding Sexual Harassment
Would Be Effective (Question 11) .

t-.nfdrce’pen_attier*‘——Enforce"ﬁenahier—-—-—-PubIicithe S —
against those who
sexually bother others

Establish a special
counseling sgrvice for
those who experience
sexual harassment

) .

-

availability of formal
complaint channels

There is very little that
management can do

to reduce sexual
harassment on the job

Provide awareness
training for employees
on sexual harassment

FMOTE: Many respondents indicated more than one action wouid be effective. l

Respondents’ comments also indicated that
management action can be—or is thought likely
to be—helpful. As cited above, management
investigatiom and discipline of the offending
person “effectively nipped in the bud” any
further problem. Publishing a policy “along the
vein of ‘you don’t have to put up with this’ could
go a long way toward encouraging people to
speak up,” wrote another Federal worker. How-
ever, a third cautions, “the Federal Govern-
ment spendsa lot on developing policy and pro-
viding training,-but they are not very serious
about doing anything practical to correct the
problem.” One reports that agency employees
are “... periodically given memoranda citing
the section of the law so we will know how to
report or file a complaint if we encounter sex-
ual harassment.”

Rl A Fuiitex: provided by ERIC

Conclusicn

Although few victims and supervisors consi-
dered current formal remedies for sexual ha-
rassment effective, many thought a number of
management actions regarding sexual harass-
ment would be helpful, and most endorsed
management actions involving sanctions and
enforcement of penalties. Awareness of exist-
ing complaint channels is relatively low (par-
ticularly in a number of agencies having high
rates of harassment), and most victims and
supervisors felt publicizing the availability of
these channels would be helpful. A number of
victims and supervisors indicated that filing a
formal complaint is not one of the most effec-
tive actions employees can take to stop sexual
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harassment, and a number of vietims indicated
that their reasons for not taking forimal action
are related to the system itself. The vverwhelm-
. ing support for management action involving

i
o
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sanctions and penalties. but lack of faith in
current formal remedies. may reflect unfamil-
iarity or dissatisfaction with the existing com-
plaint system. - .
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Findings,
Conclusions, and

Recommendations

The findings, conclusions, and, recemmendations that follow

“grow directly out of the'discussions in the preceding eight

chapters. The major findings are summarized and conclusions
drawn to facilitate the development of the policy recommenda-
tions on ways to remedy sexual harassment in the Federal work

force.

The recommendations are directed to'those institutions—
Congress, Federal agencies, OPM, EEOC—that have responsi-
bility for assuring that the Federal workplace is free from un-
solicited and unwelcome sexual overtones. Each of these
institutions can play an important role in bringing this about
by effectively implementing the recommended actions. Most of
these actions do not require extensive outlays of funds and
resources and are cost effective when compared to the dollar,
psychie, and productivity costs of prohibited sexual harassment

on the Jjob.

Summary of Findings

View Of Federal Workers Toward
Sexual Harassment

1. A variety of uninvited sexual behaviors
are considered to be sexual harassment by
both men and women.

® Both men and women Federal workers
generally agree that uninvited behaviors
of a sexual nature constitute sexual ha-
rassment.

o Federal workers believe supervisors should
be held to a higher standard of conduct
than other workers regarding sexually
-oriented behavior on-the job.

73

2. The attitudes of men and women Fed-
eral workers about sexual behavior at work
vary.

e Both men.and women Federal workers

believe sexual activity, whether voluntary
or otherwise, should not occur between
people who work together.

Men show a greater tendency than women
to think victims are somewhat responsible
for bringing sexual harassment on them-
selves and are inclined to believe the issue
of sexual harassment has been ex-
aggerated.

Both men and women Federal workers
think sexual harassment is something
people-should-not-have to tolerate.
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Extent Of Sexual Harassment .
In The Federal Workplace

3. The incidence rate of sexual harass-
ment in the Federal workforce is wide-
spread. ‘

e One out of every four Federal employees
reported being sexually harassed on the
jobover a 2-year period.

& Women are much more likely to be vietims
than men—42% of all female Federal em-
ployees, but only 15% of male employees,

" _reported being sexually harassed. .

® Sexual harassment can take many forms,
and every form except attempted or actual
rape or sexual assault was experienced by
a sizeable percentage of both men and
women.

4. Many sexual harassment incidents
occur repeatedly and are of relatively long
duration.

® Sexual harassment is not just a one-time
experience—many victims were répeatedly
subjected to harassing behaviors, particu-
larly the less severe férms.

e Incidents of sexual harassment are not just
passing events—most lasted more than a
week, and many lasted longer than 6
months.

5. The majority of Federal employees

* who had worked elsewhere feel sexual ha-

rassment is no worse in the Federal work-

place than in state and local government or
in the private sector.

Victims Of Sexual Harassment

6. Individuals with certain personal and
organizational characteristics are more
likely to be sexually harassed than others.

e Age, marital status, and sexual composi-

tion of the employee’s work group have a

- relatively strong effect on whether a Fed-
eral employee is sexually harassed.

® Factors having a somewhat weaker rela-
tionship are employee education level, race
or ethnic background, job classification,
traditionality of the employee’s job, and
sex of the employee’s immediate super-
visor.

.

7. Sexual harassment is widely distrib-
uted among women and men of various
backgrounds, positions, and locations.

oo, - .
® Some agencies have 2 greater incidence of
sexual harassment than do others.

® Sexual harassnient is more likely to occur
in work environnients where employees
have poor communications with their su-
pervisers and feel pressured to participate .
in activities of a sexual nature.

Perpetrators Of Sexual Harassment

. .8. The personal.and. organizational char-_ ..

acteristics of those who harass women are
somewhat different from those who harass
men.

® Most vietims are harassedg by people of the
opposite sex.

o Most harassers act alone rather than in
concert with another person.

® Most harassers of women are older than
their vietims, and most harassers of men
are younger.

® Most harassers are married, but many
men report being harassed hy divorced or
single women as well.

® Most harassers are of the same race or
ethnic background as their victims but
minority men report being harassed by
those of a different race or ethnic back-
ground.

® Most harassers are coworkers, but many
women are harassed by supervisors.

9. Many harassers are reported to have
bothered more than one victim at work.

10. Few employees report having been
accused of sexually harassing others.

Incidents Of Sexual Harassment

11. Those who are sexually harassed by
supervisors and those who experience the
more severe forms of sexual harassment are
more likely thansother victims to foresee
penalties or possible benefits for not going
along or going along with the unwanted
sexual attention.

12. A number of informal actions were
found by victims to be effective in stopping
the sexual harassment,
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® Most victims respond to the sexual ha-
rassment by ignoring it, but few find that

techniquq i[nproves the situation.

® The most direct and assertive informal
responses, such as telling the harasser to
stop, are reported to be the most effective
¢ actions to take. - ) i

e Few victims talk about their experiences
with others, but those who do find talking
to someone with independent authority or
organizational responsibility to be more
helpful than talking to coworkers, family,
or friends.

13. Filing a formal complaint was also
found to be relatively effective for the few
who tried it.

e Few victims take formal actions, but many
who do find them helpful.

° ’l:lle reported response of agency officials
to informal and formal charges of sexual
harassment has been mixed.

The Impact And Cost Of
Sexual Harassment

14. The cost of sexual harassment to the
Federal Government between May 1978
and May 1980 is conservatively estimated to
have been $189 million.

15. Although their experiences do not
change the careers and work situations of
most victims, a sizeable number of women
and men do leave their jobs or suffer other
adverse consequences.

® A majority of victims did not think their
personal well-being or work performance
declined as a result of their experience, but
a sizeable minority do.

® Victims are much more likely to think
sexual harassment negatively affected
their personal well-being or morale than to
believe that their work performance or
productivity suffered.

16. Most victims report that, as far as they
know, the morale and productivity of their
immediate workgroup are little affected by
their personal experience of sexual
harassment.

Awareness Of Remedies And
Their Effectiveness

17. Federal workers are generally un-
aware of formal remedies and even fewer
are convinced of their effectiveness.

e Most vietims and supervisors are relative-
ly unaware of the formal remedies avail-
able to victims of sexual harassment.

® Relatively few vietims and supervisors
consider formal remedies effective in‘help-
ing victims of sexual harassment.

18. Taking assertive informal action is
thought- to- be- the _most .effective_way for
employees to make others stop bothering
them sexually.

19. Most victims and supervisors think
there is much management can do regard-
ing sexual harassment.

Conclusions

These findings lead to five general conclu-
sions that can be drawn about the sexual ha-
rassment in the Federal workplace. In addi-
tion, several views about the nature of sexual
harassment are discussed.

1. Sexual harassment is a legitimate prob-
Iem in the Federa! workplace.

We have seen that sexual harassment is in-
deed a widespread and legitimate problem. As
shown in Chapter 2, the vast majority of both
supervisors and others alike agreed that sexual
harassment is behavior that should not be tol-
erated and a sizeable number of victims indi-
cated that it was a problem where they worked.
Chapters 3 and 4 provided information on how
widespread and prevalent sexual harassment
is among female and male Federal workers.
Another indication that sexual harassment is a
legitimate problem is the sizeable dollar cost to
the Federal Government of the effects of sexual
harassment, as conservatively estimated in
Chapter 7.

2. In the past, agency managers and su-
pervisors have not been as successful as they
could be in resolving problems of sexual
harassment.

We found that in the past, management over-
all has been somewhat less than effective in
resolving issues of sexual harassment that have
been raised. Chapter 5 shows that few victims
talked to supervisors for advice or reported the
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behavior formally and when they did, they had
only a 60-10 chance of having the problem
resolved.

Problems may also arise when supervisors
who do not actually participate in the sexual
harassnient give tacit approval to the subordi-
nates who engage in the behavior. Since these
supervisors have responsibility for employee
conduct in their offices, they should take charge
in ehiminating it from their workplaces rather
than approving or ignoring it. The basis for
this lack of commitment may be partially ex-
plained by the findings in Chapter 2 that a
number of supervisors think that the problem
of sexual harassment has been exaggerated
and-that-vietims-are somewhat.to_blame. for
bringing the sexual harassment on themselves,
Clearly, these attitudes of supervisors tend to
undermine the authority and force of agency
policy statements prohibiting sexual harass-
ment and have the effect of thwarting their
implementation.

3. There is much that n?‘anagement can
do about the problem of sexual harassment
in the future.

We found that there is much management
can du about the problem of sexual harassment
in the future to both prevent its occurrence and
remedy the effects. Chapter 8 contains infor-
mation on a number of actions which respon-
dents felt would be helpful in reducing sexual
harassment. Chapters 4 and 5 provide data on
the characteristics of individuals most likely to
be harassed and to do the harassing.

Sume of these characteristies are under the
control of management and can be adjusted to
reduce the rate of sexual harassment. For ex-
ample, individuais in nontraditional jobs, such
as women law enforcement officers, have been
shown tu experience sexual harassment at
somewhat higher rates than others. Supervi-
sors of these employees as well as the employees
themselves can be made aware of this fact and
appropriate preventive and remedial steps
implemented.

4. There are effcetive actions that victims
can take to resolve the problem of sexual
harassment,

A number of actions have been discussed
that victims themselves can take regarding the
sexual harassment. As shown in Chapter 5, the
most assertive informal actions are the most
effective; talking to someone with either out-
side or organizational responsibility sometimes
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helps, and filing a formal complaint as noted
above has an average chance of helping the vie-
tims. Chapter 8 indicates that vietims as well
as supervisors need to be made aware of the
existence of available remedies so that they can
use them if needed, However. Chapter 5 indi-
sates that most vietims would prefer to settle
the matter informally rather than taking a
formal action that would tend to escalate this
highly persona! matter, Appendix H lists puhli-
cations that offer additional adviee on effective
techniques for dealing with sexual hara- ment.

5. Sexual harassment has varying effeets
¢n victims, which probably account for the
differences in repercussions.

In studying the eficets of sexual harassment
on its victims. we found variance in the reper-
cussions, depending on a number of factors. It
appears that some victims experience dramatic
consequences as a result of this experience and
others do not. The causes are various, but con-
tributing factors appear to be the level of sever-
ity of the sexual harassment, personal and
organizational characteristics of the victim, the
organizativnal level of the harasser, and the
pereeived motive or demeanor of the harasser.

Sume victims w ere more likely to be sexually
harassed than others, and some reported suf-
fering greater conseguences, particularly when
the harasser had greater power. For example,
women vietims of actuai or attempted rape or
assauil w ho were harassed by their supervisors
were more likely than other victims to report
fearing and suffering negative job consequences
as a result of their sexual harassment expe-
rience. These vietims of “most severe” sexual
harassment were also much more likely to
report experiencing emotional or physical prob-
lemis or reductions in their work perforr yance

However, it should be pointed out that the
findings indicate the level of severity by itself
dues not control whether adverse consequences
will occur. Some victims of seemingly mild
forms of: sexual harassment have reported ad-
verse consequences. For example, an individ-
ual who received repeated lev'd comments (“less
severe” behavior) from her supervisor might
suffer greater consequences than «n individual
who was pressured for sexual favors (“severe”
behavior) by a coworker.

iUy



What Is the Nature of Sexual
Harassment?

Although sexual harassment has been dem-
onstrated to be a problem that management
can combat, the question stili remains: what is
the underlying nature of sexual harassment in
the first place? Three explanations that were
discussed in Chapter 1 have been raised in the
literature. The first two views are somewhat
interrelated in that those who have low power
are thought to be more vulnerable to those with
greater power. Based upon the findings in the
study, we concluded that the first two explana-
tions appear valid under some circumstances
‘and we rejected the last. The three views are:

1. That sexual harassment is a form of power
that is exercised by those in control, usu-
ally men, over low-status employees. usu-
ally women.

2. That individuals with certain low-power
characteristics, such as youth and low
salaries, are more subject to sexual ha-
rassment than others.

3. That sexual harassment is an expression
of personal attraction between men and
women that is widespread and cannot and
should not be stopped.

The { llowing briefly discusses these views in
light of the findings from the study.

Sexual Harassment is an Abuse of Power

This theory grows out of the view that sexual
harassment is a form of sex discrimination
designed to keep women from advancing from
low paid, powerless jobs. Women do comprise
only about one-third (31%) of the jobs in the
Federal workforce and most women occupy the
lowest paid jobs compared to men.!

However, the findings show that most vie-
tims. both men and women, are harassed by
coworkers rather than supervisors who pre-
sumably have more power. On its face this find-
ing would tend to disorove the power theory.
however, one must look closer at the data. The
findings also show that victins, regardless of
severity of the harassment, were more likely to
perceive and experience adverse consequences
if their harasser was a supervisor rather than a

1See Office of Personnel Management. Federal
Civihan Work Foree Statistics, Feeal Ew plogment
Opportaanty States, November 1978, p. av.
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coworker. This seems to indicate that, although
not all harassment is an outgrowth of organiza-
tional power, those cases where consequences
are greater are more likely to be examples of
abuse of organizational power. The sexual ha-
rassment by coworkers probably has more to
do with personal power and sex roles than with
organizationally derived power. In any event,
further research would be helpful in exploring
this issue.

Individuals with Certain Characteristics are
More Vulnerable to Sexual Harassment

The view that those with low status and
power characteristics are more vulnerable to
sexual harassment has been proved in some
respects and disproved in others. Some with
low power and status, such as younger men
and women and trainees, did report receiving
sexual harassment disproportionately, but oth-
ers, such as those in low salary levels, low edu-
cation levels, and women office and clerical
workers, did not.

Sexual Harassment is Not an Expression of
Personal Sexual Attraction

The theory that sexual harassment is an
expression of personal sexual attraction grows
out of a view that sexual harassment is part of
standard behavior between the sexes and that
employers have nu business interfering with
these matters of love or personal attraction.
This theory has been disproved on several
counts,

‘That many harassers were reported to have
harassed more than one victim casts doubt on
the idea that sexual harassment is sitnply a
matter of unique personal attraction. The find-
ing that the rate of sexual harassment is not
constant among all Federal agencies also some-
what negates the idea that sexual harassment
is appropriate sexual behavior that occurs
cverywhere: that many victims report severe
consequences also tends to negate that this
behavior is and should be standard practice. In
addition. the vast majority of respondents stated
that sexual harassment is not something that
“people should have to put up with.” All of this
indicates that sexual harassment should not be
considered standard behavior at the workplace
and is very much a matter of concern for
employers such as the Federal Government.
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Implications

Understanding that sexual harassnient does

not affect all victims in the same way is impor-

tant in developing recommendations on ways to
effectively reduce sexual harassment in the
Federal workplace.

To help reduce most instances of sexual "ha-
rassment, where the effects are not so adverse
or presumably debilitating, an awareness cam-
paign that focuses on prevention would be the
most effective. This campaign should advise
managers of their responsibilities and hold
them accountable, as well as provide aid to vie-
tims in informally resolving these matters:

For the smaller number of instances where

the sexual harassment has an extremely ad

verse or punitive affect, the response of man-
agement should be swift and thorough in im-
pusing sanctions against the behavior and in
aiding the victim.

These concepts are niore thoroughly explored
below.

Recommendations

Since sexual harassment has been clearly
shown to be a problem in the Federal Govern-
ment, managerial policies should be instituted
stating sexual harassment is unacceptable
conduct that will not be condoned. A number of
agencies have already begun to do this.? The
Federal courts and Federal regulations® have
also stated that under many circumstances,
sexual harassment is a violation of both civil
law and criminal law. Therefore, it is both cost-
effective and managerially responsible to take
effective steps to reduce the amount of sexual
harassment in the Federal Government.

%

Sanctions and Enforéement

1. Agencies should provide strong and
effective enforcement against sexual harass-
ment and issue sanctions where appropn-
ate. To do this:

® Agencies should conduct swift and thor-
ough investigations to discover evidence of
sexual harassment and take appropriate
action.

*See Appendlx F for data on these agencies.
‘See Appendix H for a discussion of the legal anal-
ysis of sexual harassment.
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e Agencies should emphasize their strong .
commitment to prohibiting sexual harass- .
ment on the job by imposing sanctions
where appropriate against the behavior,
including:

a. enforcing penalties against those who
sexually.bother others, and

b. enforcing penalties against managers
who knowingly allow this behavior to

cdntinue/

2. Complaint channels for allegations of
sexual harassment should be clarified and
streamlined.

Agency management has a responsibility to
investigate and eliminate prohibited behavior,
such as sexual harassment. The sanctions im-
posed and the remedial action taken, as with
other violations of the law, should be commen-
surate with the violation. What is key, however,
to render this recommendation effective is that
allegations be taken seriously so that forceful
and fair resolutions result. This will help to re-
store the faith of victims as well as supervisors
in formal channels for processing complaints
or grievances.

No additional legal or regulatory mecha-
nisms appear to be necessary to enforce sanc-
tions against sexual harassment if strong en-
forcement can be accomplished within current
channels. However, the channels must be made
more efficient and responsive to the fact that
sexual harassment is a legitimate problem that
must be handled as seriously as other violations
of the law, standards of conduct, or prohibited
personnel practices.

Publicizing Managerial Policy
and Commitment

3._Managers and other agency officials
should be made aware of their responsibil-
ity and held accountable for enforeing Gov-
ernment and agency policy prohibiting
sexual harassment at thé workplace. This
can best be accomplished by agency managers:

e issuing strong policy statements

- ® otherwise clarlfymg acceptable behavior
for supervisors, and

o holding supervisors responsible for the
conduct of their offices with regard to sex-
ual harassment through the performance
appraisal system. -
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Agencies should empﬁasize the use of pre-
ventive measures and informal resolution of
complaints as a means of combating sexual
harassment since processing formal complaints

_is both time-consuming and costly. Since most
victims do not file complaints, these measures
will also affect the largest number of victims

. and haressers. The costs of preventing sexual
harassment may be more than offset by the

. savings to the- Government in reducing sexual
harassment and. thus. reducing job turnover
and increasing job productivity and morale.

It is also important to note that a knowledge-
able observer with a widespread clinical prac-

tice for the last decade finds that enunciat- .

ing regulations clearly and specifically can
. be very effective in reducing sexual harass-
ment.t Buttressing this argument is the

f inding in Appendix F that the agency with the
highest rate of sexual harassment for women

_also had not issued a policy statement of sexual
harassment at the time this survey was con-
ducted.

However, Dr. Rowe cautions that because of
heightened awareness caused by publicizing
the policy, the number of informal and formal
complaints of sexual harassment may tempo-
rarily increase in the short run.

4. Agencies should develop a training
strategy to aid in preventing sexual harass-
ment;-this strategy will be instrumental in
targeting those groups that should receive
training on a priority basis to best utilize
limited training resources. '

. " This training can include inservice classroom
training either as a separate course or as part
of other courses. publishing pamphlets or hand-
books for employees and supervisors on the
subject. and providing other awareness activi-
ties through lectures and short workshops. An
effective training strategy should include at
least three target audiences:

{a) managers and supervisors whose re-
sponsibility is the conduct of the work-
place;

{b) other agency personnel such as person-
nel and EEO officials who have responsi-
bility to advise victims and supervisors on
procedural and other matters regarding
sexual harassment, and

tMary P. Rowe, Ph.D. Assistant to the President,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, conversation
March 1981.

(c) victims or potential victims requiring
information on their rights as well as use-
ful techniques on coping with the sexual
harassment informally.

Providing Assistance to Victims

5. Agencies should provide information to
victims on effective techniques for resolving
incidents of sexual harassment.

Agencies should provide all employees with

‘information (in pamphlet or other written for-

mat) regarding:

o what the most effective actions are for
them to take to stop sexual harassment,

o what their rights of redress of sexual ha-
rassment are. including the availability of
formal complaint channels.

o which ageney officials have responsibility
for processing complaints or assisting with
problems associated with incidents of sex-
ual harassment: officials may include Fed-
eral Women's Program managers, EEO
counselors, EEO officers or personnel offi-
cers. and

The study indicates that most victims try to
resolve their sexual harassment incidents by
ignoring the behavior but that this very rarely
solves the problem. Victims should be advised
that the most assertive responses are the most
offective. Since a sizeable number of victims
report suffering negative personal effects that
result in losses to the Federal Government,
steps should be taken to mitigate some of these
effects.

6. Outside agencies, such as the Office of
the Special Counsel in the MSPB, should
also publicize the availability of their ser-
vices as resources allow. -

7. Federal employee labor unions should
be encouraged to instruct shop stewards
and other union officials about counseling
techniques and legal redress for union mem-
ber victims of sexual harassment who seek
assistance from the union.
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Follow-up”’

8. A number of other activities should be
instituted to assure compliance with law
and regulation as well as to provide follow-
up to this study both within the Federal
Government and in the private sector.

Steps that should be taken include:

e Copies of the MSPB Final Report docu-

menting the incidence of sexual harass-

ment should receive wide distribution
ameng the agencies.

¢ The Congress should continue to monitor
the activities of the various Federal agen-
cies regarding sexual harassment.

® Agencies should ensure that their training
courses developed to prevent sexual harass-
ment are effective.

o EEOC should continue its review of ac-
tions taken by agencies to combat sexual
harassment.

® Other research groups, both .public” and
private, should be encouraged to do fur-

Iy

S

ther analysis on this subject using the
MSPB data tape in order to increase un-
derstanding and awareness of the prob-
lem; ggencies should be encouraged to use
the MSPB questionnaire to conduct re-
search of organizations within the agencies
for purposes of comparison.

State and local governments, universities,
as well as companies in the private sector
should be encouraged to conduct research
on sexual harassment among their own
employees or students. The MSPB survey
questionnaire should be made available to
use as a model.

As with the laws that the Federal Govern-
ment enforces against the private sector, the
laws and policies regarding sexual harassment
in the Federal workplace should also be moni-
tored and enforced. The most cost effective
approach is to include the monitoring of sexual
harassment policies in conjunction with evalua-
tion programs already in place.
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Appendix A

Development of the
_Questionnaire

“The following is a discussion of the method-
ology used to collect and to analyze the survey
data in this report.

At the outset it was clear that a questionnaire
would be the only feasible means of gathering
information from a samplc large enough to
make the results valid. Social psychologists
knowledgeable in questionnaire design and the
topic of sexual harassment aided the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board (MSPB), Office of Merit
Systems Review and Studies’ research team in
the preparation of the questionnaire. A group
of advisors, consisting of academic sex research-
ers. Government management officials, repre-
sentatives of Federal employee unions, a direc-

tor of 2 community-based volunteer organization, -

and representatives from OPM and EEOC,
were consulted in the initial design and devel-
opment of the questionnaire as well. Several
criteria guided the development of the study:

e The definition of sexual harassment de-
veloped by the Office of Personnel Man-
agement would apply.

e The confidentiality and anonymity of re-
spondents would be meintained.

e The questions and language in the ques- ’

tionnaire would be as unbiased as possible.

e The survey questions regarding experien-
ces of sexual harassment were to be limited
to recent occurrences, at least within the
last two years.

e The conduct of the survey would adhere to
ethical standards in the use of human test
subjects. :

The draft questionnaire was pretested on a
cross section of men and “~omen Federal em-
ployees at eight different work sites who first
were asked to complete the questionnaire and
then to participate in a group discussion about
the content and style of the questionnaire. The

~.

men and women were pretested separately to
elicit candid comments. On the basis of these
results, the questionnaire was revised sixteen .
times to produce a valid and reliable document.
The final form of the survey questionnaire
used in the study was 12 pages long and con-
tained 63 questions. The categories of sexual
harassment were expanded from the Office of,
Personnel Management (OPM) definition, which
the Congressional Subcommittce directed the
MSPB research team to use (see Chapter 1), to
include the following seven behaviors:
e Actual or attempted rape or sexual assualt
e Unwanted pressure for sexual favors
e Unwanted deliberate touching, leaning
over, cornering or pinching
e Unwanted sexually suggestive looks or
gestures
e Unwanted letters, phone calls or materials
of a sexual nature J
e Unwanted pressure for dates
e Unwanted sexual teasing, jokes, remarks
or questions '

The questionnaire was divided into seven
sections, each designed to obtain the following
types-of information:

Section I—Attitudes regarding sexual be-
havior that can happen at work.

Section II—How respondents define sexual
harassment and other questions.

Section III—Opinions on remedies that would
be useful in reducing sexual harassment in the
workplace.

Section IV—General data on incidence level
of sexual harassment and detailed data on a
specific critical incident of sexual harassment.

Section V—General data on the experiences
of those who have been accused of sexually
harassing others.

Section VI—Attitudinal and demographic
information about respondents’ work settings.
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Section VII—Demographic information on
the personal characteristics of respondents.

Reéspondents were asked to report their ex-
periences within the 24-month period befure
receipt of the questionnaire—May 1978 to
May 1980. The finite timeframe was chosen
as a means of measuring the current extent of
sexual harassment in the Federal Government
and the period of two years was selected to
obtain sufficient data on the duration of the
sexual harassment incidents. Care was taken to
avoid the use of emotion-laden language or la-
bels, e.g., in most cases, the term “unwanted
sexual attention” was used rather than the
term “sexual harassment,” and “sexually both-
ering” rather than “harassing.”

The same questions were asked of all respon-
dents; however, most of Section IV was only to
be answered by those who had experienced
sexual harassment within the 2-year period
and Section V was only to be answered by those
who had been accused of sexually bothering
someone within the same 2-year period.

Selection and Design of the
Sample

The-sample employed was a disproportion-
ately stratified random sample of ecivilian
employees in the Executive branch of the Fed-
eral Government who were listed in the OPM
Central Personnel Data ¥ile (CPDF), with the
exception of those who:

(1) Were located at a work site outside the
continental U.S,, Alaska or Hawaii;

(2) Were military personnel;

(3) Were employed by the Federal/ Bureau of
Investigation, the Federal Election Com-
mission, U.S. Postal Service, Postal Rate
Commission, National Security Ageney,
Central Intelligence Agency, Federal
Reserve Board, White House Office, or
Tennessee Valley Authority; or

(4) Were lacking legitimate values for any
of the stratification variables—i.e., sex,
minority status, salary, or organization.

Participants were limited to those in the con-

tinental United States because of time and
budgetary constraints; military personnel and
those employed in the U.S. Postal Service,
other quasi-independent agencies or those or-
ganizations whose principal function concerns
intelligence activities were excluded because
they were not in the Executive branch or not
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under the blanket jurisdiction of the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board; thuse for whom data on
the stratification variables were unavaiiable
were also excluded because including them
would have biased the sample.

Following a common survey research prac-
tice, the sample was disproportionately strati-
fied to deliberately include a higher than pro-
portional number of women, minorities, higher
graded persons and other relatively small sub-
groups. A “disproportionately stratified” sam-
ple is one in which certain categories of partici-
pants are selecied to be in the sample in greater
numbers than they occur in the general popula-
tion. These categories of participants are inten-
tionally over"s”a—r’n”pled to ensure adequate num-
hers for statistical analysis within each cate-
gory. The sample is “random” in that, within a
given category (or stratum), each member has
an equal chance of being selected. A random
sample enables the researcher to make predie-
tions about the whole population based upon
the sample. .

The sample was stratified on the basis of the
following four variables:

® Sex: (2 categories) male or female

® Minority status: (2 categories) minority or
non-minority

® Salary: (5 categories) less than $11.000, at
least $11,000 but less than $15.000, at least
$15.000 but less than $20.000. at least
$20,000 but less than $24,000, or at least
$24,000.

® Organization: (3 categories) Department of
Defense, a health care agency, and ail
other agencies.

The rationale for cach »f these stratification
variables is explained as follows.

Sex—For the most part, sexual harassment
has been viewed as an issue of primary interest
to women and has portrayed women as the
principal victims. Accordingly, it was antici-
pated that women, un average, would be more
disposed to participate in the survey and would
be the most likely source of case studies. With
these considerations in mind, women were over-
represented o the extent that they comprised
half of the samnple while they eonstituted only
one-third of the workforce.

Minority Status—This was used as a stratifi-
cation variable for two reasons. First, seaual
harassment was believed to be an abuse of
power and that powerless people were nore
vulnerable to sexual harassment. Sinee minori-

1
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ties tend to hold positions of lesser power, it was
believed that they might have experienced
sexual harassment more often than non-
minorities. Secondly, minorities have at times
been inadequately represented in nation-wide
polls. For these reasons, minorities comprised
half the sample although they constitute only
20% of the workforce. A minority person was
defined to be any one who was American Indian

or Alaskan, Native Hispanic, Black, or Asian -

or Pacific Islander.

Annual Salary—This was utilized as astrati- |

fication variable because it was deemed to act
as a proxy for authority and responsi})ility.
Harkening back to the earlier theory of power
and powerlessness, it was envisaged t}Za,t those
having lesser authority might be more vulner-
able to sexual harassment. As such then, the
sample was stratified on the basis of salary
with equal representation from each category.

Organization—This was employed for strati-
fication purposes to reflect function and struc-
ture. In that context, a military stratum (i.e.,
Army, Navy, and Air Force), a health care
stratum (i.e., the Veterans Administration), and
other agency stratum (i.e., all else—everything
but the military and health care strata) were
defined. This stratification scheme represented
several thoughts. First, the military sector was
deemed to subsume three similar organizations
having approximately equal size and like man-
agerial philosophies. Secondly, the health care
stratum reflected inputs from a private study
that suggested the likelihood of a high inci-
dence rate in that sector. Thirdly, the “other
agency” category constituted the more tradi-
tional but varied government functions. An
equal number was selected from each of the
three strata.

The sample was drawn by the Office of Per-
sonnel Management in March 1980 from its
Central Personnel Data File (CPDF), circa
9/30/79, the most recently updated and verified
version then available. The CPDF then con-
tained 2,602,023 employees of which 1,920,212
qualified for possible inclusion in the sample.
In turn the latter were stratified into 60 cells
from which an equal number (670) of observa-
tions were randomly selected. The actual selec-
tion was based upon the least significant four
digits of the social security number. The 60
cells reflected the stratification criteria.

Representativeness of the Sample

- The followiné factors helped: to ensure that
the sample was representative of the whole
Federal Executive Branch population:

e The sample was random and drawn from
the entire population.

o The first stage where home addresses were
sought was blind in that it did not reveal
the subject matter and hence did not unin-
tentionally include or exclude a dispropor-
tionate number of individuals who had
specific views in the subject matter.

® The response rates for the questionnaire
of the 60 stratification cells were similiar
to the response rates received from the
original solicitation for home address
information.

e The sample was sufficiently large and

" the response rate sufficiently high that
the odds are overwheliingly against the
occurrence of typical or unrepresentative
findings.

N

Conduct of the Study |

Questionnaires were mailed the end of May
1980, to 23,964 men and women employees of
the Federal Government. Questionnaires were
mailed to employees’ homes to protect the iden-
tities of individual respondents and to ensure
privacy in responding. Home addresses were
obtained from a larger sample of employees
who were asked to participate in an upspecified
research project. Those who agree;}}t‘s partici-
pate by providing home address /information
made up the sample of 23,964 who received
questionnaires. A stratum or gr%up number
was included on each questionnaire to aid in
weighting the data during the Jata analysis
phase. ,

Accompanying each questionnaire was a
cover letter from Patricia A. Mathis, Director,
Merit Systems Review and Studies, which
explained the purpose of the study, assured
respondent anonymity, and urged participa-
tion.! A private marketing research firm,
Market Facts, Inc., printed, distributed, col- .
lected and tabulated the responses. A postage
paid return envelope and a numbered posteard

1See Appendix C.
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to be mailed back separately from the question-
naire was sent to each member of the sample.
The numbered postcard was used to cross
names off the mailing list for the second wave
of the questlonnalre

To eneourage participation, reminder post-
cards were sent to everyone in the sample
approximately one week after the first mailing.
In addition, a followup mailing to those who
had not returned the numbered postcard was
completed by June 26, 1980. An additional
mailing to individuals who were late in provid-
inghome addresses was also made around that
time. July 10, 1980, was established as the
cutoff date and questionnaires received after
that date were not included in the analysis of
results.

Preparation of the Data

A total of 20,314 usable questionnaires were
returned for an overall response rate of 84.8%.
The response rates for the various strata in the
sample ranged from a low of 67.6% for low-
income minority men in the Veterans Adminis-
tration to a high of 93.6% for medium low-
income minority women in the Department of
Defense. There were no serious gaps in the
data; at least 177 usable questionnaries were
returned in each stratum. In general, women
(86%) were more likely to respond than men
(81%), non- -minorities (87%) more likely than
minorities (80%), and those with higher incomes
(87% to 86%) more likely to respond than those
with lower incomes (79% to 82%). Since approx-
imately 231 of the 20,314 returned question-
naires did not contain a stratum number for
weighting purposes, 20,083 questionnaires—
10,648 from wumen and 9,302 from men—were
processed and analyzed. Of those respondents
who returned usable questionnaires, 2,116
wrote a comment of some type on their booklet: .

Responses were key punched, 100% verified
and edited by the contractor according to
MSRS research staff specifications. All data
analysis was conducted by the MSRS research
staff. Prior to analysis, the data were weighted
to extrapolate from the sample results to the
total Federal work force, that is, to expand the
sample size to equal the population from which
it was drawn. For example, 53% of the respon-
dents in the actual sample were women, how-
ever aftet weighting, the figures reflected that
37% of those 1n the survey were women, a
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number much closer to the actual percentage
in the workforce.

Sample respondents are weighted by the
ratio of their sample stratum to the total stra-
tum population. For example,

W= Nh_ where
nh
Nh = total stratum population,
nh =sample stratum cases, and
W = weight.

In the sexual harassment study, 60 strata
were used that respectively reflected income (5
categories), sex (2 categories), ethnicity (2 cate-
gories), and organization (3 categories). For
example, the Veterans Administration (VA)
was one of the trichotomous categories within
the stratification variable representing organi-
zation. Within that variable were 20 different
strata—i.e., 5 income categories, 2 gender cate-
gories, and 2 ethnicity categories. By utilizing

_the weights to expand the 20 strata, approxi-

mation for the VA's population resulted.

Weighting was used also to analyze non-
stratification variables, such as job classifica-
tion. This was possible since each stratum was
completely random and all characieristics
(huwever defined) were represented in prorata
number.

Analysis of the Data

Questionnaire design and preliminary analy-
sis of responses provided the bases of the analy-
sis of the data. All of the data analyzed were
weighted data, taken to be representative of the
entire population of Federal employees. Since
the possibilities for data analysis were virtually
unlimited, the analysis in this study was re-
strieted primarily to crosstabulations. Mueh of
the analysis focused on the behavioral and
situational differences between male and female
victims for the various levels of severity of
behavior.

Vietims were classified on the basls of re-
sponses to two survey questions (17 and 20)
which asked participants to define their un-
wanted sexual harassment. Much of the analy -
sis in chapters 5, 6, and 7 were based on the
responses to victims to Section IV of the ques-
tionnaire which asked them to describe one
incident of sexual harassment in detail. Those
who filled out this section were termed “narra-
tors.” For purposes of analysis, we presumed
that the responses of narrators reflected those
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of victims as a whole. Further definitions and
explanations of this and other terms are given
in Appendix B.

In analyzing and presenting the data for this
report, percentages and numbers were rounded
in order to simplify the analysis. We were not
able to include data from the State Department
because the response was toosmall toconsider
the information from this group to be reliable.

Contfidentiality and Anonymity of
Parligipants

The confidentiality and anonymity of respon-
- dents were preserved throughout the conduct
of the study. Names of participants were ran-
domly selected by computer and processed by
an outside contractor and subsequently de-

stfbyed. No member of the MSRS research
team or any other Federal agency had access to
the identity of the participants.

Participants were requested not to put their
names on the questionnaire and no identifying
numbers were placed on the questionnaire that
could be traced to an individual participant.
The same stratum or group number that were
included on the questionnaire could be given to
as many as 670 individuals. In addition, all
answers were collapsed so that individual re-
sponses could not be identified.

When the data tape is released to the public

_ after publication of the final report, even fur-

ther steps will be taken to ensure that responses
will never be able to be traced to an individual
respondent from demographic data or other
personal information. )
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Appendix B

Definitions of Ténns

=

The following are definitions of commonly
used terms that appear in this report. The text
of survey questions asked can be found in
Appendix C.

Sexual harassment/unwanted sexual at-
tention—this is used interchangeably through-
out the questionnaire. :

Perpetrator/Harasser; Sexually Bother/
Harrass—These terms are also used inter-
changeably to refer to the initiator of the sexual
harassment and the action taken.

Vietims/Nonvictims—Victims of sexual ha-
rassment were defined as those respondents
who indicated in Question 17 of the question-
naire that they had experienced one or more
forms of “sexual harassment” on the job during
the previous 24 months. Those who did not
so indicate on Question 17 were termed “non-
vietims.” Approximately 294,000 women and
168,000 men or a total of 462,000 Federal
employees were victims. Approximately 400,000
womeh, 1,000,000 men or a total of 1,400,000
Federal employees were “nonvictims.”

Narrators—Section IV of the questionnaire
asked respondents, who had indicated in Ques-
tion 17 that they had been “harassed,” to answer
quest” /ns 18 through 35 in terms of one partic-
ular incident of sexual harassment. This inci-
dent (termed the “critical incident”) often
involved more than one form of sexual harass-
ment. Respondents who filled out this portion
of the questionnaire including Question 20 were
termed “narrators.” Thus, “narrators” were a
subset of “victims.”

Approximately 225,500 women and :99,000
men or a.total of 324,500 Federal employees,
were “narrators.” Comparing these figures to
those for victims shows that 30% fewer em-
ployees (23% fewer women and 41% fewer men),
who indicated by Question 17 that they were
victims, chose to describe a “critical incident.”

Supen'isors/Nonsupervisorsé-Supervisors
were defined as those who responded affirma-

tively to Question 58 that they were super-
visors. Those who responded negatively were
termed nonsupervisors.

Level of Severity of Sexual harassment—
On the basis of preliminary analysis, sexual
harassment experiences (identified by respon-
dents in Question 17 or Question 20) were clas-
sified as “most severe,” “severe”, or “less severe.”
Unwanted behaviors making up those cate-
gories are as follows: “most severe”’—actual or
attempted rape or sexual assault; “severe”’—
letters, phone calls or materials of a sexual
nature; pressure for sexua: favors; and deliber-
ate touching, leaning ever, cornering or pinch-
ing; “less severe”—pressure for dates; sexually

_ suggestive looks or gestures; and sexuul teas-

ing, jokes, remarks or questions.

These behaviors were divided into “severe”
and “less severe” categories on the basis of
agreement by respondents as to which behav-
jors constituted sexual harassment.!

The attitudes, experiences, and demographic
characteristies of both victims and narrators
were analyzed by these three levels of severity
of experiences. When a respondent indicated
having experienced harassment of more than
one form, that respondent was counted in the
category of greatest severity, e.g., if a vietim
reported experiencing both attempted or actual
rape or sexual assault (most severe) and pres-
sure for sexual favors (severe) the data was
analyzed on the basis of the most severe expe-
rience,

Agency—The term “agency” refers to the
major organization where the respondent
worked. Question 55 contained responses for 17
specific agencies with large workforces, as well
as a category of “other” for employees of agen-
cies other than those listed. The category of
“other Defense” includes such agencies as Office
of the Secretary of Defense, Defense Mapping

1See Chapter 2 ‘or a fuller discussion.
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Shgrt terms for types of sexual harassment used in the Questionnaire.

Short Term
Actual or attempted rape or assault
Pressure for sexual favors

Deliberate touching

Suggestive looks

Letters and calls

Pressure for dates

Sexual remarks

Long Term
Actual or attempted rape or sexual assaults
<

Same

Deliberate touching, leaning over, corneiing or
pinching )

Sexually suggestive looks or gestures

Letters, phone calls or materials of a sexual
nature

Same

Sexual teasing, jokes, remarks or questions

Agency and Defense Supply Agency. The
Department of Health, Education and Welfare
(HEW) was included as one of the 17 agencies,
although shortly after the questionnaire was
developed, HEW was abolished and two new
agencies were formed: the Department of
Health and Human Services and the Depart-
ment of Education. Survey data is only availa-
ble for HEW.

The following are definitions of other terms
that appear in this report.

Geographical Location. The groupings of
states into regions in Survey Question 56 paral-
lel the Office of Personnel Management regions
plus Washington, D.C. These regions are:

New England: Massachusetts, Vermont, New
Hampshire, Maine, Connezticut;

New York: New York, New Jersey, Puerto
Rico, Virgin Islands;

Mid-Atlantic: Philadelphia, Delaware, Mary-
land, Virginia, West Virginia; )

Washington DC area: Metropotitan Washing-
tdn, DC;

. Southeast: Kentucky, Tennessee, North Caro-
lina, South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Mis-
sissippi, Florida;

Upper Midwest: Michigan, Ohio, Indiana,
Illinois, Wiseonsin, Minnesota;

Midwest: Missouri, Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas,

Southwest: Texas, Arkansas, Oklahoma, New
Mexico;

North Central: NortK Dakota, South Dakota,
Montana, Wisconsin, Colorado, Utah;

Pacific: California, Nevada, Arizona, Hawaii,

- B2

Pacific Northwest: Washington, Oregon,
Idaho, Alaska.

Informal action/Formal action—Informal
action refers to actions taken by vietims to
make the harasser stop bothering them and
which do not involve any of the formal institu-
tivnal channels set up within the Federal Gov-
ernment for investigating or resolving com-
plaints. Formal actions or remedies involve
those formal institutional channels.

Immediate Work Group—This refers to the
people with whom the respondents worked
most closely on a day-to-day basis. i.e., co-
workers.

Jdob Classification—The categories in Ques-
tion 57 were developed as a result of pretesting,
and included the categories of “Trainee”, “Blue
Collar/Service”, “Office/ Clerical”, “Professional/
Technical”, “Administration/Management” and
“Other.” The category designated as “Other”
was for those jobs which did not easily fit into
any of the other designated categories such as
law enforcement positions.

Level of Privaey in Work Space—This
term refers to responses from Question 49 as to
the level of privacy respondents had in their
own workspaces. The categories are: “no work
space”, “open work space” (seen from all sides);
“semi-open work space” (seen from 1, 2, or 3
sides (including cubicles), “semi-private” (shar-
ing an office witha door that can be closed) and
“private office” (private office with a door that
can be closed).

Non-Traditional/Traditional Job—Respon-
dents who are referred to as having “non-




tra(ligional" jobs are those who indicated in
Question 52 that they are one of the first of
their sex in their jobs, e.g., female airplane
mechanies and attorneys or male seéretaries
and nurses. Those who did not so indicate on
Question 52 were considered to hold “tradi-
tional” jobs.

Probationary Employees—Those respon-
dents who are considered on probation are
those who indicated in Question 45 that they
had been a Federal employee for less than one
vear,

Race or Ethnie Background—The catego-
ries in Question 59 for respondent’s race or eth-
nic background include: “American Indian or
Alaskan Native”, “Asian or Pacific Islander”
“Black”, “Hispanic”, “White” and “Other”. The
“Other” category was for those of mixed races
or ethnic backgrounds who felt that the desig-
nated categories were inappropriate. Those in
the “White, not of Hispanic origin” category are
also designated as “nonminorities” and all oth-
ers are designated as “minorities.”

Salary/Pay Grade—The annual salary lev-
els of respondents were based on the group
number or stratum number from the sampling
plan that was affixed to every questionnaire.
The categories for annual salary were as fol-
lows: low income (less than $11,000); medium
aow income ($11,000 to $14,999); medium
($15.000 to $19.999): medium high ($20,000 to
$23,999) and high income ($24,000 and higher).

Also reported were pay grade (Question 54)
and pay category or classification (Question

53). These terms refer to the pay classifications
of FFederal workers, e.g., GS-5 refers to a pay
category which is in the General Schedule (GS)
and at a grade level of 5 on a scale from 1o 18.
Most white-collar jobs are in the General Sche-
dule pay classification. The pay grade desig-
nated as “Other” was for those who did not fit in
the other pay grades, e.g. Kxecutive Level IV.

Sexual Composition of Work Group--This
1s defined by Question 51 as the distribution of
men and women among the people the respon-
dents worked with during a normal work day.
The categories of responses are arranged as fol-
lows: “all men.” “predominately male” (more
men than women}. “equal numbers of men and
women” “predominately female” (more women
than men), and “all women.”

Size of Work Group—This refers to the num-
ber of people in the respondent’s immediate
work group as shown in Question 48. The cate-
gories were: “small” (1-5 persons); “medium”
(6-15 persons) : “large” (16-25 persons) and
“very large” (more than 25 persons).

Working Hours—This refers in Question 47
to whether respondents usually worked in the
daytime or at some other time such as night-
time, weekends, frequent overtime, alternating
shifts.

Work Schedule—This refers in Question 46
to whether a respondent is a permanent, fult-
time employee or is employed in some other
capacity, such as part-time, seasonal, tempor-
ary, term, or consultant,
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MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTIQN BOARD
Washington, D C.
May 22, 1980

Dear Federal Co-worker:

Thank you for agreeingg participate in this survey. The Merit Systems Protection
Board, a Federal agency created by the Civil Service Reform Act, has been asked
by Congress to conduct the first scientific study of sexual harassment in the
Federal workplace. This survey is intended to find out whether uninvited and
unwanted sexual attention is a problem in the Federal Service, how different peo-
pie feel about the behavior, and if it is a problem, what should be done about it This
is your opportunity to help establish the facts about the subject. *

Your name was selected in a random drawing of 20,000 from the Federal
workforce. In order to receive a wide range of opinions that truly represent the
thoughts and experiences of Federal workers, it is extremely important that all
people in the sample, both men and women, complete and return their booklets.
We need answers from those who have not experienced unwanted sexual atten-
tion as well as from those who have. Likewise, we need answers from those who do
notthink a significant problem exists, as well as from those who do. Do not ask
anyone else to fill out this boaklet.

Your frank and honest answers to this booklet will be kept strictly confidential. Do
not put your name anywhere on the bookiet. All answers will be combined so that
individual responses cannot be identified. Market Facts, Inc. is collecting and
tabulating the responses for us. Since there is no identifying number on the
booklet itself, a numbered postcard is enclosed. This should be mailed back
separately from the booklet in order for your name to be crossed off the mailing list.
Use the enclosed envelope addressed to Market Facts, Inc. to return the booklet.

The booklet has been mailed to your home address to allow you as much privacy
as possible. It should take about 15 minutes to complete if you have not
experienced an incident of sexual harassment and about 30 minutes if you have
We would appreciate your returning the completed bookiet within 5 oays.

We strongly urge you to take advantage of the opportunity to partictpate in this
landmark study. The overall findings will be presented to Congress this summer.

Sincerely,

K itaci

Patricia A. Mathis
1 2 Director, Merit Systems
L Review and Studies




ey

5| {4
&
sIA\AY:
MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD
Washington, D.C. 20419
June 26, 1980

Dear Federal Co-worker:

Recently you were asked to participate in the Merit Systems Protection Board's land-
mark study of sexual harassment in the Federal workplace. As of today, we have not.
received the numbered postcard which we asked you to return when you completed
your questionnaire booklet. You shouid have received this booklet about three weeks
ago. The Merit Systems Protection Board, a Federal agency created by the Civil Ser-
vice Reform Act, has been asked by Congress to conduct this study in order to find out
whether uninvited and unwanted sexual attention is a problem in the Federal Service.

| am writing to you again because of the significance each person’s response has to
the usefulness of this study. Your name was drawn through a scientific sampling proc-
ess in which every Federal employee had approximately an equai chance of being se-
lected. This means that ohly about one out of every 100 Federal employees is being
asked to complete this booklet. in order to receive a wide range of opinions that truly
represent the thoughts and 2xperiences of Federal workers, it is extremely important
that all persons in the sample, both men and women, complete and return their book-
lets. We need answers from all persons regardless of their opinions on the subject.

As we mentioned in the last letter, we have taken steps to assure you of complete
confidentiality. All answers will be combined so that individual responses cannot be
identified. An outside contractor, Market Facts, Inc., is collecting and tabulating the re-
cponses to the study.

In the event that your booklet has been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed. Again, this
booklet has been mailed to your home address to allow you as much privacy as possible. Do
not complete this booklet if you already mailed the first one. The booklet should take
about 15 minutes to complete if you have not experienced anincident of sexual harassment
and about 30 minutes if you have. The analysis of the study would be assisted greatlyif you
would mail your completed booklet within 6 days. A franked envelope addressed to Market
Facts, Inc. is enclosed.

The overall ﬁndingis from the study will be presented to Congress later this summer.
Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

FtceMitaci

Patricia A. Mathis
Director, Merit Systems Review
and Studies

1r 2 C-3
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SEXUAL HARASSMENT IN THE
FEDERAL WORKPLACE:
- ISITAPROBLEM?

Joq,No

N f

This 15 the first nationwide study of sexual harassment at the Federal workplace The tust and
second sections of this bookiet ask how you feel about relationships amon'g people who work
together. The thizd section asks your optnion of vanous remedies for sexual harassment The fourth
and tifth sections ask about your own @xpertence with sexual harassment The sixth section asks for
general information about your workplace and the type of job you hold. The seventh section asks for
mlormatnon atrout you, such as your sex, age and education I you left the Federal Government.
please answer the questions in terms of your last Federal |ob

We appreciate your tak:ng the time to fill out this book!let

: SECTION |

People feel very differently about what shouid or shouldn't go on at work. We want
your opinion about different kinds of sexual behavior that can happen at work

1 How much do you agrée or disagree with each statement below? For each statement, please “X"
the box which best describes your opinion.

.

How Much You Agree Or Disagree

Strongly No Strongly
Statement Disagree Disagree Opinion Agree ] Agree
a. | think 1it's ali right for people to have sexual
affairs with people they work with. . 0 0 0 O 0
b Morale at-work suffers when some employees
seem to get ahead by using ther sexuahty 0 0 O 0 O

¢. Women n positions of power are just as hkely
as men in such positions to sexually bother the
people who work for them

d. There's nothing wrong when women use their

sexuality to get ahead on the job

Unwanted sexual attention cn the job is some-

thing people should not have to put up with

. People who receive annoying sexual attention

have usually asked for it

g People shouldn't be so quick to take offense
when someone expresses a sexual interest in
them.

h. Nearly all instances of unwanted sexual atten-

tion can be stopped if the persan receiving the

attention simply tells the oiner person fo stop 0 O O O 0

1 wou!d call something sexual harassment even

if the person doing 1t did not mean to be offen-

sive 0 O (] O 0

| When people say they've bBeen sexually -
harassed, they're usually justyrying to get the .

e

O 0O 0O 0O
O 0 0O 0O

O o 0 0O
O O O O
O o 0O 0O

a
a
a
a
a

person they accuse into troubfe. O ] (] ] (]
k There's nothing wrong when men use thewr sex-

-uality to get ahead on the job. O o 0 0 O
1 Those who sexually bother others are usually

seeking power over those they bother O O O O O

m The issue of sexual harassment has been ex-
aggerated—most incidents are simply normal
saxual attraction between people
n. | think that women need their jobs as much as
men do. O 0 O O O

i24

Merit Systems Proteclon Boara
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SECTION i :

This %ection asks how you feel about relationships among people who work
together. ~

We would fike to know what you would think if the following behaviors happened to you Or Someone (25 oper)
else at work For each behavior listed below, please X" ONE box for each question.

Your Response To Behavior

Detinitely  Probadly Don't Probably Definitely
Behavior Mot Not Know Yes Yes .
P4
, 2 Uminvited pressure for soxual favors:
a If a supervisor did this, would this bother you? O 0 O 0 O e
b. If a supervisor did this, would you consider this e
sexual harassment? O O 0 (W] 0
c. It another worker did this, would this bother
you? O O O O o
d It another worker did this, would you consider
this sexual harassment? O O O O 0O
3 Uninvited and deliberate touching, leaning
over, cornering, or pinching
a I a supervisor did this, would this bother you? O O | O 0 ao
b If asupervisor did this, would you consider this .
sexual harassment? O 0 O 0 O
¢ If_another worker did this, would this bother
you? . O O O 0 O
d. If another worker did this, would you consider
this sexual harassment? &) g 0 &) &)
4 Uninvited sexually suggestive looks or
gestures . )
" a it a supervisor did this, would this bother you? O 0 0 0O 0O ee
b. 1 a supervisor did this, would you consider this
sexual harassment? 0O 0 0 0O 0
¢ It another worker did this, would this bother
you? ] O O O O
d. It another worker did this, would you consider
this sexual harassment? 0 &) | a 0
5 Uninvited letters, phone cails, or materials of a
sexual nature.
a. It a supervisor did this, would this bother you? 0O 0 0 O e
b. If a supervisor did this, would you consider this
sexual harassment? O m] O O o
c. It another worker did this, would thie bother
you? ' 0O 0O 0 O &)
d. It another worker did this, would you consider
this sexual harassment? O ] O O o
& Uninwited pressure for dates.
a. If a supervisor did this, would this bother you? 0 O O 0 O w2
b. If a supervisor did this, would you consider this
sexual harassment? 0 0 (W] 0 O
¢ if another worker did this, would this bother
you? O O 0 0 O
d. It another worker did this, would you consider
this sexual haragsment? O .} O 0 O
2
A
C-5
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Job No 6374
1 ) » A Your Resconse To Sehavior
‘ - PR g e oot
7. Uninvited sexual teasing, -jokes. remarks, or .
- questions* '
a. If a supervisor did this, would this bother you? [ a (] 0 o ue
B. If a supervisor did this, would you consider this
sexual harassment? ] g g g a g
' c. If another worker did t! 1s, would this bother
you? m] ] m] ] o .
- d If another worker did this, would you consider
this sexual harassment? o o o o o
8. It you have also worked outside of the Federal Government, would you say that there 1s more or (50 open)
. less unwanted sexual attention in non-Federal jobs? Please "X’ ONE box.
. 1 have never held a non-Federal job. a.
There is mcre in non-Federal jobs. O-
51
There is about the same amount in both
non-Federal jobs and Federal jobs. (B
There is less in non-Federal jobs g«
. I don’t know ' O»
9. Have you ever left, considered leaving, or lost a Federal job because someone was bothering
you sexually? Please “X” ALL the boxes that apply.
No. O
Yes, | feft a Federal job. a- -
Yes, | considered leaving a Federal job. Os 52
Yes, | lost a Federal job. O«
SECTION i1
In this section, we would llke your views on what actions would be useful in reduc-
ing sexual harassment in the workplace.
10 In most cases, which of the following do you think are the most effective actions for employees to
take to make others stop bothering them sexually? Piease “X'" ALL the boxes that apply.
Ignoring the behavior a.
Avoiding the person(s) 0O
. Asking or telling the person(s) to stop O»s (53 54)
Threatening to tell or telling other workers O.
Reporting the behavior to the supervisor or other officials Os
Filing a formal complaint Oe
v There 1s very little that employees can do to make others
. stop bothering them sexually gr
MNone of the above Os
3
- - I)
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11. Which of the following do you think are the most effective actions for an organization's manage-
ment to take regarding-sexual harassment? Please X" ALL & boxes that apply.

-Establish and publicize policies which prohibit sexual harassment. O
Conduct swift and thorough investigations of complaints
of sexual harassment. g: X
Enforce penalties against managers who knowingly allow this behavior
to continue. 0o
Enforce penalties against thcse who sexually bother others, O
Publicize the availability of formal complaint channels. Os 550
Establish a special counseling service for those who expernenc?2
sexual harassment. . Oes
Provide awareness training for employees on sexual harassment. a:-
Provide training for managers and EEQ officials on their responsibilities
for decreasing sexual harassment . Os
There is ve-y little that management can do to reduce sexual
harassment on the job. O
None of the above. . . O-:
We want to know whether you think the following possible formal actions are available to those
who have been sexually bothered by others and if the actions would be effective in helping those
employees For each action listed below, please “X" ONE box for each question.
How Avallable Or Effective Action Wouid Be
Oafinltely Probably Don’t Probabdly Datinitely
Actions Not Not Know Yas Yas
12 Requesting an investigation by my
organization
a. Is this remedy available {0 employees where
you work? O O O O O (7
b. Would this be effective in helping these
employees? O O O O O
13. Requesting*an investigation by an outside N
agency.
a. Is this remedy available to employees where
you work? O O O O O
b. Would this be effective in helping these
employees? O O d O (0]
14 Filing a grievance or adverse action appeal.
a !s this remedy available to employees where ©n
you work? O a O O (W] k
b. Weuld this be effective in helping these
employees? . O O O O O
15. Filing a discrimination compla:nt.
a. Is this remedy available to employees where
you work? : O O O O O
b. Would this be effective in helping these )
employees? O O O O O
16. Filing a complaint through special channels
set up ‘or sexual harassment complaints. . .
a. Is this ramedy avaifable to employees where
you work? O O O O O
b Would this he effectizre n helping these
employees? O O O O O (66)
- 4 .
/)
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SECTION IV

This Section asks about any experience you may have had with uninvited and
unwanted sexual attention on the job from persons of either sex.

17 Haveyou received any of the following uninvited sexual attention during the last 24 months from
someone where you work in the Federal Government? Plaase “X”’ ONE box for each item.
Froquency In Last 24 Monthe

MSPB
Job No 8374

Once o
, Manth of 2.4 thwoe Once a Week

Uninvited Coxual Attantion Never Once Lese & Month or More

a. Actual or attempted rapa.6r sexual assault. o, O O O O
b. Unwanted pressure for sexual favors. O O O O O
c. Unwanted deliberate touching, leaning over,

cornering. or pinching O 0O O O O
d. Unwanted sexually suggestive looks or

gestures. ] O ] ] G
e Unwanted letters, phone calls, or materials of a

sexual nature, O O o .0 O
f. Unwanted pressure for dates. O O O -0 O
9. Unwanted sexual teasing, jokes, remarks. or

questions. ' 0O 0O O O ]

If you have not received any uninvited sexual attention within the last 24 months, then skip to
Section V, question 36, on page 8.

It uninvited and unwanted sexual attention has happened to you in the Federal Government within

the last 24 months, select one experience that is either most recent or that had the greatest sifect

on you and answer the questions in this Section in terms of that experience Please fill out these

questions even if you handled the situation yourselt.

18. Is the experience you are about to describe the most recent one, or is it the one which had the
greatest effect on you? Please “X” ALL the boxes that apply.

This was my only experience. 0>
This was my most recent experience. O-
This was the experience that had the greatest effect on me. O
This experience is stilt continuing, O
19. Did this experience take place where you now work or on a different Federa! job? Please “X”

ONE box. . . H

This expertence took place on the job where | now work. 0>
This experience took place on a different job in the Federal Government. O-

20. During any particular expenence, a person may receive more than one kind ot upwanted sexual
attention. Durning the experience you describe here, which of the foli.wing happened to you?
Please “X” ALL the boxes that apply. '

~ Actual or attempted rape or sexual assault ) n g
Unwanted pressure for sexual favors O
Unwanted and deliberate touching, leaning over, cornering, or pinching " Oa
Unwanted sexually suggestive looks or gestures , DO
Unwanted letters, phone calls, or matertals of a sexual nature Os
Unwanted pressure for dates O
Unwanted sexual teasing, jokes, remarks, or questions O

21. How often did the unwanted sexual attention occur? Please “X” ONE box.
Once o . Every few days O«
Once a month or less Oz Every day s
2-4 times a month o:

22. How long did this unwanted sexual attention last? Please X’ ONE box.

Less than one week 0O» Onato six months 0s
Several weeks O- More than six months (]
5

| .
oo
-
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23a. How did you respond to this unwanted 23b. For each action that you took, what
sexual attention? Please “X” ALL the effect did it have? Please “X" ONE
boxes that apply. box for each action that you took.

Eftect ol Response »
Action {12413) "?J:m m.::. w.

1 1ignored the behavior or did nothing. 0 ——m—————- 0 - 0O O “a

i avoided the person(s). 00— O 0 0

| asked or told the person(s) to stop. [ 3 ————gme [J a 0

| threatened to tell or toid other

workers. i Qt—s 0O o a

| reported behavior to supervisor or

other officiais. 0s ——— O 0 0

| made a joke of the behavior. 0é—————— 0 ° 0 O

| went along with the behavior. 07— ] O

| transferred, disciplined or gave
a poor performance rating to the

person. 0s ——— s 0 0 0O

| did something other than actions

listed above O — 0O a a (22)
(23 open)

24. Did you think that any of the following would happen to you if you did not go along with the
unwanted sexual attention? Please “X” ALL the boxes that apply.
My working assignments or conditions would get worse. o
The person(s) or other workers would be unpleasant or would embarrass me
| would be unable to get a promotion, step increase, go?d rating, or roference.
| would lose my job
1 did not think anything would happen.

ooooa

25. Did’you think that any of the following would happe_)n if you went along with the unwanted sexual
attention? Please “X" ALL the boxes that apply.

My working assignments or conditions woul!d get better. i

The person(s) would become more pleasant.

i would ge: a promotion, step increase, good rating, or reference

| would get a better job. ’

1 did not think anythfng would happen. * -

ooooo

26. Did any of the following changes happen in your work situation as a result of this unwanted sex-
ual attention? Please "“X” ALL the boxes that apply. "

My working assignments or conditions got worse. 0> t26-27)
- | was denied & promotion, step increase, good performance rating, or reference O-
| was reassigned or fired. Os
| transferred or quit to take another job. (m
| quit without having another job. Os
My working assignments or conditions got better. Oes
| received a promotion, step increase, good performance rating, or reference. a-
No changes happened in my work situation. Oes
27a. Did you talk about this with anyone? Please “X” ONE box.
No [J]'-—== Then skip to question 28a @8
Yes ‘Oz
6
-
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27b. Did you talk with any of the following? 27c. For eack indwidual or group that you tatked with, *
Please X" ALL the boxes that apply. did it make a difference? Please “X" ONE box
. for each group talked to.
vt Dilference Talk Made
People Talked To {29-30) Made Thinge Made No Made Things .
Worse Ditterence Batter
Other workers Ot — -0 O a
My supervisor(s) or other officials 00— g0 a a
< Personnel office 03— O (m| (|
Equal Empioyment Opportunity Official
(EEO Courselor, Federal Women's Program
manager, etc ) Ot———— 0O O (]
Outside contact (lawyer, civil nghts group, -
Congress, other agency, etc.) 0 s——————a=-0 a a
Union 0O s—————& a a
Friends, relatives ar——-mQ 0 (|
None of the above 0 s———- O O os
28a. Did you take any formal actions? Pleage “X” ONE box. . .
No O 1+ —m Then skip to question 30 .
. Yes 02 159
- 28b. What formal actions did you take? 28c. For each action .that you took, did it make a
Please "X ALL the boxes that apply. difference? Please X" ONE box for each action
that applies.
° N Forma! Action Ditference Formal Action Made
(40 Made Things Made No Made Things
. Worse Ditterence Setter
| requested an investigation by my o
organization, . SO0Vv————-0 a O
: I requested an investigation by an
outside agency. 02— (| .
| fited a grievance or adverse action
' appeal. O3%——————-0 - O (|
, I filed 2 discrimination complaint or
. lawsuit. Oy — g O 0 (|
None of the above. 0O s——a= (M| [} (45
i
29 How did your organization’s management respond to the actior you took? Please “X" ALL the
boxes that apply. B
Found my charge to be true. O “e an
Found my charge to be faige. O-
. Corrected the damage done to me. Os
Took action against the person who bothered me a . )
Were hostile or took action against me. 0
Did nothing. O s
The action is still being processed. o -
I don't know whethermanagement did anything O
30 What were your reasons for not taking any formal actions? Please “X” ALL the boxes that apply.
| did take formal actions O —®™ Tien skip to question 31
I did not know what actions to take. a-
“ | saw no need to report it. 0Os U8 49:
I did not want to hurt the person who bothered me
| was too embarassed.

I did not think anything would be done.

I thought it would take too much time and effort

I thought it would be held against me or that | would be blamed
| thought 1t would make my work situation unpleasant

7
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31a. How did the unwanted sexual attention atfect you? For each statement listed beiow, please
“X" the hox which best describes how you were affected.

How Yoeu Were Affected
Become Become
Satoment Worse ”!“ﬂo:r Better
[
a. My feelings about work O a o s
b. My emoticnal o7 physical condition a a O
c. My ability to work with others on the job o 0 0
d. The quality of my work o a O
e. The quantity of my work g O 0
f. Mytime and attendance at work a a a (s9)
310, Kow did the unwanted Sexual attention aftect others in your immed:iate work ‘group, that is, the
people you worked with on a day-to-day basis? For each statement listed below, please “X”
the box which best describes how others were sffected, :
How Others Waere Aflecied .
Became {4 NoO Secome ot
Statiments Woree Etrect Better Sure
. & Morale of the immediate work group a a 0 a (s&)
b. Productivity of the immediate work group a a a a sn
32. Please 1Jescribe the person(s) who sexually bothered you. Please “X"” ONE box for each line.
a. SEX
Male[J1 Female 02 Twoor more males O3 Twoor more temales 0. Both males and temales Os UnknOwnD g B8O
s b. AGE
Otder than you Same age as you (32 Younger than you 03 varousages 4 Unknown s *#
c. ETHNIC STATUS
Sameasyou [l Difterent race than you O 2 Soma the same and some difterens[] 3 Unknown{Ja 0
d. MARITAL STATUS
married J:  Singtle J2  Divorced, separated. widowed {):  Both marned and not married (J¢  Unknown [Je 8"
33. Was the person(s) :vho sexually bothered you: Please “X" ALL the boxes that apply.
Your immediate supervisor(s) 0. Your subordinate(s) [+ 62
Other higher level supervisor(s) 02 Otheremployee(s) s
Your co-worker(s) Qs Otherorunknown e
34. Do you know whether the person(s) has (have) sexuaily bothered others at work? Please “X" ONE box.
No, this person has not sexually bothered others at work. O R
1 don't know. [RE
Yes, this person has sexually bothered others at work. Os
as5. At the time of this experience, how much did you n'eed’thns job? Piease *“X" ONE box.
Notatall a. Quite a bit g- te4)
Alittle Q. A great deal Os
Some 8
This ends the quustions about this particular experience. Pleage continuo.
: SECTION V
We, are also interested in knowing whether you have been accused of sexually
bothering someone else within the last 24 months.
36. Has anyone said that you were sexually bothering them within the last 24 months? Please “X” ONE box.
No. O} Then skip to Section Y1, question 44, on page 10 ws)
I don't know. O
Yes. . Os
8
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If you have been accused of sexuvally bothering someong within the last 24 months, select one
experience trat is either the most recent or haj the greatest effect on you and answer the ques-
tions in this Section in terms of that experience - - -

T T o 37. Did you think that the charge was féir?? Please "X" ONE boX.

No g . . 1661
. Not sure _ o,
Yes o, Then skip to question 39

38 Why do you think it was unfair? Please “X" ALL the boxes that apply.

There was nothing wrong with what | did T ‘ w6
The person who accused me misunderstood my motives. 13-
The person who accused me wanted 1o create trouble Os

My organization's inanagement found the chargetobe false (O

39. Please describe the person who accused you Please “X" ONE box for each line.

a SEX
Amate O, Atfemale 0> oy
- b. AGE
Otder than you O, Same age as you[J)2 Younger than you s 6%

C ETHNIC IDENTISICATION
Same race as you D\| Different race than you 3> o

\
d MARITAL SVATUS *
Married O, Single 3 2 Dworced. separated, widowed (J3 in

40 was the person whu accused you: Pleage X" ONE box.

Your immediate supervisor Q. 121
- Other higher level supervisor 0.

Your co-worker 0O,

Your subortlinate . O

Other employee a. ia'gw"'
- Other or unknown Os Cara s

[V

41 Were any formal actions taken by the person who accused you? Piease “X" ONE box.

No a:
I don't know 0O:
Yes Os

42 Do you know whether this person has accused others at work? Please “X" ONE box.

.

No. this person has not accused others at work 0.
{ don't know a-
Yes, this person has accused others at work Os

43 Was vour work productivity affected as a result of this expenience? Please “X'* ONE box.

Became worse 0,
Had no effect 0-
Became better Os.

This ends the questions about this particular expenence Please continue
9
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SECTION VI

This section asks about your work setting. if you compieted Section I\ on page 5
(it you received unwanted sexual attention) or Section V on page 8 (if you were
accused of bothering someone sexually), please answer these questions in terms
of the job where that occurred. If you did not complete Sections IV or V, please

answer these questions in terms of your sresent job.

44. Below are a senes of statements that may or inay not generally descnibe your immediate work
group. that s, the people with whom you work(ed) most closely on a day-to-Gay basis. How much
do you agree or disagree with each statement? For each statement, please "X the box which
best describes your opinlon,

How Much You Agres of Disegres
Statement Strongly Strongly

N
Dissgree Disagree Oplr:':n Agree Agree
a. 1feel (felt) tree to bring up general work-related
conceras or suggestions to my immediate

supervisor. 0 (8] O 0 O ™

b 1 fee! (felt} that my supervisor would correct
general work-related concerns or suggestionse

it possible. D D D O
¢ Where | workled). | feel {fel) | am (was)

expected to flirt. (W] (] D D D

d Where | workled). | feel (felt) | am (was)
expected to make sexual comments about the

opposite sex. D D D D O

e Uninwited and unwanted sexual attention is
(was) a problem for employees where |

work{ed). D O (8] O D
{. Where | work{ed), employees useld) their sex- -
ual favors for advancement on the job. D D D D

0. My orgamization makes (made) every effort to
stop unwanted sexua! attention among its

employues. 0 O O O O a8

The foliowing questions ask you about your job.
45 How long have (had) you been a Federal employee? Please “X" ONE box.

Less than one year O 18)
One year or more 02

46 What s (was) your work schedule? Please "X ONE box.

Permanent, full-time O “un
Other (part-time, seasonal, temporary, term, consultant) 0O:-

47 What are (were) your usua! working hours? Plsase “X" GNE box.

Daytime O e
Olher (nighttime. weekends, frequent overtime. alternating shufts) @-

48 How many people are (were) 1n your immediate work group? Please “X" ONE vox.

1.5 persons O 16-25 persons Os 0“9
6-15 persons 0O: More than 25 pBrsons Os

49 Do (did) you have a work space you could call your own? Please ' X" ONE box.

No O. 20)
Yes, seen from all four sides 0.
Yes, seg&from 1,2, or 3 sides (including cubicles) O,
Yes, a semi-private office with a door that can be closed O
Yes, a private office with a door that can be closed Os

10
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50.

51 Are (were) the people you work(ed) with during a normal work day' Plesse “X" ONE box.

52

Is {was) your immadiale supervisor: Pieaae “X” ONE box.
Male 0O
Femate Q-

I have more than one supervisor and they are male and female Os

All men a. More women than men O«
More men than women O: Allwomen Os

Equal numbers of men and women * [0 3

Recently, women have been taking jobs that mostlymen did1n the past and men have been start-
ing to move into jobs held mostly by women. There are now female airptane mechanics and attor-
neys and male secretaries and nurses. Are (were) you one of the first of your sex in your job?

" Please X" ONE box.

. ®No O
Yes Q-
53 What is (was) your pay category or classification? Piease “X” ONE box.

General schedule and similar (GS, GG, GW) a.
Wage system (WG, WS, WL, WD, WN, etc) a:
Executive (ST, EX, ES, etc.) Os
Other 0.

§4. What s (was) your pay grade? For example GS-5, WG-9 Please “X" ONE box.

§5.

56,

57

1-4 0O g-12 0> 15andover(orSES) O
5-8 0O 13-15 O+ Ungraded Qe
In which agency do (did} you work? Please “X" ONE box.
Agriculture N a: Justice
Air Force a- Labor
Army Os Navy, Marine Corps
Commerce (R State
Enargy Os Transportation
General Sarvices Administration O Treasury
Health. Education, Welfare Q- Veterans Administration
Housing and Urban Development (O e All other Defense agencies
Interior 0o Other

Where is (was) your job located? Please "X’ ONE box.

Massachusetta, Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, Connecticut, Rhode Island
New York, New Jarsey, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands .
Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virgnme West Virginia

Washington, D.C. ares

Kentucky, Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,
Alabama, Mississippl, Floride

Michigan, Ohio, Indians, lllinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota

Missouri, lowa, Nebraska, Kansas

Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, New Mexico

North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah
California, Nevada, Arizona, Hawaii

Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Alaska

How would you describe your job? Piease "X ONE box.

Trainee g Professional, Technical
Bluc collar/Service d:2 Administration, Management
Oftice/Clerical O Other
11
r
JJ

g-:
g-:
O-s
O-+
O-s

O-¢
Q-
O-»
O~

AW N -

| o o ~ & o

ClIDDDDDD aoaoaq

aoaga

(21}

22

23

{24)

2%

{26.28)

(29:30)

oI
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58. Are were) you a supervisor who gives (gave} performance ratings to other employees? Please “X" ONE box

No O
yes O:2

SECTION Vil

This Section asks for information we need to help us with the statistical analysis
of the survey.

59. What is your race? Please “X" ONE box,

American Indian or Alaskan Native O» Hispanic 0.
Asian or Pacific Islander () White, not of Hispanicongin (3 s
Black; not of i{ispanic origin Os Other Oe

60 What is the highest level of aducation you have completed? Plesse “X"” ONE box,

Less than high school diploma O
High school diploma or GED (Graduate Equivalency Degree) O:
High school diploma plus technical training or apprenticeship (33

Some college M
Graduated from college (B.A. BS. or other bachelor's degree) 35
Some graduate school Os
Gracuate or professional degrae Q-

61 What is your age? Please X" ONE box.

16-19 (R 35—44 (R
20-24 O- 45—-54 Os
25-34 Q> 55 orolder (O s

62 What s your manital status? Please ‘X" ONE box.

Single (m R Divorced or Separated  [J2
Mamed (2 Widowed (L

o

63. What is your sex? Please “X" ONE box.

Male a: -
Female 0O: .

32

3%

134.3%

136y

an

138
39.42
{43:.790)

open

3w

This completes the questionnaire. |f you have any other comments, please wnte them here We appreciate

your help in taking the ime to answer these questions Please use the enclosed envelope to return your
completed questionnaire

The number te 1he 1GhL 8 8 0TOUD NUMBS: wiiCh wist Relp
vs wilh (0o $1aLALCA 8n8Iy s This AUMDAr will never De
connscled 10 you indindualily Since many Other DEODH
Rase the same aumber Agen thank you very much or
YO helD

C-15

e




Appendix D

Additional Statistical
Analyses

This Appendix provides additional statistical information to
supplement the data provided in the text of this report. The first
set of tables and figures provides back-up information to the
tables and figures that appear in Chapters 2 to 8 and are num-
bered according to the table or figure supplemented. The second
set of tables and figures provides additional information on data
for which no table or chart appears in Chapters 2 to 8 and are
numbered consecutively in this appendix. In addition, note that
the number of respondents in the various tables and figures in
this appendix may vary from question to question.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Back-up Statistical Information

Bach-up Tables

Baik-up Tadle 2.1

Sexual Altitudes

Question No.

These are the oplnions that Feders! workers have expressed about different kinds of sexual behavior that
csn happen at work. Percentages are of Federal workers--men, women, supervisors, nonsupervisors, victims and
nonvictims--who dlasgreed with the following statements.

Deftinition of

Sexual Harassment: Women

(i) 1 would call some-

thing sexusl harassment

even :f the porson doing

it did not mean to be

offensive. 62%

(g) People shouldn™t be

30 quick to take offense

when someone expresses

a sexual interest 1n

them, 50%

Sexual Activity In The
Dffice:

‘db} Morale at work suffers

when some employees seem Lo

Get shead by using their
sexuslity. 4%

(d; There's nothing wrong

when women use their

sexuality to get ahead on

the job. 94%

(k) There’s nothing wrong

wher men use thesr

sexushity to get ahead on

the job. 94%

(a¥ 1 think 1t's all right

for people 10 have sexua!

aftairs with people

they work with. 68%

Responsibility Of viectims For
Their Own tHarassment:

()}  When people say they've

been sexually harassed,

they're usually trying to

get the petson they sccuse

into troudble, 78%

(f) People who receive
snnoying sexusl attention
have ususlly asked for it, 71%

{m} The 1ssue of sexuai
harassment has been
exsggersted--most

incidents are simply

normal sexusl stiraction

between people 56%

Policy Implications:

{¢) Unwanted sexus!

sttention on the job is

something people should

not have to put up

with, %

RESPONDENTS

Men Supervisors Nonsupervisors Victims Nonvictims
59% 59% 61% 59% 61%
37% 43% 41% 43% 4l%

5% 4% 5% 4% 5%
93% 93% 94% 94% Ya%
93% $4% 93% 94% 9%
60% 68% 62% 62% 64%
62% 66% 69% 7% 65%
55% 57% 62% 70% 58%
34% 36% 44% 56% 38%

3% 2% 3% 3% 3%

Note: Percentages are based on "Disagree” and “Strongly Disagree™ responses to statements.
9 9
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’ Back-up Tabla 4-2
Incldenca Rate of Sexual Harassment In Each Agency .

Numbar of Federa! Employaes in Different Agencies Who Experienced Sexual
Harassment {Quastion 55)

"~

Famala Victims
. Most ) Less Total Total Female ;
Sevare Severe Severe Victims Federal Employees
. Agency 1/ -
‘Department of Laber 140 3,800 620 4,600 8,100
Departmant of Transportation 100 6,300 1,200 7,700 14,000
3 Dapartment of Justica 430 3,900 1,900 6,300 11,900
All othar Department of
Defsnse Agencias 2/ 880 11,600 3,300 15,700 31,600 .
. Alf ofher Agencies 2/ 570 14,900 8,100 23,600 49,400
Departmant of Housing and
Urban Davalopment 60 2,000 1,200 3,200 6,800
Department of the Air Force 480 21,100 7,700 29,300 63,1900
Veterans Administration 1,600 33,500 12,300 47,400 102,600
Department of the Navy,
% including the Marine Corps 1,400 17,700 7,100 26,1007 58,000
Department of the Interior 200 7,000 3,100 10,300 24,800
. Department of the Army 940 27,700 ,000 36,600 99,200
’ Department of Commerce 50 3,900 ,800 7,700 19,400 B
R « Depaftment of Energy 100 2,100 770 3,000 7,900
. Depertment of Treasuty 0 ‘13,300 8,800 22,100 60,100
. Department of Health, = '
Education,, and Welfare 2/ 1,000 20,200 7,200 28,500 81,600
General Services Administration 0 3,000 1,800 4,800 13,800
. Department of Agricaiture 770 6,800 4,100 11,700 37,900
i’ Male Victims
| R Most Less Total Totsl Male
vt * I Severe Severe Severe Victims Federal Employees
Agency 1/ . "
Department of Health,
. Education, and Welfare 2/ 350 7,400 5,000 12,700 $7,300
‘ Veterans Administration 440 13,200 7,900 21,600 98,600
Department of Justice * ‘ 50 ., 1,800 1,000 2,900 1g,300
., Department of Housing and
. Urban Development - ' 0 920 360 1,300 8,000
'3en‘e:al Services Administration 0 1,900 1,600 3,500 21,400
Department.of the Army 630 15,800 9,200 25,600 172,600 "
Department of Treasury 100 5,700 3,400 9,200 65,000
, Department of the Interior S0 3,500 4,100 7,700 55,903
. Department of Energy 0 810 720 1,500 11,200
' Depsartment: of the Navy, .
including the Marine Corps - 500 13,300 7,400 21,200 157,100
All other Department of . , -
Defense Agencies 2/ : 0 4,600 4,400 9,000 69,900
‘ Department of the Air Force 170+ 12,400 . 5,000 17,500 141,200
Department of Agriculture 180 6,700 5,300 12,200 98,800
Department of Commerce . 230 470 1,300 2,000 16,300
All bther Agencies g/ 200 3,800 3,800 7,800 75,202
. . Department of Labor - 160 1,200 350 1,700 16,000
Department of Transportation 0 2,500 2,100 4,700 53,700

NOTE: Alllligures for each agency may not add up due to rounding.

1/ - Ranked in order of highest percentaged of sexual harassment among all female victims

2/ See Appendix B for explanation

_3_'/ The Department of Hesith, Education snd Welfare was abolished and two new agencies
of Health and Human Sarvices and ‘the Department of Education) were formed 1n May 1960,

o D-3
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Back-up Table 4-3

Fy

Perceptions of Work Environment .
These are statements used to describe the general work setting in the jmmediate
work group. Percentages are of Federal workers who sgreed or disagreed with the

following statements.

(Question 34)

. ’ Respondents

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

General Relations ,

with Supetvisors

- 8. Agreed witn: 1-feel free '

to bring up general work-
related concerns or
sugggstions to my
_immediate supervisor.

b. Agreed with: I fee} that
my supervisor would
correct general
work-related concerns or
suggestions if possible.

Level of Sexual Activitiy

c. Disagreed with: Where
I work, | feei 1 am
expected to flirt.

d. Dlsagrecd‘wilh: Where
I worx, | feel | am
expected to make sexuval
comments about the
opposite sex.

v

=
e. Disagreed with: Uninvited
and unwanted sexua!
attent:on 1s a problem
for employees where 1
work .

f. Disagreed with: Where
I work, employees use*
their sexual favors for
advancement on the job.

9. Agreed with{ My
organization makes every
effort to stop unwanted
sexual attention among its
employees. __

Note: Percq\ntages are based on "Agree"™ and

responses to gfatements.

D-4
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Female
Victims

Nonvictims

76%

69%

787

82%

53%

45%

24%

90%

B4o%

95"0

96%

87%

69%

37%
2

Victims

Male
Nonvictims

81%

7%

77%

2%

60%

49%

32%

91%

83%

90%

88%

71%

42%

"Strongly Agree” or "Disagree" and "Strongly Disagree"




Back-up Figures

Back-up Figure 3-3
+ Numbers of Female and Male Federal Employees
Who Experienced Each Form of Sexual Harassment (Question 17)

WOMEN M_E_N__
% Sexual remarks 229,800 116,600
Suggestive looks 191,200 92,100
Oeliberate touching 182,000 75,300
Pressure for dates 103,200 34,100
Pressure for sexual favors 63,900 27,800
Letters or calls 60,300 35,900
Actusal or attempted
rape or assault 9,000 3,200
’ TOTAL - employee respondents 688,100 1,156,800

Back-up Figure 3-4
Numbers and Percentage of Female and Male
Victims of each form of harassment who experienced
that form of sexual harassment more than once (Question 17)

ONCE A MONTH TWO-FOUR ONCE A WEEK
ONCE OR LESS TIMES A MONTH OR MORE
Women en Women Men Women Men Women Men
Sexual remarks 52,400 33,500 87,000 48,400 41,700 15,900 48,700 18,800
(23%) (29%) (38%) (42%) (18%) (14%) (219%) (16%)
Suggestive looks 50,600 36,200 70,900 34,000 32,300 11,t00 37,400 10,700
(27%) (39%) (37%) (37%) (17%) (12%) (20%) (12%)
Deliberate touching 69,400 34,200 63,600 25,900 24,200 8,600 24,900 6,600
) (38%) (46%) (35%) (34%) {13%) (12%) (14%) (9%)
Pressure for dates 46,300 18,700 33,100 10,800 13,200 3,200 .10,600 1,400
. (45%) (55%) (32%) (32%) (13%) (9%) (10%) (4%)
Pressure for sexual favors 30,800 16,600 15,900 7,500 8,900 2,500 8,200 1,200
(48%) (60%) (25%) (27%) (14%) (9%) (13%) (4%)
Letters or csalls 34,700 22,300 16,300 10,500 5,100 2,300 4,200 800
(58%) (62%) (27%) (29%) (8%) (6%) (7%) (2%)
Actual or attempted
rape or assauft 7,200 1,400 800 1,100 400 400 600 200

Qo (44%) (80%) (8%) (36%) (5%) (14%) (7%) (7%)
ERIC 4 ~
138 . D-5




o * Bsck-up Flgure 4-1 Age of Victims

< > Total Federsl -
- . Most Severe Severe Less Severe Totsl Victims Employees .

Women Men Women Men Women Men . Women Men Women Men

| S, G e

16-19 0 0 40% - 17% 27% 10% 4,900 520 7,400 2,000
20-24 3% 2% 42% 11% 14% 1% 34,400 6,300 58,100 31,300 .

25-34 2% 0.4% 36% 10% 15% 8% 117,000 53,400 222,000 294,800

35-44 . 2% 0.1% 29% 9% 12% 5% 65,900 42,500 155,400 301,500 )
, 45-54 1% 1 0.3% 23% 8% 9% 5% 50,400 -43,600 154,300 340,200
1
55 or older 0.4% 0,1% 14% 6% 8% 6% 21,760 21,900 97,400 192,800
NOTE: Percentsges based on total fémale and male Federal employees.
LY
Back-Up Figure 4-2 Marital Status of Victims
Total
“ Most Severe Severe Less Severe Total Victims Federal Employees
Women Men _ Wornen Men Women Men Women Men Women Men -

- - = == 141,

Single 2% 1% 35% 13% 16% 9% 73,900 29,300 140,100 130,900

1t Divorced 2% 1% . 36% H%  13% 9% 67,200 17,400 138,000 83,400

*Married 1% 0.2% 26% 8% 1% 5% 141,700 118,200 379,500 937,800

Widowed 1% 0. 20% "% 10% 6% 11,400 2,700 36,700 9,100

Qo ' ’
E lC NOTE: Percentages based on total femsle and male Federal employees.



Beck-up Figure 4-3

Education Level of
Victims

Less than high school
diploma >

High school diploma or
GED

High school diploma plus
technica) -

Some college
Graduated from college_
Some graduate school

Graduate or orofessional
degree

.

Most Severe

Women

1%

1%

Men

0.1%

Victims

Total Federal
Employees .
Women Men

20,200 62,600
168,800 130,700

103,800 187,400
254,000 317,700
72,900 198,400

29,800 105,400

Severe Less Severe Total Victims
Women Men Women Men Wwomen Men
23% 4% 7% 4% 6,300 " 5,100
23% 7% 1% 4% 58,700 < 14,700
27% 7% 10% 5% 40,506 23,100
32% 12% 12% 5% 114,900 54,600
35% 8% 16% 6% 36,500, 26,900
36% 8% 5% % 15,700 16,300
b4
3% 99 16% 8% 21,500 27,200

Note: Percentages based on total female and male Federal employees,

o

44,400 158,700

Back-up Figure 4-4

Racial and Ethnic Back-
ground of Victims

Other
Hispanic

White, not of Hispanic
origin

Black, not of Hispanic_
origin

Aslan or Pacific Islander

Ame_rican Indian or Alaskan

ERIC

[Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Total Federal
Employees
Women Men

Victims
Most Severe Severe Less Severe Total Victims

Women Men  Women Men  Women Men Women Men
1% 2% 29% 1% 18% 16% 2,400. 2,200
2% 1% - 31% 12% 12% 6% 10,100 9,400
1% 0.2% 30% q% . 12% 5% 212,800 125,700
2% 1% 27% 13% 14% 1% 59,300 24,800
3% 0.3% 229_6 . 7% 11% 9% 3,500 2,900

»
0.1% 0.4% 26% 16% 9% 6% 4,300 3,000

Note: PMercentages based on total female and male Federal employees.

ide

P

4,900 8,100
22,100 52,100

500,200 940,900

140,900 121,100
9,700 18,400
i

12,200 13,700
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Back-up Figurs 4-5

-

Victims .
. © Total Federal

Geographic Location of Most Severe Severe Less Severe Total Victims -‘' Employees |

Victims Women Men Women Men Women  Men Women  Men Women ~ Men !
Morth Central 1% 0.3% 28% 9% 19% 5% 15,200 10,100 31,500 72,100
Upper Midwest 1% 0.3% 34% 9% 12% 4% 41,500 17,600 90,000 132,000
Midwest 2% 0.3% 31% 8% 12% 7% 15,700 7,200 35,100 46,800
Pacific 1% 0.1% 30% 12% 3% 8% 36,700 33,000 63,100 169,400
Washington, D.C. area 2% 0.4%  28% 8%  14% 6% 34,500 14,900 78,700 104,000 "

. New York 1% 0.2% 26% 7% 16% 7% 16,800 10,300 39,400 71,800

’ Southwest 2% 0.2% 30% % 10% 5% 29,600 15,900 72,000 136,800
Mid Atlantic 1% 0.3% 29% 10% 12% 6% 38,100 24,800 90,100 149,000
.NLw England 2% 0%  25% 10%  I3% " 2% 5,100 9,500 23,700 41,300
Southeast 1% 1% 28% 7% 9% 4% ‘43,100 19,800 112,700 171,200
Pacifig Northwest S 0%  26% % 8% 7% 11,700 7,600 31,900 56,300

Note: Percerntages based on totel female and male Federal employees.

Back-up Figure 4-6 ’ :

Victims
Total Federal

Annual Salary of Vietims Most Severe * Severe Less Severe Total Victims Employses
Women Men Women Men  Women  Men 'Women Men Women  Men
Low income 2% 1% 3% 11% 14% 7% 113,600 21,700 247,900 114,000
Low medium income 1% 1% 28% 1% 10% 7% 99,200 35,100 249,000 19A,2.00
Me-dium income 1% 0.2% 29% . 9% 12% 5% 53,800 49,500 131,600 344,400
Medium high income 1% 0.1% 28% 7% ‘IB% 4% 15,000 19,500 36,200 175,700
High income 2% 0.1% 29% 7%: 11% 6% 13,000 42,400 31,000 334,700

o 1_ ‘1 J
E lC Percentages based on total female and male Federal employees.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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%*'ﬁack-ug Figure 4-7

Job Classificstion of

Victims

Trainee
Professlonal, Technical -

Administretion, Management

Other
Office, Clerical

Blue Coller, Service

Most Severe

Women  Men
2% l 1%
1% - 0.3%
1% 0%
3% 0.3%
1% 0.2%
1% 0.4%

Victims

Severe"

Women ~ Men,
35% 7%
31% 9%
29% 9%
24% 8%
28% 11%
27‘;6 7%

Less Severe

Women  Men
14% 8%
13% 6%
12% 6%
15% 6%
11% 6%
10% 5%

o

Note: Pard&ntsgél based on total female and male Federsl employees.

Total Victims

Women  Men_
9,900 3,600
91,000 85,600
33,000 30,100
15,400 7,000
127,400 9,600
12,400 28,500

Total Federal

* Employees /‘1
Women ~ Men_
19,300 22,000 -
203,900 585,400
77,600 201,900
37,100 "aa,aoo )
310,600 ~ 56,400
32,500 225,400

”

Back-up Figure 4-8

Traditionality of Jobs
of Victims

Held a Non-traditional
Job

»

Held s traditional jbb

Note:

Most Severe

Women  Men
2% 1%
1% 0.3%

l_ess Severe

Victims -
Severe
Women M.EE
36% 13%
28% 8%

Wocraen Men
15% 7%
12% , 6%

Percentages based on total female and male Federal employees.

/Total Victims

’ \yomen Men
35,800 8,700
255,900 156,000

v

Total Federal
Employees
Women Men

— u—

67,400 43,000

620,700 1,102,100

Back-up Figure 4-9

0

Sex of Supervisors
of Victims

Male Su'pervlnors

Male and female supervisors

Female supervisors
O

IE Mckarcenuges based on total ferpsle

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Most Severe
MWomen  Men

1% 0.2%
2% 1%
1% 1%

Victims
Severe Less Severe Total Victims
Women Men Women Men Wonien Mern
32% 8% 12% S% 190,000 ° 137,000
29% 14%  13% 10% 21,900 9,400
25% 16% 12% 6% 80,900 20,500

and males Federsl emploie?f.é

Total Federsl

Employees
Women  Mden
424,000 1,027,700

49,500 37,400
215,200 89,100



Back-up Figure 4-10

Sexual Composition of
Victims' Work Group

All men
Predominately men

Equal numbers of men and
women

Predominately women

All women

<

Victims
Total Federal
Most Severe Severe Less Severe Total Victims : Employees
Women Men  Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men
2% 0.4% 42% 4% 1% 4% 20,600 {2,200 37,400 159,200
1% 0.2% 35% ' 8% 13% 5% 107,100 .90,800 219,100 678,300
2% 0.3% 29% 12% 12% 1% 57,200 30,300 134,800 163,600
1% 1% 25% . 15% 11% 6% 102,800 32,300 274,800 146,400
0.4% 1% 13% 17% 9% 4% 5,100 '1,300 23,700 5,800

Note: Percentages based on total female and male Federal employees.

Back-up Figure 5-1
ﬁ L

A}

Sex of Harasser

Masle

Two or more males
Both males and females
Female

Two or r;\ora females
Unknown

Total respondents

Victims
Moat’ Severe Severe Less Severe Total Victims
Women  Men Women  Men Women  Men Women _Men
80% 2% . 19% 13% 79% 26%
18% 9% 17% 2% 15% 8%
1% 22% 2% 3% 2% 9%
0% 34% 2% 70% 2% 47%
1% 33% 1% 12% 1% 1i%
0% 0% 1% 0.2% 0.4% 1%
0;400 1,500 146,100 54,900 71,900 40,400 2!2,400 96,800

M-tas  Percentages basad on total femsle and male respondents for each form of sexual harassment.

ERIC
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Back-up Figura 5-2

Most Severe

Age of Harasser Women
Older 86%
Younger 4%
Same 3%
Various ages 7%
Unknown 0%
Total respondents 4,300

Note:

Men
26%

- 37%
6%
32%
[3; )
1,400

Victims
Severs Less Severe Total Victims
Women_ M:l Yigm_e_[\ EA::\' Women Men
68% 28% 66% 32%
12% 42% 14% 33%
11% 17% 11% 20%
7% 10% 1% 14% . .
% 4% % 1%
142,100 54,400 70,800 38,600 217,200 94,400

Percentages based on total female end male respondents for each form of sexual harassment.

Back-up Figure 5-3

Marital status of

Harasser .Wgmen
Merried 3%
Mixed 10%
Unkl:lown 2%
Single 7%
Divorced, Separated,

Widowed 8%
Total rasponderits 4,300

Note:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Most Severe

Men
18%
33%

5%

29%

16%
1,200

L3
Victims
Severe Less Severe Total Victims
Womon  Men Women  Men Women  Men
69% 35% 64% 35%
9% 12% 9% 15%
8% 7% 10% 6%
8% 20% 9% 20%
%
7 8% 28%
&ﬁj 27%
141,600 52,100 70,200 37,500 216,100 90,800

Percentages based on total female and male respondents for each form of sexual harsssment.

1dn




" " Back-up Figure 5-4

Victims
Ethnic Stetus of Most Severe Severe l.ess Severe Total Victims
Harssser _Women_ Men Womsn 'Men women Men Womgr_\_ Men
- Sama (as victim) 66% 48% 62% 72% - 65% 64%
Differant 23% 10% 27% 16% 25% 18%
Some the same and some_
different 7% 33% . 9%, 9% 9% 15%
Unknown ' 3% 8% 3% 3% . 2% 3%
Tétor—relpondenta 4,300 1,400 140,300 51,900 69,200 37,900 213,800 91,200

Mote: Percentages based on totsl female and male respondents for each form of sexual harassment.

Back-up Figure 5-5

Victims
Orgsnizatlon Level of Most Severe Severe l.ess Severe Tota! Victims
Haresser Women Men Women_ Men Women Men Women Men
Coworker or other empioyee  57% 80% 33% 76% 69% 78%
Immediats supervisor or
other supervisor 51% 11% 40% 13% 30% 15%
Unknown 9% 14% 6% 6% 6% 4%
Subordinate 5% 6% 4% 18% 3% 15%
Total respendents 4,200 1,500 146,000 55,400 72,400 40,380 222,600 97,200

Note: Percentages based on total fsmale and male respondents for each form of sexual harassment.

Back-up Figure 5-6

Victims
Has the Harasser Sexually Most Severe Severe Less Severe Total Victims
Bothered Others at Work? Waomen Men Wamen Men Women Men Women Men
Did not know 53% 43% 48% 58% 66% 64%
Harasser had bothared
othars 38% 40% 49% 34% 32% 28%
Hatraaser had not bothered
others 9% 17% 3% 8% 4% 8%
Tn':{ ragpondents 4,400 1,500 146,500 55,500 72,300 40,100 223,200 97,100

E lC Percentages based on totsl female and male respondeptﬁ(qr each form of sexual harassment.
L
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SACKUP FIGURE 6-3

Narrators' Informal Responses’to Sexual Harassment &
Percentage of Narrators Who Indicated That Tzking These informal .
Actions "made things worse”" (Question 23b)
743
VICTIMS OF MOST it
SEVERE SEXUAL 2 332 .
HARASSMENT
13313 12
10/
61
0 24 02

VICTIMS OF 372

SEVERE SEXUAL 38% 22
18354
6% 82 81 72 9% 7 113 g3
m: . ] ] |

HARASSMENT

VICTIMS OF LESS
SEVERE SEXUAL

zﬁ
HARASSMENT
132 152
L 9% gy O 9 92 82
-3
TOTAL VICTIMS 32%
OF SEXUAL

Transferred, disciplined or
gave 5 poor performance
rating to the person

HARASSHENT n 217
o1z (
62 8% 82 82 63 3% 62 82 ¢2
T NS
top

Askad or told the person(s) to s

Reported the behavior to the
supervisor or other officials

Women Avoided the person(s}
Men Made 3 joke of the tehavior

Threatened to tel) or totd other workers

Note: Many respondents indicated
that they took more than one
action. wznt along with the behavior

Ignored the bghavior or did nothing

Percentages based on number or narrators, by form of harassqent, who took each action.
sy,
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BACKUP FIGURE 6-4 N '

Partles Contacted b¥ Narrators
Percentage o rrators ndicated That Talking

. to These Parties 'made things worse" (Question 27c)

832 .
S0 O
VICTINS OF MOST 4 .
- SEVERE SEXUAL v
HARASSMENT °
22 o
o
§ 15% 153 .
Nt 3 ’
0 030 2 23
(1} § 3 02 i 0
VICTINS OF 8y W %
SEVERE SEXUAL 3
HARASSHENT 2 253 .
17
1 .
7 al 23 [ IR . 2 5
—r=y ei] .
332
232
VICTINS OF LESS
SEVERE SEXUAL 53 92 . 38 62
HARASSMERT 43 3
0% 0% 0 0.1
m ) 2 - 2 CHLS
382
. 29% 32%
TOTAL VITTIHS 232 233
OF SEXUAL 101 143
HARASSHENT 7% 61
23
1 13 23 52
)
Supervisor(s) or other
officials
Outside contact {lawyer, civil rights
group, fongress, other agency, etc.)
Personnel office
Equatl Employment Opportunity official
(EEO Counselior, Federal Women's Program
manager, etc.)
. Friends, relatives
Ken Note: Many respondents indicated Union
that they contacted more Other workers

than one party.

Percentages based cn number or narrators, by form of harassment, who took each action.

o D4 -
EMC L4y
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SE X T 5 BE -t
Sgeratae sored ey Temyes Lo Sexue  Marg NTe t
Fe v orage o Notr3tors Whne Ind.cated Thal Taw re Trece Fooogl
Letrged U'made thimgs worse Gue<ts = 0. 108
VICTIHS OF MOST
SEVERE SEXUAL
HARASSHENT 282
163 182
0 02 0% 02 .
73%
r‘
48%
VICTIHS OF 423
SEVERE SEXUAL
HARAS SHENT 311
o2 153 . '
0
ai I z
63
VICTINS OF LESS 1
SEVERE SEXVAL
HARASSMENT
162
102
0¢ [1}1 [ 0%
32
TOTAL VICTINS
OF SEXUAL
HARASSMENT
122 143, 152,

Requested an nnvesllgalionl

by victim's organization

filed a discrimination
complaint or lawsuit

Requested an investiqatio
women by 4n putside agency

Men . Filed a grievance or
adverse action appeal
Hote Some respondents indicated
that they took more than
one formal action.

Percentages based on number of narrators, by fo<m of harassment, who took each aci:on.
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N Back-up Figure 7-1

-

" Changes in Narratora' Work Situations as a Result of Sexual Harassment
Parcentage of Narrators Who Indicdted These Changes Actually Occurred (Question 24).
. . N
A
Nurnber of Respondents

WOMEN - MEN
Victims Of Most Severe Sexual
Harassment
Total Respondents . 4,100 1,400

Victims Of Severe Sexual
Harassment

Total Respondénts 144,700 53,900

Victims Of Less Severe Sexual
Harassment

Total Respondents 70,400 38,600

Total Victims of Sexusl
Harassment

Total Respondents |/ 221,900 95,400 !

1/ Numbers of respondents may not add up due to rounding and calculation variance.

Back-up Fiqure 7-2

Impact of Sexuval Hara.sment on Nartators: Percentage of Narrators Whu Indicated These Aspects of Therr
Lives Became Retter or were Not Affected by the Sexual Harassment (Question 3ta)

Most Severe Severe Less Sever~ Total Narrators
Yomen  Men Wornen Men Women -~ Men Wren Men_
Feelings About Work . g
Had no effect 39% 75% 58" 80% 16% 81% 64% 80%
Became Better 0% 0% 0.3% 1% 0.2% 1% 0.3% 1%
Total Respondents 3,600 1,500 134,800 48,900 66,600 37,100 207,600 89,100
Emotional or Physical
Condition
Had no effect J8% 3% 62% 7% 8% 81% 66% 78%
Became Better 0 16" 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2%
Total Respondents 3,800 1,300 128,800 48,900 64,700 34,000 199,400 85,700
Ability to Work with Others
Had no effect 63% 57% 82% 8% B89% 84% 84% 83%
Became Better 6% 19% 1% 1% 1% 1% 15 2%
Total Respondents 3,600 1,400 123,200 46,600 64,200 35,000 193,000 84,400
Time and Attendance at Work /’
Had no effect 9% 72% 8% 91% 95% 90% 8%  90%
flecame Better 3% 9% 0.3% 1% 0.4% 2% 0.4% 2%
Total Respondents 3,600 1,300 123,100 47,200 62,400 34,000 191,000 84,000
The Quantity of Work '
Had no effect 66% 62% 871% B87% 94% 90% 8% 88%
Became Better 6% 28% 0.4% 1% 1% 2% . 1% 2%
Total Respondents 3,200 1,300 120,700 47,100 62,000 33,900 187,800 83,800
The GQuality of work
Had no effect 73% 60% B8% 87% 95% 92% 30% 87%
Became Better 6% 3a% - 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2%
Tontal Respondents 3,400 1,400 121,400 47,500 62,200 33,400 188,900 83,800
Note: P=zrcentages hased on total number of respondents who anawered each staternent; the numbers of
respondents have been rounded,
o D16 Ly
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Back-up Figure 7-3
Impact of Sexual Harassment on the Morale a.d Productivity of
Narrators’ Immediate Work Groups ,

~

. § S *

Number of .Respondents
MORALE . _PRODUCTIVIFY
Vomen Men | Women « Men
Victims Of Most Severe Sexual
Harassment
Total Respondents 3,100 1,100 3,300 1,000
Victims Of Severe Sexual &
Harassment .
Total Respondents 118,000 44,900 118,700 46,000
Victlms Of Less Severe Sexual ’
Harassment
Total Respondents 61,000 32,600 61,000 32,200
Total Victims of Sexua!l I ~ — *
Harassment ’
Tot/al Respor;dents 1/ 184,200 80,000 184,800 80,400
1/ Number of respondents may not add up due to roum.img and calculation variance.
[ A
- . / .
VJ}"‘R-UD F'lgurg- 8-2
Reasons For Not Taking Formal Action:
= .
/‘?ﬁ o
Number of Respondents:
WOMEN MEN
Victims Of Most Severe Sexuai .
Harasament
Total Resgondents 4,200 1,500
Victims Of Severe Sexual
Harassment - ..
Total Respondents . 142,500 55,000
Victims Of Less Severe Sexual
arassment
Tota! Respondents 70,500 39,400
Total Victims of Sexual 174
Harassment
Total Respondents !/ 209,800 92,600
1/ Numbers of respondents ray not add up due to rounding end calculation variance.
D-17
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Additional Statistical Information

.
Additional Tables .
. 7 Appendix Table A
Sexual Attitudes
(Question No. 1)
These are the optnions that +ederal workers have expressed about different kinds of sexual behavior that

can happen st work. Percentages are of Federal workers--men, women, supervisors, nonsupervisors, victims and
nonvictims--who disagreed with the following statements.

v, SUPERVISOR RESPONDENTS

" DefiAition of

Sexual Harassment: Female Male
(i) 1 would call some- Agree: 3% - 30%
thing sexual harassment :
even if the person doing Disagree: 60% 59%
it did not mean to be ‘ .

offensive.

{g) People shouldn’t be Agree: 37% 47% .
so quick to take offense

when sorneone expresses Disagree: 51% 41%
3 sexual interest In

them.

Sexual Acuvn} In The
Difize:

‘ ««l?\m) Morale at ‘work suffers Agree: . 94% 92%

when sgihe enpiovees seem Lo

get ahead by using their Disagree: 3% 4%
sexuality. -

‘d; There’s oothing wrong Agree: 4% 5%
when women use their

sexuality to get ahead on Oisagree: 94% 93%
the job.

(k} Theére's ngthing wrong - Afree: 4% 4%
when men use t>eir

sexualjty to get ahead on Disagree: 4% 94%
the job.

‘a® 1 think it’s ail right Agree: 16%" 22%
for people to have sexual

affairs with people Disagree: 70% 67%
they work witth.

Responsibility Df Victims For
Theirr Own Harassment:

{3)  When peopik say they've Agree: 8% 12%
been sexually harassed,

they're usually trying to Disagree: 75% 64%
get the person they accuse .

tnto trouble.

‘1) People who receive Agree: 25% 32%
annoying sexual attention
have usually asked for it. Disagree: 69% 56%

(m} The issue of sexual

harassment has been Agree: 27% 47%
exaggerated--most

incidents arg simply Disagree: 53% 32%
normal sexual attraction *

between people

Policy Implications:

‘e) Unwanted sexual Agree: 98% 96%
attention on the job is .

something people should Disagree: 2% 2%
not have to put up

with. »

Note: Psrcentages are based on "Disagree” and "Strongly Oisagree” and "Thisagree” and "Strongly Disagree
responses to statements.

D 18 -
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Appendix Table 8

Is There More Sexual Harassment in the Federal Government than Dutside the Federal Government?
(Dpinions of employees who had tome previous work experience in a non-Federal Job) (Question

8)

Women Men
Same amount in both 264,200 " 434,000
(68%) (61%)
More in non-Federai jobs 78,100 209,400
) (20%) {29%)
Less in non-Federa! )Jobs 44,400 74,600
(12%) (10%)
Total respondents who had 386,700 717,500

some previous work experience

A;;pendxx Tabie C

Percentage of Higher Educated (College Degree or Above) and Lower Educated Women Victims Who Agrsed That Each
of Six Forms of Unwanted, Uninvited Sexusl Attention Constitutes Sexual Harassment. [Questions 2-7,b,d)

Pressure
Letters for Pressure
. and Sevual Deliberste ‘for Suggestive Sexusl
. Calls __ _Favors Touching __ Dates ___Looks Remarks

Higher Lower Higher Lower Higher Lower Higher Lower Higher Lower Higher Lower
1f a supervisor 9% 3% 95% 92% 93% 92% 80% 79% 77% 2% 65% 62%
dig this
‘If another 87% 87% 83% Bl% 86% 85% 63% 66% 66% 63% 55% 53%

worker did this

Appendix Table D

Sexual Attitudes
(Question 1)

These Are the Dpinions That Women Victims Have Expressed About Different Kinds .
of Sexual Behavior That Can Happen at Work. Percentages Are of Higher and Lower
Educated Women Victims Who Agrsed and Olssgreed With the Following

Statemente.
Respondents
Definitions of Higher Lower
Sexual Harassment: Educated Educated
(1) 1 would call something Agree: u7% 25%

sexual harassment even if the

person dotng i1t did not mean
to be offensive. Disagree: 45% 64%

’q) People shouidn't be so Agree: 31% 40%
quick to take offense when
someone expresses a sexual
interest 1n them. Disagree: 53% 48%

NDTE: Percentages are based on "Agree” and "Strongly Agree” and "Oisagree” and
“Strongly Disagree” responses to statements.

D-19




Appendix Table F

Percentage of Narrators in Each Agency Who Stated That They Were Sexually Harassed on Their Current Job.
(Question 19) ’

]

Most Severe Severe Less Severe Total Victims .

Agency . Women Men VWomen Men Women Men Women Men
Department of Labor 100% 0 81% 77% 98% 100% 87% 77%
Department of Transportation 50% 0o ., 84% 95% 90% 38% 85% 61%
Department of Justice 0 0 -76% 100% 65% 100% 69%  73%
All other Department of

Defense Agencies 7% 0 83% 94% 96%  90% 87% 92%
All other Agencies 77% 100% 84% 70% 92% 92% 87% 83% -
Department of Housing and Urban

Development 0 0 100% 89% 100% 100% 98% 92%
Department of the Air Force ) 21% 0 . 6% 79% 87% 85% 70% 80%
Veterans Administration 87% 68% 91% 91% 95% 93% 92% 91%
Department of the Navy, including

the Marine Corps 100% 0 87% 95% 83%  88% 86% 92%
Department of Interior 100% 100% 85% 51% 98% 99% 89% 75%
Department of the Army 63% 100% 6%  77% 86% 89% 77% 84%
Department of Commerce 100% 0 78% 60% 76% 90% 78% 80°%
Department of Energy 0. 0 61% 100% 77% 100% 65% 100%
Department of Treasury 0 100% B0% B87% 85% 79% 82% 86%

* Department of Health, Education

and Welfare 85% 50% 78% B1% 90% 97% 82% 86%
General Services Administration 0 0 100% 100% S54% 100% 82% 100%
Department of Agriculture 100% !00% 77% 85% 85% 77% 82% 84%
Federal Government-wide 66% 76% 8i% B4% 88% 89% 83% 86%

Appendix Table F

Percentage of Women and Men in Each Job Classification Who Reported Being 1n Non Traditional Jobs.

Women Men
Job s Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
Trainee 35% 13% 0 4%
Professional, technical 19% 13% 5% 3%
Administration, management 22% 16% 4% 2%
Other 8% 7% 119% 5%
Office, clerical 2% 2% 13% 7%
Blue collar, service 21% 14% ) 4% 6%

Appendix Table G

Percentage of Narrators Who Were Marassed by Members of the Opposite Sex Whose Race or Ethnic Background Was as Foliows

f__er’nsle. Narrators Marassed by Men Male MNarrstors iHatassed by Women
Race or Ethnic -
* Background.of American American

Harasser % Indian Atian  Black Mispanic  White Other Indian Asian  Black HMisparmic White Other
Same ‘ 81% 8% 44% 38% 75% 17% 50% o 5% 29% 89% 63%
Ohéferent 19%; 88% 53% 62% 23%  60% 8% 100% 46" 694 10% 3%
Miaert 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0 4] 0 o o 0

UnkAown 0 4%, Rl 4] 2% 2% 1% 0 % 2% 1% 36"

b N
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' \ Appendix "Table H

Number snd Percentage of Accused Harassers Who Responded as Follows to the
* Question of Whether They Thought the Charge Was Fair. {Buestions 36, 37)

. Women Men

Tota) accused harassers 1;100 10,500

Thought charge unfair 900 8,100

\ _ 83% 82%
.

Did not know if charge was fair 190 980

17% 10%

Thought charge was fair c 780

0 8%

Appendix Table |

Number and Percentage of All Female and Male Narrators Who Took Formal Actions
Who Found It "Made Things Better". (Question 28c)

Female and Male

3

Results . Respondents
Made things better 4,900
(59%)
Made no difference or made things worse 3,400
{41%)
TOTAL 8,300

Appendix Tabie J

Computation of Cost t6 Federai Government Due to Individual Productivity
Loss of Victims of Sexual Harassment

A. Computation of Average Annual Salery: (Taking the salary midpoint of each salary level in Figure 4-6 and
weighting it by the number of victims in each level, produces.)

Women Victims Men Victims
Average Average
Annual Productivity Annual Productivity
Number Salary toss }/ Number Salary tess 1/
"Most Severe” Victims 9,027 | $ 11,984 $1,198 3,206 $. 19,325 ° $1,532
"Severe” Victims 202,718 $ 12,430 $1,243 99,721 $ 19,980 £1.998
"Less Severe” Victims 82,901 $ 12,145 $1,214 62,287 $ 22,160 $2,216

8. Computation of Doitar Cost Due to individual Productivity Loss: Number whose individual productivity ‘quality
and gquantity of work) declined {extrapolated from Figure 7-2)muitiplied by 10% salary loss ‘see A above'.

10%
Salary Dotlar
Number Loss Loss B
Female Victims —_— T
Most Severe 2,250 $ 1,198 $ 2,695,500
Severe 24,000 $ 1,243 $29,832,000
Less Severe 4,250 31,214 $ 5,199,500
TOTAL $37,687.000 B
Male Victims
Most Severe 240 $ 15,326 $ 1,532 $ 367,680
Severe 12,000 $ 19,980 $ 1,998 $23,976,000
Less Severe 4,550 $ 22,160 $ 2,216 $10,082,800
TOTAL $34,626,480 )
Cost to Federal Government
Tin miilions)
Productivity Loss women Men Total Victims '
10% $ 37.7 $ 34.4 $ 7241
20% $75.8 $ 68.8 $ 144.2
25% $ 95.2 $ 86.0 $ 180.2
30% $113.1 $103.2 $ 216.3
NOTE: This onalysis assumes that the impact on victims 18 similar to that reported by

narrators, end thus, sll figures hsve been extrapolated from narrators to victims as a
whole.

1/ Assumes 10% individual productivity loss is equivalent to 10% loss in salary.

ERIC
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Appendix Tadle ¥

Computetion of Cost to Federel Government Ous to

v “

the

numbsr of IMpect workgroups (see B edove) produ

Government
ohe
. Assyr vd Workgroup
Productivity Loss Women Man
1% $ 32,6 $ M
b ol 9.7 133.0
S% 162.8 210

NOTEY Thnis enslysls essumes thet the

Impact on

workgroup Productivity

Loss of victime of Sexuel Haressment.

\
Computstion of sstimeted numbet of workgroups -hou\producllvlly cdaclined

A, Estimeted Number of Impected work Groups! percentege of nerrators who
indiceted the productlvity of <their Immedlete work group “beceme werse (s00
Figure 7.2) multiplied by the total number of victime {see Flgure 3:2.)
’
“~ Womgn Man TOTAL
Most Severe ”®) 3% 1,20
. Se 12,000 1,000 23,000
Less Severe 2,3%0 3,900 6,430
TOTAL 15,450 13,23 30,680
a. ted Number of Impacted Workgroupe by Sexusl Compositioni progortion of
nerretors in workgroups of different sexusl compositions (sse Beck-up Tigure
4-10) multipiied by. the number of impacted work groups (sse A sbove).
Most Se Severe Less Severe
Woman Women Men Womsn Maen
All women " 0 120 1o 3t 0
Predominatety women 216 102 4,200 2,750 (21 346
Equsl Numbers 270 23 2,160 2,310 $3% 936 N
. Predominetely men N2 163 4,560 . %,200 893 2,262
All man £ A0 %0 $50 18 158
N TOTAL 900 3 12,000 11,000 2,250 3,900
C. Estimeted Total wWorkgroup Selery: eetimeted number of men end women In eeck
workgroup multipli~d by their evereqe selery
Productivity Productivity
Typs of Workgroup Women Losai/ Men Loss
.
All wornan $156,000 $1,%60 $224,000 $2,240
Pradominantly women $196,000 $1,960 $280,000 $2,800
N Eque! $204,000 $2,080 $208,000 $2,880
Pradominantly men $220,000 $2,200 $294,000 $2,9%0
. All rman $2%2,000 $2,320 $360,000 $3,600
0. Multiplylng the 1% productivity loss equivelent (see C above) by the estimeted
]

following el

Totel Victims

$ 6.9

20,7
38a.3%

victims 19 silmiler to thet rsported by

nerrstora and thus, oll figures heve been extrepolated from nerretors to victims es a
whole,
1/ Estimeted productivity loss s equivelent to 1% of the estimeted tolel workgroup
salery.

Appendir Teble L

Parcenteqge of Nerreotora Who Perceived

Conditions Did Gat worse.

Percentage of Nerrators Who Found

19 essumed thet 82% myst heve sxper

D-22 (
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Adverse Conasquences end Found Thet

Adverse Consequences Occurred 1/

Most Severe Severe Less Severe Totat
Consequencea Women Men ¥/omen Men woman  Men Women Men
Thought working B88%  83% 64% 6% A% 27% 81% N
assignments or .
. condlitions

would get worse
Thought harasser &3% %% 37% A% 0% [ILY % pILY
or other wor
would become
unpls
emderress victim <
Thougnt would be 9%  46% 63% 0% % %% 4% 4%
unsble to get o
r g of
reference
Thought woutd % %% 63% &Y% 100% 100% 0% 6%
lose j0b
Dud not think a% [ta ™ 3% “ % 6% %

M anything would
heppen
LI This asssumes thet Lthose who did not respond Lthet ="no chenges heppened In my
woev  situetion™ did experrence advers® consequences. For example, f 1% of tne
women victims of "most ssvere™ heressment who perceived thet theif wortking
assignments or econditions would get worss f they did not go along with the
heressment actually found no chanqQes heppened in Ltheir work ®itustion, then 1t

nced some kind of edverse consequence
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Appendin Teble M

Percentuge of Victimes and Supervisors Wno Knew the Following Forme? flemedies
Wars Aveilable to Victuns of Sexuel Herassment, by Agency

(Quastions 12a-16e)

VICTIMS AND SUPLRVISORS

Flling o Filing s Grievance Requesting en Requesting on
Drecriminetion or Adverse Action fnvestigation by filing « Complaint Investiqetion by
Compleint Appesl Victim's Orgamzation through Spactal Channels on Outnide AQency
Agency 1/ Women Men Women Men Wormen Men Women Men Women Men
= — — — — am—— ————
Department of
Lebor A% (A)%) BO% (TTW)  37% (A9%) 33% (56%) s% (19%) % (21%) 1% (12%)  1a%  (21%) % (6%) % 4%)
Oepartmaent of
Transportetion 3% (51%) SO% (77%) 7% (a1%) 3% (59%)  19% (28%  7a% (3%} % (6%)  10% (1)) a% (a%) 6% (1%}
Department of "
Justice 0% (59%) 7% {71%) 1% (19%) 67% (55%) % (1a%) a8% (61%) ¥ 0 0 (W) 9% (a%) 1% (21w)
All other Degpert-
ment of Defense
. Agencies 0% (A6%) A% (6A%) 1% (37%) A% (AS%) 15% (1a%)  19% (50%) ™ (1%) 9% (17%) 1% (3%) 3% (17%w)

Al other Agencles 1% (51%) % (53%) W% (31%)  21% (a0%) 1a% (19%) 0% (3i%) 1% {a%) % (B%) % (9%) 2% (9%)
Ospertment of
Houslng & Urben

Development 1% (61%) 9% (3T%)  AT% (39%) 0% {6a%) 16% (23%) * 8% (56%) 1% (B%) aw  (3a%) 1% (%) 4% (39w)
Ospsrtment of the

Air Force saw (77%) a%% (63%)  aa% (52%) alw (54%) 2% (29%)  2y% (36%) 1w (1I%) 16%  (18%) 1% 19%) 12% (1a%)
Veterene

Admintetration ' M% (59%) 31% (57%) 33% (45%) 8% (50%) 1a% (26%) 21% (36%) s (10%)  10% (D)%) % (%) 0% (1t%)

Ospsrtment of the
Navy, including
the Marine Corps 48% (59%) 5% (70%) 35% (57%) 3% (6)%) 18% (327%) 9% (48%) 12% (12%) D% (26%) 3% (10%) 10% (1a%)

Department of

Interior W (5a%) a7 (57%)  26% (a3%) A% (a6%)  1a% Oa%) 1o (37%) I (1) Bw (20%)  10% (1a%) 2% (17%)
Depsrtmant of the

Army sa% (Sa%) 0% (67%) 39% (A3%) A9% (63%) 17% {25%) 21 (46%) B (1s%)  10% (20%) % (a%) 11w (i2%)
Department of

Commerco sym (37%) 6A% (S6%)  &1% (amw) 3% (37%)  19% (10%) 38% (39%) s (8%) % (12%) g% (211%) 8% (iow)
Dapartment of *

Energy an (35wm) 6% (AON) A% (a%) 20% (61%)  2a% (35%) 6% (a7%) a% O % (0%) % (22%) 6% (13%)
Depertment of

Treasury 6% (a5%) 6% (60%) % (1I%) A7% (a49%)  Zaw (19%) 29% 149%) 18% (12%)  1a%  (H1%)  an (ew) 1% (9%)

Dapertment of

Health, Educetion.
snd Welfere o (6A%) 9% (63W)  A5% (58%) D% (52%) 2y (D3N I6W (u1v) 2% (D) 13% (18%) A% (9%) 1% (11%)

Genersl| Servicee
Administration % (65%) 58% (45%) 4% (45%) 5% (30%) Jise (V%) 3t% (28%) 29% (20%) 3%  (18%} 9% 0 17% (6%)

Departmant of -

Agriculture 0% (73%) S1% (57T%) 3% (5a%) ai% {55%) 19% (%) W (63D B (1%%) 8% (1a%) 1% (%) D% (11%)
NOTE: Figures for supervisors in perenthesos )

1/ Ranked In order of highest percentege of sraual harassment smong all female victims,

NOTE: Percenteges baaed on "Definitely Yes® responies to questions.

Appendix Table N

Percentages are of Federal Workersz - Men, Women, Supervisors, Nonsupervisors,
Victims snd Nonvictims Who Agreed or Disagrsed With the Following Statement
(Question 1h).

Respondents
Attitude Woman Men  Superviser  Nonsupervisor victims  Nonvictims
Agree: 62%  74% 73% 68% 60% 73%
Nearly all instances of
Jsnwanted sexual attention
can be stopped if the
person receiving the
attention simply tells
the other person to -
stop.
Disagree: 35% 22% 26% 28% 37% 23%
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Note:

L%

Appendix Table

Perceptions of Work Environment

o

WOMEN
Agrced with: Uninvited and ' 95,200
unwanted sexual attention is a
problem for employees where (14%)
| work.

Total Respondents 678,700
Qisagreed with: My 148,600
organization makes every effort
to stop unwanted sexual 122%)
attention among its employees. .

676,700

Total Respondents

Percentage of Male and Female Federal Worters Who Responded as follows:
-{Question 44)

Percentages are based on "Agree"” and “Strongly Agree" and "Disagree" and
“Strongly Disagree” responses to statements.

MEN TOTAL
102,700 197,900
(9%)
1,127,600 1,806,300
226,200~ 374,800
(20%)
1,129,400 1,806,100

Maritasl
Status of
Yictim
Single
Divorced

Married

Widowed

Appendix Table P

Percentsge of Victims in Each Marital Status Who Reported Their Age As Follows:

Ages 16-19 Ages 20-24 Ages 25-34
Women  Men \!omen Mﬂ w_om Men
6% % 8% 13% 47% 58%
0 0 4% 1% 40% );%
0.3% 0 8% 2% 39% 26%
0 0 0 0 6% 0

Ages 35.44 Ages 45-54 Ages 55 or older
Women Men  Women Men Women Men
1% 18% % 7% 2% 2%
26% 35% 21% 19% 7% 11%
271% 26% 19% 3i% % 16%

% 17% 38% 55% 50°% 28%

[y

Appendix Table Q

Percentage of Accused Harassers Who Gave the Following Reasons for Why They
Thought the Charge was Unfair. {(Question 38)

There was nothing wrong with what I did
Accuser misunderstood my motives
Accuser wanted to create trouble
Management found the charge to be false

. Total Respondents

15y

WOMEN  MEN
16% 29%
38% 48%
21% 45%
41% 35%
900 8,000
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Appendix Table R

Perceived Panaltiss for Not Going Atong

of Nstrators Who Were Hatassed by Their kmmediate Supetvisor or Coworker Who Thought

the Following Would tappen to Them if They Did Not Go Along With the Sexusl twrassment
{Guestion )

Victims Of Most Severe Sexus!
Harsssment

2.

3.

4,

My working ssstgnments or
condittons would get worse.

The person{s) or other wcrkers
would be unplsesent ot would
cmbarrass me.

| would bs unable tc get a
promotion, step increass, good
rating, or reference.

| would lose my job.

i did 0ot think snything would
happen.

Totel Raspondents

Victims Of Severe Sexusl
Harassment

a,

My working sssignments or
conditions would get worse.

The parson{s) ot other workers
would be unpleasant or would
ombarress me,

{-would be unable to get a
promotion? step incresse, good
teting, ot reference,

! would lose sny job.,

t did not think anything would
happen.

Tota! Respondents

Victims Of Less Severe Sexusl
Harassment

2.

5.

4,

My wotking assignments or
conditions would get worse,

The person(s) or other workers
would be unplessant ot would
embarrass me.

| would be unabtle to qet »
promotion, step increase, good
rating, or reference,

| would lose my job

] did not think anything would
happen !

Totsl Respondents

Totsl Victims of Sexusl
tarassment

2.

My working assignments or
conditions would get worse.

The patson(s) of othet workers
would be unplessant or would
embarrass me,

1 would be unable to get a
promotion, step inCresse, oood
reting, or reference.

1 would Jose my fob.

l did not think snytning would
happen.

Totsi Respondents

WOMEN MEN
Higher Level Other Hhghet Lovel Other
Supetrvisor Employee Supervisor Employee
L4 %% 100% 0%
Ti% 4% 63% %%
‘
5% % a7 %
4] 1% Fre Ii%s
2% i 0 bRAY
. N
900 £, 500 160 970
. .
% it% 1% ™
5% 1%% 2N 1%
8% 10% Jas %
% Ea ) (23 Y
% T6% 46% 8%
12,900 %3.100 4,200 21,306
)% a% 15% 6%
1% 10% 54% 1%
% % 0% 6%
t% 0.2% w (LY
78% 89% % 8%%
i
12,200 27,000 3,100 ta,200
%N k2] s ke
F3 Y 1a% b Y (T3
8% B% 28% 6%
4% 1% ™ %
1% 9% a0% 8%
46,700 83,500 7,800 37,500
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FIGURE €
How Much Did Narrators Need Their Jobs?
{Question 35)
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FIGURE D

Incidencé Rate of Sexual Harassment b
by GS {General Schedule) Grade Level
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FIGURE E

Percentage of Female and Male Victims in Efach Job Classification
7 Who Reported Their Age As Follows:
{Guestionc 57 & 6l)
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FIGURE F

Incsdence Rate ot Sexual Harassment
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FIGURE L
Percentage of Victims of Sexual Harassment -
. Who Indicated That Ihey Took the Following Informal
Actions (Question 23a)
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FIGURE M
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Percentage of Victims of Sexual Harassment
v ‘ Who Took the Following Formal Actions
_ {Question 28b)
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1. Memoranda of Understanding

- ——

SAMES of . MAMLEY, Y., CHANMAN
OAPLES W. STEMMOLM, TEX,
SLADYS NOON SPELLMAN, MO.
OONALD JOSEPH ALBOSTA, MICH,
JORN ) CAVANAUGH, NESR

GENE TAYLOR, MO.
S0 LEACH, 10WA

U.S. Bouse of Represgentatibes

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
OoF T™E
COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE
122 Cannon House OFFICE BUiLDING

" SNashingtow, B.C. 20515

December 26, 1979

Honorable Ruth T. Prokop

Chair

Merit Systems Protection Board
1717 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20419
Dear Ruth:

I wanted to thank you again for your agency's excellent
testimony before my Subcommittee on Investigations concerning
the problem of sexual harassment in the Federal Government.
Your cooperation was crucial to the success of the Subcom-
mittee's hearings.

\,

. " I feel that these hearings represent a significant
first step towards alleviating this problem. It became
clear during those hearings that a concerted effort was
necessary to create a climate wheve tHe Federal employee
would be free from sexual harassment. To ensure that our
efforts to address this problem are coordinated and to
facilitate cooperation between the agencies involved, I
am sending you the enclosed Memorandum of Understanding
for the Merit Systems Protection Board, as well as the
memorandums for the Office of Personnel Management and .
the Equal Empioyment Opportunity Commission. These detail
the steps that each agency agreed to undertake. They are
intended to serve as a tool to ensure smooth and thorough
implementation of the agreed-upon measures.

I hope these are helpful in highlighting areas where
cooperation is necessary and to ensure that no vital concerns
. remain unaddressed. If there are any questions, please
contact my Staff Director, Tom DeYulia, on 225-6295.
‘ \
With every best wish, I am '

Sincerely, -7
. JAMES M. HANLEY
Chairman

Enclosures

"E-2
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
! BETWEEN THE |
INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

OF THE
POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE
AND
THE MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD
CONCERNING

THE PROBLEM OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

The Merit Systems Protection Board has agreed to conduct a
thorough and authoritative survey on sexual harassment in the
Federal wcrkforce. The Board is sensitive to the fact that this
will be the first scientifically constructed survey on the subject
conducted in either the Federal or the private sector, and that
it must be reliable.

The Board intends to survey as many as 20,000 Federal employees,
unless a smaller number will ensure a reliable response. Men and
women representing a cross-section of the Federal workforce will be
randomly selected to participate in the survey. The survey will
be pretested on members of this g¢gross-section.

The survey will use OPM*s government-wide definition of sexual
harassment, and will address several issues including:

1. The degree to vhich sexual harassment is occurring within
the Federal workplace, its manifestations and frequency;

2. wWhether the victims or perpetrators of sexual harassment
are found in disproportionate numbers within certain agencies, job
classifications, geographic locations, racial categories, age
brackets, educational levels, grade levels, et cetera;

3. wWhat kinds of behavior are perceived to constitute sexual
harassment and whether the attitudes of men and women differ in
this respect;

4. wWhat forms of express or implied leverage have been used
by harassers to reward or punish their victims;

5. Whether vicpims of sexual harassment are aware of
available remedies and whether they have any confidence in them;

6. The impact of sexual harassment on its victims in terms of
job turnover, work performance, their physical or emotional condi-
tion, and their financial or career well-being; and

7. The effect of sexual harassmenf on the morale or productivity
of the immediate work group. ;

e Y P
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The distribution and collection of the survey will be completed
in such a fashion as to assure respondents that their anonymity and

privacy will be protected.

The Board estimates the survey results will be available in
four to six months. At that time, the Board will issue a report
containing a summary of the legal aspects of sexual harassment, a
discussion of current remedies for Federal employees and possible
improvements and a compilation of important statistics derived
from the survey results.

The Board noted that both the Board and the Special Counsel
have the statutory authority to address and protect Federal employees
from prohibited personnel practices such as sexual harassment. The
Board expressed confidence that this authority would be used to
create a supportive climate in which victims of sexual harassment
will come forward to invoke the available sanctions.

-«‘“’




MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN THE

INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

OF THE
POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE
AND
THE OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
CONCERNING
THE PROBLEM OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

The Office of Personnel Management has agreed to distribute
within a matter of weeks its policy statement on sexual harassment,
which was read during its testimony. This statement defines sexual
harassment, and declares it to be a violation of the merit system
and a prohibited personnel practice.

The Office of Personnel Management hopes that principles of
equity will be developed in the course of resolving sexual
harassment complaints through the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission and the Merit Systems Protection Board, and that these
principles will guide the setting of appropriate penalties for
particular types of offenses. After a number of cases have been
tried, OPM will issue a statement describing the penalties set
for particular offenses in order to make employees aware of the likely
penalties that harassers may face.

The Office of Personnel Management has agreed to make training
on sexual harassment issues available to employees in both supervisory
and non-supervisory positions. OPM plans to give sexual harassment
coverage in existing courses in the personnel management, equal
employment opportunity and supervisory curriculum. In particular,
within a matter of weeks OPM will develop in-house a three to four
hour training module to be included in supervisory and inter-
personnel relations courses. OPM staff trainérs will also receive

‘ training on how to cover these issues. Furthérmore, OPM intends
to increase the depth of training as more information is available
on the problem, and expects the Merit Systems Protection Board's
survey to be helpful in this regard.

The Office of Personnel Management will also encourage each
agency to take appropriate steps. OPM will encourage each agency to
set up their own training programs and to use the materials OPM is
developing. Also, each agency will be asked to issue its own
statement on sexual harassment, and this statement should follow OPM's
directive. OPM will offer technical assistance to agencies in both

efforts.

The agencies will also be urged to emphasize training on sexual
harassment issues as part of their new employee orientation programs,
and to make all their employees aware of the remedies available
to victims and the penalties applicable to harassers. OPM will
also urge the agencies to ensure that contractors are also protected
from sexual harassment.

The Office of Personnel Management will assess agency compliance
with sexual harassment laws on a continuing basis. .

Q
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN THE -
INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

OF THE
POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE
AND
THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION
CONCERNING

THE PROBLEM OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission is requiring each
agency as a part of its affirmative action plan to inform Federal
employees that coercive sexual advances are prohibited in the
workplace by Title VII. The Commission will is$ue a directive
defining sexual harassment prohibited by Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act and distinguishing it from related behavior which does
not violate Title VII. The Commission will also require agencies
to take specific steps to make the work environment free of sexual
intimidation.

The Commission is designing a training module on sexual harass-
ment for equal employment opportunity personnel, and is working with
the Office of Personnel Management to include coverage of sexual
harassment issues in training for all new supervisory staff. The
Commission w111 recommend that OPM extend this training to existing

personnel.

The Commission will be issuing directives to Federal agency
gqual employment opportunity counselors which will also be
circulated to Federal women's program officers, asking them to
%:clude sexual harassment information in their programmatic

itiatives.

v The Commission expects to be able to begin cvaluating-its pilot
program in January or February, 1980. The Comhmission eventually
hopes, through this or other initiatives, to reduce tﬂe average
complaint processing period from 440 days to 100 days.'

ERIC
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2. Office of Personnel Management Policy Statement and Definition of
Sexual Harassment

United States of America

Ofiice of

Personnel Management  washington, D.C. 20015

te Repn, Keter To You ree

DEC 12 91

MEMORANDUM TO HEADS OF DEPARTMENTS AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

SUBJECT: Policy Statement and Definition on Sexual Harassment

This memorandum transmits the Office of Personnel Ma agement's poldcy
statement on sexual harassment which is applicable to each Federal
agency and department. The policy statement also includes the specific
definition of sexual harassment which should be utilized in addressing o
this issue,

The Subcommittee on Investigaticas of the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service has held hearings on the problem of sexual harassment
within the Federal sector. The Office of Personnel Management was
requested by Chairman James M. Hanley to assist in the effort to
curtail sexual harassment by issuing a policy statement which made
clear that sexual harassment undermines the integrity of-the Federal
Government and will not be condoned. Merit system principles require
that all employees be allowed to work in an environment free from
sexual harassment.

1 am recommending that each of you take a leadership role by initiating
the following actions:

1. Issue a very strong management statement clearly defining the
policy of the Federal Government as an employer with regard to
sexual harassment;

2. Emphasize this policy as part of new employee orientation covering
the merit principles and the code of conduct; and

3. Make employees aware of the avenues for seeking redress, and the
actions that will be taken against employees violating the policy.

Director

Attachment

COte *24 2.
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POLICY STATEMENT AND DEFINITION ON SEXUAL HARASSMENT
had ~

Federal employees have a grave responsibility under the Federal code

of conduct and ethics for maintaining high standards of honesty,
integrity, impartiality and conduct to assure proper performance of the
Government's business and the maintenance of confidence of the American
people. Any employee conduct which violates this code cannot be condoned.

Sexual harassment is a form of employee misconduct which undermines the
integrity of the employment relationship. All employees must te allowed
to work in an environment free from unsolicited and unwelcome sexual
overtures. Sexual harassment debilitates morale and 1nterferes in the
work productivity of its victims and co-workers.

Sexual harassment is a prohibited personnel practice wher it results in
discrimination for or against an employee on the basis of conduct not
related to performance, such as the taking or refusal to take a person-
nel action, including promotion of employees who submit to sexual
advances or refusal to promote employees who resist or protest sexual
overtures.

Specifically, sexual harassment is deliberate or repeated unsolicited
verbal comments, gestures, or physical contact of a sexual nature
which are unwelcome.

Within the Federal Government, a supervisor who uses implicit or explicit
coercive sexual behavior to control, influence, or affect the career, )
salary, or job of an employee is engaging in sexual harassment. Similarly,
an employee of an agency who behaves in this manner in the process of
conducting agency business is engaging in sexual harassment.

Finally, any employee who participates in deliberate or repeated unsolicited
verbal comments, gestures, or physical contact of a sexual nature vhich

are unwelcomeé and interfere in work productivity is also engaging in

sexual harassment. |

It is the policy of the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) that sexual
harassment is unacceptable conduct in the workplace and will not be
condoned. Personnel management within the Federal sector shall be
implemented free from prohibited personnel practices and consistent

with merit system principles, as outlined in the provisions of the Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978. All Federal employees should avoid conduct
which undermines these merit principles. At the same time, it is not
the intent of OPM to regulate the social interaction or relationships
freely entered into by Federal employees.

-2 -

Complaints of harassment should be examined impartially and resolved
promptly. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commissic will be issuing
a directive that will define sexual harassment prohibited by title VII
of the Civil Rights Act and distinguish it from related behavior which
does not violate title VII.
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3. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Guidelines on
Discrimination Because of Sex

74678

y

Federal Register / Vol. 45, No. 219 / Monday. November 10. 1980 | Rules and Regulations

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY
COMMISSION

29 CFR Part 1604

Discrimination Because of Sex Under
Title Vil of the CivE Rights Act of 1964,
as Amended; Adoption of Final
interpretive Guidelines

acency: Equal Employment Opportunity
Comniission.

acnion: Final Amendment to Guidelines
on Discrimination Because of Sex.

SUMMARY: On April 11. 1860. the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission
published the Interim Guidelines on
sexual karassment as an amendment to
the Guidelines on Discrimination
Because of Sex. 29 CFR Part 1604.11. 45
FR 25024. This amendment will fe-affirm
that sexual harassment is an unlawful
employment practice. The EEOC
received public comments for 60 days
subsequent to the date of publication of
the Interim Guidelines. As a result of the
comments and the analysis of them.
these Final Guidelines were drafted.
EFFECTIVE OATE: November 10, 1980.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Karen Danart. Acting Director. Office of
Policy Implementation, Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission.
2401 E Street. NW.. Washington, D.C.
20506, (202) 634-7060.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: During
the 80-day public comment period which
ended on June 10.,1980. the Commission
received over 160 letters regarding the
Guidelines on sexual harassment. These
comments came from all sectors of the
public, including employers. private
individuals. women's groups. and local.
state, and federal government agencies.

The greatest number of comments.
including many from employers. were
those commending the Commission for
publishing guidelines on the issue of
sexual harassment, as well as for the
content of the guidelines.

The second highest number of
comments specifically referred to
§ 1604.11(c) which defines employer
liability with respect to acts of
supervisors and agents. Many
commentors. especially employers.
expressed the view that the liabihity of
employers under this section is too
broad and unsupported by case law.
However. the strict hability imposed in
§ 1604.11(c) is in keeping with the
general standard of employer hability
with respect to agents and supervisory
employees. Similarly. the Commission
and the courts have held for years that
an employer is liable if a supervisor or
an agent violatas the Title VIL
regardless of knowledge or any other

mitigating factor. Anderson v. Methodist
Evangelical Hospital, Inc.,
F.Supp. . 3 EPD 18282 (D.C. Ky.
1971}, off'd 484 F.2d 723. 4 EPD 17601
(6th Cir. 1972); Commissis ¢ Decision No.
71-969, CCH EEOC Cecisions (1973)
16163; Commission Decision No. 71-
1442, CCH EEOC Decisions {1973) §6218.
Furthermore. a recent 9th Circuit case on
sexual harassment imposed strict
liability on the employer where a
supervisor harassed an employee
without the knowledge of the employer.
Mlller v. Bank of America. 600 F.2d 211,
20 EPD 130.086 (9th Cir. 1978). In keeping
with this standard, the Commission.
after full consideration of the comments
and the accompanying concerns. will let
§ 1604.11(c) stand as it is now worded.

A number of people asked the
Commission to clarify the use of the
term “agent” in § 1604.11(c). “Agent” is
used in the same way here as it is used
in § 701(b) of Title VIl where “agent” is
included in the definition of “employer.”

A large number of comments referred
to § 1604.11(a) in which the Commission
defines sexual harassment. These
comments generally suggested that the
section is too vague and needs more
clarification. More specifically. the
comments referred to subsection (3) of
§ 1604.11(a) as presenting the most
troublesome definition of what
constitutes sexual harassment. The
Commission has consiaered these
comments and has decided that
subsection (3) is a necessary part of the
definition of sexual harassment. The
courts have found sexual harassnient
both in cases where shere is concrete
economiic detriment to the plaintiff.
Heelan v. Johns-Manville Corp.. 451
F.Supp. 1382, 16 EPD 18330 (D. Colo.
1978). Barnes v. Costle. 561 F.2d 983. 14
EPD §7755 (D.C. Cir. 1977). Garber v.
Saxan Business Products. 552 F.2d 1032,
14 EPD 17587 (4th Cir. 1877). and where
unlawful conduct results in creatirg an
unproductive or an offensive working
atmosphere. Kyriazi v. Western Eleclric
Co.. 461 F.Supp. 894. 18 EPD 18700
(D.N.]. 1978). For analogous cases with
respect to racial harassment see Rogers
v. EEOC. 454 F.2d 234. 4 EPD 17597 (5th
Cir. 1971): EEOC v. Murphy Motor
Freight Lines. Inc.. 488 F.Supp. 381. 22
EPD %30.888 (D.C. Mn. 1980).

The word “substantially” in
§ 1604.11(a)(3) has been changed to
“unreasonably.” Many commentors
raised questions as to the meaning of
the word “substantially.” The word
“unreasonably” more accurately states
the intent of the Commission and was
therefore substituted to clarify that
intent. |

It should be emphasized that the
appropriate course for further

clarification and guidance on the
meaning of § 604.11(a)(3) is through
future Commission decisions which will
deal with specific fact situations. Since
sexual harassment allegstions are
reviewed on a case-by-case basis. any
further questions will be answered
through Commission decisions which
will be fact specific.

A fair number of comments were
received on § 1604.11(d) which defined
employer liability with respect to acts of
persons other than supervisors or
agents. Again. as in § 1604.11(c). the
traditional Title VI concept prevails
regarding employer liability with respect
to those people other than agents and
supervisory employees. Many
commentors asked the Commission to
clarify the meaning of “others.” As a
result. § 1604.11(d) has been separated
into two subsections. The new
§ 1604.11(d) refers to sexual harassment
among fellow employees and the
liability of an employer in such &
situation.

The new § 1604.11(e) refers to the
possible liability of employers for acts of
non-employees towards employees.
Such liability will be determined on @
case-by-case basis. taking all fucts intn
consideration, including whether the
employer knew or should have known of
the conduct. the extent of the employer’s
conirol and other legal responsibility
with respect to such individuals.

A number of people also raised the
question of what an “appropriate
action” might be under § 1604.11(d).
What is considered to be “appropriate”
will be seen in the context of specific
cases through Commission decisions

Section 1604.11(e} of the Intenm
Guidelines. which sets out suggestions
for programs to be developed by
employers to prevent sexual
harassment. now becomes § 1604.11(f)
The Commission has received many
comments which state that this secion
is not specific enough. The Comnmission
has decided that the provisions of this
section should Hlustrate several kinds of
action which might be appropriate.
depending on the employer’s
circumstances. The emphasis is on
preventing sexual harassment. and
§ 1604.11(f) intends only to offer
illustrative suggestions with respect to
possible components of a prevention
program. Since each workplace requires
its own individualized program to
prevent sexual harassment. the specific
steps to be included in the program
should be developed by each employer

Several commentors raised the
question of whether a third patty who
was denied an employment benefit
would have a charge cognizable under
Title Vii where the benefil was received

-9
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by u person who was granting sexual
fusvors to their mutunl supervisor. Even
though the Commission does not
consider this to be an issue of sexual
-harassment in the strict sense. the
Commission does recognizc itas a
related issue which would be governed
by general Title Vil principles.
Subsection (g) has been added to
recoguize this as a Title VI issue.

After carefully considering the
numerous commentr it received. the
EFOC made the above changes to the
Interim Guidelines and. at its meeting of
September 23, 1980, adopted them as the
Final Cuidelines on sexual harussment,
subject to formal interagency
coordination. Formal interagency
coordinatian has been completed, and
none of the affected agencies had
additional comments. Therefore, these
Guidelines become final as adopted at
the Commission meeting of September
23. 1980.

Signed al Weshington. D C | ihis 3rd day of
November 1960 .
Eleunor Holmes Norton,
Charr, Equal Employment Opportumity
Comnussion.

Accordingly. 29 CFR Chapter X1V.
. Part 1604 is amended by adding
* § 1604.11 to read as follows:

PART 1604—GUIDELINES ON
DISCRIMINATION BECAUSE OF SEX

§ 1604.11  Séxual harassment.

{a} Hurassment on the basis of sex is
a violation of Sec. 703 of Title VIL.' -
Unwelcome sexual advances, requests
for sexual favors. and other verbal or
physical conduct of a sexual nature
constitute sexual harassment when (1)
submission to such conduct is made
cither 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
indwvidual. or {3) such conduct has the
purpase or effect of unreasonably
interfering with an individual's work
performance or creating an intimidating.
hostile, or offensive working
environment.

{b) In determining whether alleged
conduct constitutes sexual harassment,
the Commission will fook at the record
as 8 whole and at the totality of the
circumstances. such as the nature of the
sexual advances and the context in
which the alleged incidents occurred.
The determination of the legality of a
particular action will be made from the
fucts, on a case by case basis.

* 'The grinciples 1ns olved here Continue 10 apply
10 race. color, religion of national ongn

-10
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{c) Applying general Title VI
principles, an employer, employment
agency, joint apprenticeship committce
or labor organization (hereinafter
collectively referred to as “employer”) is
responsible for its acts and those of its
agents and supervisory empleyces with
respect to sexudl harassment regardless
of whether the specific acts complained
of were authorized or even forbidden by
the employer and regardless of whether
the employer knew or should have
known of their occurrence. The
Commission will examine the
circumstances of \ne particular
emplcve.ent relationship and the job
junctions performed by the individual in
determining whether an individual acts
in either & supervisory or agency
capacity.

(d) With respect to conduct between
fellow employces. an employer is
responsible for acts of sexual
harassment in the workplace where the
employer (or its agents or supervisory
employees) knows or should have
known of the conduct. unless it can
show that it took immediate and
uppropriate corrective aclion.

(e) An employer may also be
responsible for the acts of non-
employees, with respect to sexua!
harassment of employees in the
workplace. where the employer {or its
agents or supervisory employees) knows
or should have known of the conduct
and fails to take immediate and
uppropriate corrective action. In
reviewing these cases the Commission
will consider the extent of the
employer's contro! and any other legul
responsibility which the employer may
have with respect to the conduct of such
non-employces.

{f) Prevention is the best tool for the
elim.nation of sexual hurassment. An
employer should take all steps
necessary to prevent sexual harassment
from occurring, such as affirmatively
raising the sub,ect. expressing strong
disapproval. developing appropriate
sunctions. informing employces of their
right to raise and how 1o raise the issue
of harassment under Title ViJ 1nd
developing methods to sen atize alt

_concerned.

{g) Other related practices: Where
employment opportunities or benefits
are granted because of an individual's
submission to the employer's sexual
advances or requests for sexual favors,
the employer may be held hable fo:
unlawful sex discrimination against
other persons who were qualified for but
denied that employment opportumty or
benefit.

(Title VIL Pub * 88-352. 78 Sun 233 (42
U.S C. 2000¢ ¢1 scq )

{FR Doc 80-34a81 Filed 11-7-80 A 45 am)

SRLLING COOE §570-08-M




4. Equal Empioyment Opportunity Commission Instructions for
Prevention of Sexual Harassment in the Workforce Plans

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

October 15, 1980

OFFICE OF THE CHAIR

MEMORANDUM

TO: Heads of All Federal Agencies

FROM: Eleanor Holmes Norton
Chair M

SUBJECT: Instructiqns for Prevention of Sexual Harassment
in the Workforce Plans - MD-704 4Supplement to
Affirmative Action Program Plans for Minorities
and Women for Fiscal Year 1980)

Attached is a copy of EEOC's official Management Directive 704
(Prevention of Sexual Harassment in the Workforce Plans). As
you are aware, on March 17, 1980, EEOC issued to all agencies
copies of the Interim Interpretive Guidelines on Sexual
Harassment and EEOC Management Directive on Sexual Harassment,
which were effective immediately. /’

Segeral agencies” submitted "sexual harassment plans on Hay 1,

1 , the due date, pursuant to the interim EEOC Management
Directive on Sexual Haracsment. Fcr all agencies who have not
submitted their plans to date, please submit them by no later
than 60 days after the effective date of this Management

Directive.

This extension recognizes the initial tight time constraints for
submitting those plans as well as the concern some agencies have
raised as to whether to follow the interim EEOC Management
Directive or whether to wait for the final Sexual Harassment

Directive - MD-704.

If you have any questions regarding this directive, please do not
hesitate to have your staff call Alfredo Mathew, Jr., Director,
Office of Government Employment, 756-6060, or Fran framer,
Director, Office of Interagency Coordination, 634-6916.

Agenc_.es should be diligernt in meeting the new deadline. The
sexual harassment problem has been documented in the federal
government and considerable corcern has been shcwn by Congress
and others. After we assess agency experience, we shall consider
whether additional guidance should be issued.

Attachment

b
~g
}

L
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EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY

MANAGEMENT DIRECTIVE
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EEO-MD.&gi__

DATE: September 23, 1980

TO THE HEADS OF FEDERAL AGENCIES

1
-

romrM 33§

MAR 79

SUBJECT: INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREVENTION OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT
IN THE WORKFORCE PLANS (SUPPLEMENTS TO AFFIRMATIVE
ACTION PROGRAM PLANS FOR MINORITIES AND WOMEN FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1980)

PURPOSE: This directive transmits the final guidelines on
sexual !arassment discrimination. The directive also clari-
fies instructions to agencies for the development, submission
and implementation of agency plans to: (a) educate employees
about th}ir rights, responsibilities and remedies under the
sexual harassment guidelines and (b) describe agency-initiated
steps to eliminate discriminatory conduct. These plans are
designated prevention of sexual harassment in the workforce
plans.

EFFECTIVE DATE: September 23, 1980

AUTHORITY: These instructions are prepared pursuant to FEOC's
authority under Section 717 of Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. £2000e-16; Reorganization
Plan Number 1 of 1978, issued puvsuant to 5 U.S.C. 901 et.
seq.; and Executive Order 11478 (34 F.R. 12985, August 10,
1969), as amended by Executive Order 12106 (44 F.R. 1053,
Januarv 3, 1979).

FOLICY INTENT: Agencies shall submit prevention of sexual
harassment in the workforce plans as supplements to their
Transition Year Affirmative Action Plans. Several agencies
already have submitted such plans in response to EEOC's
March 12, 1980 formal request for comments on the interim
sexual harassment guidelines. Agencies that have not yet
submitted plans must do so within 60 days of the effective
date of this Management Directive. The plans will be
evaluated as part of the EEOC analysis of agency affirmative'
action submissions.




APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE: These instructions apply to all
executive agencies (except the General Accounting Office),
to military departments insofar as covered employees are
concerned (definition in 5 U.S.C. 102), the U.S. Postal
Service, the Postal Rate Commission, and those units of
the legislative and judicial branches of the Federal
Government and of the Government of the District of
Columbia having positons in the competitive service, as
specified in Section 717(a) of Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, as amended.

PLAN COMPONENTS? Each plan shall, at s minimum, contain
brief descriptions of the following elements and the time-
tables for their implementation:

o Specific steps to be taken by the agency to
inform employees that charges of sexual harassment
are cognizable under Title VII.

o Proposed traiming, directives or other programs
designed to inform Supervisors and other agency
persornel of 'their responsibilities to discourage
explicit or implicit unwelcome verbal or physical
conduct of a sexual nature in order to create and
maintain a workplace free of sexual harassment.

o Proposed agency codes of conduct or other materials
designed to curtail ccnduct deemed prohibited under
the guidelines.

o Proposed methods to ensure accountability within
the agency for maintaining a workplace free of
sexual harassment.

o Any other initiatives already undertaken or proposed
by the agency to meet the requirements of the guilde-
lines.

RESPONSIBILITIES:

’

a. The head of each agency specified in Section 6 above shall
be responsible for agency compliance with these instructioaus.

b. EEOC will approve or disapprove agency prevention of sexual

harassment in the work place plans and communicate results of its

evaluation to the agency with instructions for submission

of revised plans 1f required.

~

c. EEOC will report to the President (pursuant to 29 CFR 1613.205)

and to the Congress on the accomplishments of each agency,

based on agency reports of FY 1980 accomplishmenis.

E-13
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9. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS: Federal agencies and designated major
operating components (as described in MD-702) are required to
submit their sexual harassment plans to the Office of Govern-
~ment Employ@ent, EEOC, 60 days after the effective date of
m;?irecti\’re. - ’

10. ATTACHMENTS: Final "Interpretive Guidelines on Sexual Harassment”
are included as part of this directive, in order to provide
.~" guidance to agencies that must still develop and submit plans.

-

11. OTHER PROHIBITIONS AGAINST SEXUAL HARASSMENT: Office of Personnel
Management Policy Statement, (December 12, 1979) Polity Statement
and Definition on Sexual Haragsment - Memo from Alan Campbell
transmitting policy statement.

12. INQUIRIES: Further information concerning this directive may
be obtained by contacting:

Equal- Employment Opportunity Commission
. Office of Government Employment
2401 E 'Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20506
Attn: Bailey's Crossroads
Telephone: (703) 756-6040

) Interagency Report Control Number
Ciearance for this report has been applied for under interagency

report control number 0229-EEO0-XX in accordance with FPMR 110-11.11.

-

b s o L sl

Preston David
Executive Director
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Agency Actions
Regarding Sexual
Harassment

Appendix F "

]
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T

Since hearings were first held on sexual ha-
rassment in the Federal Government in October
and November 1979, by the Subcbmmittee on
Investigations of the House Committee on Post

~Office and Civil Service, a number of agencies
have taken steps to reduce sexual harassment.

e The Office of Personnel Management has .

issued a Government- wide policy state-

ment calling sexual harassment a form of

employee misconduct and a prohibited

personnel practice.

Both the Office of Personnel Management

and many agencies have begui training

Federal employees on the subject of sexual

harassiment.

Many agencies have included actiony to

reduce sexual harassment in their Affir-

mative Action Program Plans.

¢ The Equal Employments Opportunity Com-
mission has issued interpretive guidelines

- calling sexual harassment, under certain
conditions, a form of discrimination on the
basis of sex. which is prohibited under
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

OPM Policy Statement

On December 12, 1979, the Office of Person-
nel Management (OPM), the Federal agency
charged with administering and monitoring
the Federal civil service. issued a Government-
wide policy statement on sexual harassment
(see Appendix E). Sexual harassment. which
OPM defined as “deliberate or repeated unsoli-
cited verbal comrnents, gestures, or physical
contact of a sexual nature which are unwel-
come,”! was described as both “a form of

'Note that the OPM definition did not include
unwanted materials of a sexual nature, which was a
form of behavior included in the MSPB survey that
was considered by more employees to constitute sex-
ual harassment tban any other type of bekavior.

-

employee misconduct w};c\h undermines the
integrity of the employment relationship” and
“4 prohibited personnel practice when it results
in discrimination for or against an employee on
the basis of conduct not related to perfor-
mance.” The statement concluded, “(i)t is the pol-
icy of the Office of Personnel Management that
sexual harassment is unacceptable conduct in
the workplace and will not be condoned.”

* Most Agéncies Have Also
Issued Statements

The OPM policy statement was issued at the
direction of the Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions, House Post Office and Civil Service
Committee. Although the policy statement is
applicable to all Federal departments and inde-
pendent agencies, the Subcommittee also in-
structed OPM to urge dgencigs to issue théir
own directives prohibiting sexual harassment
in accotd with OPM’s.policy.

As of September 1980, 62 agencies had issued
policy statements, 9 were in the process of pre-
paring statgments, and 2 had taken no action
(see Table F-1Of the 17 agencies named in the
survey questionnaire (counﬁng the ‘Defense
Department as “all other Defer.se” agencies; see
Survey Question 55, Appendix C), 16 had issued
statements and one had not (see Table F-2).
Many of th. agency statements repeat all or
portions of the OPM statement. All define sex-
ual harassment and prohibit it as a form of
acceptable employee conduct.

These and other figures presented in this
appendix were compiled from agency responses
to a letter of inquiry regarding agency actions
signed by James M. Hanley, Chairman of the
Subcommittee on Investigations, House Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, dated
August 5. 1980. At least «2 agencies had issued
policy statements by thr: time respondents were
completing the survey questionnaire (June 30,
1980, was used as the cutoff date); dates of issu-

-
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anee of 10 statements are unknown. At least 14
had issued statements by the time respondents
were completing the survey questionnaire; the
issuance date of one statement is unknown.

The strongest agency statements suggest that
the agency has taken great interest in the mat-
ter. For example, OPM’s language is adapted
to the agency in question, examples of harass-
ing behavier are given, «and specifie instruc-

tions on-how to gu about filing a complaint .

(including names and phone numbers of people
designated to receive complaints) are provided.
In addition, in many cases the agency head has
taken a strong personal stand. One, for exam-
ple, states: “I want to make cleartoall ... my
position: this agency will not tulerate sexual
harassment of its employees.” Another seems
even more determined and does not stop with
policy: “I strongly disapprove of sexual harass-
ment in any form and wish to prevent this
unlawful employment practice from occurring
within our agency. If you believe you are being.

*or have been, subjected to any form of sexual

harassment, please discuss the problem imme-
diately with the agency EEO officer ... If this

is at all unsatisfactory, you may raise the ques- .

tion with the agency EEO ®ounselor at the

~ Agency Liaison Division.”

In contrast. the weakest agency policy. state-
ments seem to have a detached, almost apolo-
getic tone. One, for example, begins, “Although
there has been no evidence of widespread sex-
ual harassment within (this agency) ..." and
suggests that publicity, rather than an existing
or potential problem, necessitated “clarifica-
tion of the Department’s position.” This agency
was also shown to have higher than average
rates of sexual harassment for hoth men and
women. ‘

In addition to stating that sexual harassment
is zgainst agency policy, all agency policy
statements warn employees that disciplinary
actions will be taken if the policy is violated.

Employee Training on Sexual
Harassment

OFM Module Used. In Jaruary 1980, OPM
developed a training module on sexual harass-
ment designed to inform participants that sex-
ual harassment is a prohibited personnel prac-
tice and a violation of merit system principles.

.The module addressed the course of action to be

taken if sexual harassment is experienced or

4

F-2

observed. Using a workshop format, the trilin-
ing also provides for discussion of differing
perceptions of what constitutes sexual harass-
ment and the impact of harassment on employer
morale and productivity. Although the 3 to 4

hour module can be used separately, it is typi-

cally incorpurated into such OPM interagency

training courses as Introduction to Supervi-

sion, Interpersonal Communications, and EEO

Counselor Training. OPM estimates that by

September 1980, approximately 8,800 Federal

workers had been trained in Washington and

the regions using the OPM module or a varia-

tion.2 In the Fall of 1980, the OPM EEO Insti-

tute began offering a 2-day training course on

sexual harassment which explores the subject”
and remedies in much more depth than the

original OPM medule.

Training Moedule for EEO Counselors

At the direction of the Subecommittee on
Investigations, the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission, in cooperation with OPM,
has Jeveloped a training” module on sexual
harassment for use in training equal employ-
ment opportunity (EEO) counselors. The mod-

. ule is available through OPM's EEO Training

Institute and to other agencies for use in their
in-house training. It is not known how many
people have been trained with this module.

Agency Training. There¢ has been no syste-
matie approach to training on sexual harass-
ment among the agencies. As direeted by the
Subcommittee on Investigations, agencies have
also begun providing training on the subject of
sexual harassment for their employees. (see
Table F-1) As of September 1980, 20 agencies
had begun training, and another 19 planned
training for EY 1981. Of the agencies estirnat-
ing the percentage of employees trained, none
had trained all of its employees.

Ger.erally, managers have been the first to be
trained, but some agencies have trained equal
petcentages of managers and nonmanagerial
employees. The exact content of the agency
training courses varies, but a number”have
indicated they are using, or plan to use, the
OPM module. Others, such as the Department

_ of Navy, have developed and administered their

- N

*Hearings before Subcor;;mltte on Investigations
of the House Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service un Sexual Harassment in the Federal Gov-
ernment, 2nd Sess., September 25, 1980, pp.32-33.

LE5




TABLE F-1
- Summary of Agency Actions Regarding Sexual Harassment

/ as of September 1980 1/
. NUMBER
AGENCY ACTION OF AGENCIES -
Policy Statements P
Issuance
Had Issued A 62
. Before June 30, 1980 2/ ’ (42)
After June 30, 1980 , (10)-
Issuance date unknown . . (10)
Had not issued 3/ .1
Employee Traihing. .
Training conducted A , 20
No training conducted 32
Planned training for FY 1981 . (19)
No information on planned training (13)
No response 21
Percentage of Employees Trained
Managers/supervisors only 7
: Both managers .and employees 6
Other (including EEO officials) 4
No estimate given 3
Affirmative Action Program Plan
Supplements on Sexual Harassment
Had submitted to EEOC 29
Had not submitted 26
No response 14 P
Not appliceble 1 ,
Status and/or applicability unknown 3 .

.

17 Data compiled from agency responses to a letter of inquiry regarding agenc:
action signed t%y James ' M. Hanley, Chairman of the Subcommittee o0
Investigations, Hbuse Committee on Post Office and Civil ‘Service, A total of 73
agencies were questioned. ’ ,

2/ Date by which respondents had filled out and returned MSPB survey
que stionnaires.

* 3/ Stete” Department was waiting for adoption of EEOC Guidelines; Office of
Management’ and Budget had reviewed its policy but saw no need for a formal
statement since it had not had any complaints of sexual harassment. The
remainder of agencies that had not issued statements were in the process of
preparing them: Department of Education (which was not formed uatil May 7,

.. i980), Commission on Civil Rights, Equal Employment Opportunity Commission,
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Inter-American Foundation, National Capital
Planning Commission, Panama Canal Commission, Pennsylvania Avenue Developmertt
& rporation, and U.S. Metric Board. '

ERIC : . < F-3
S , i84
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TABLE F 2
Summare ot Actions Regarding Seauar Harassment Talen by 17 Ageniies
Named 'n Survey Questronnaire as of Septeabes 1980_{/

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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——— — - o
JAGENC Y POLECY STATEMENTS ——— e EMPLOYEE TRAINING JAFFIRMAT IVE ACTION]
Tasued Directly ta  [Estimated Percentage €stimated FLAN SUBMITTED?
St atemen] Time af JALE Managers and uf Manaacrs and {rployees Percentage

e - Jrssued” 1ssuancy B/ fEmptovees? 0 lAware nt Policy ___JConducred? Trained

Aaricutture ves Before survev ves 1002 I Jpranned tor NA ves

L FY 1981

Are Force yes Before survey ves 1007 No, but required NA yes

e | S Y S . ty policy statement

A rmy tefore survey NO response NGO response No response NA NO re’ ponse
(Commerce Before survey yes 1007 yes No estimate g:rven yes

fnerg, Before survey yes 1007 No (plans to NA jes
S R B S IR survey needs) _ ~

General Services ves Before survey ves Ko response ves 1% of managers ke a0
Adminestration ployee training plannec

nealtn, Educatron ves Before survey a/ R4 e/ e/ 1

and Velfare ¢/

Hous rg and s Before suswgy ves Ho response yes Some LY no

Urban Development L

— e o— o e e PR - - e & R

Inter or ves Before survev yes No_ respor se No, but putti-h NA no
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own struetured ceurses th\ht deal in amore sy~
tematic way with the recognition and preven-
tion of sgxual harassment than does the OPM
mudule, In addition, the Federal Women'’s Pro-
gram in many agencies has sponsored lectures
and workshops to ratse the level of awareness
among employvees about the issue.

Sexual Harassment Has Been
Addressed in Agency Affirmative
Action Program Plans

In March 1980, the EEOC instructed agen-
cies o include as supplements to their ¥Fiscal
Year 1980 Affirmative Action Planning Pro
cess, a plan indicating what steps they woulc
take to prevent sexual harassment of their
employees. The documents were to describe
agency plans to prevent sexual harassment
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through training and, or other methods. Sev-
eral agencies submitted supplements by the
May 1. 1980 deadline, and as of September
1980, 29 agencies (including 8 of the agencies
named in the survey) had submitted supple-
ments to EEOC. (see Table F-1). The remain-
ing agenecies again were instructed in a man-
agement directive dated September 23, 1980,
to submit supplements which would he evalu-
ated as part of the EEOC analysis of agency
affirmative action submissions (see Appendix
k).

Special Setvices Are Available in a
Few Agencies
Some Federal agencies have set up special

services for their employees with regard to
sexual harassment. For example, the General

\J ,
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Services Administration’s Office of Civil Rights,
is in the process of setting up a direct telephone
line solely to handle calls from (GSA) employees
alleging incidents of sexual harassment. The
line will provide callers with information on
remedies and how to document the sexual
harassment allegations.® The Naval Material
Command also maintained a toll free 24-hour
recorded tnessage service for approximately 5
months, primarily to gather information on the
extent and nature of sexual harassment of
Navy civilian and military personnel.!

Both GSA and the Naval Material Command
feel their efforts have been worthwhile and
successful in meeting their purposes/In the
case of GSA, initial efforts identifigd a need
and means for meeting the need subsequently
were devised. The Chief of the Naval M.aterial
Command felt that just the existence of the
message service reinforced his policy statement
that sexual harassment would not be tolerated.
Analysis of the incidents described (e.g., job
status of harasser and victim) and the needs of
victims (e.g.. for more information on reme-
dies) is aiding in the development of training
courses. )

The EEOC Has Declared §exual
Harassment A Violation of the
Civil Rights Act

In September 1980 the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission adopted and subse-
quently published in November 1980, guide-
lines interpreting sexual harassment as dis-
crimination on the basis of sex under certain
circumstances and a violation of Section 703 of
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (see
Appendix E). o

The EEOC Guidelines essentially formalized
the Federal Government’s position in regard to
sexual harassment as a form of discrimination
under Title VII. The several court cases filed
and decided before the issuance of the guiae-
lines had variously interpreted several issues,
including (a) whether sexual harassment is in
fact discrimination on the basis of sex, (b)
whether a tangible loss or adverse personnel
action must be involved to make sexual harass-

3Based on information provided by Lynne Bil-
Iman. Ph.D., National Federal Women's Program
Manager, General Services Administration.
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ment illegal under Title VII, and (¢) whether
an employer is liable for the conduct of its
employees. See Appendix H for a further dis-
cussion of the case law surrounding sexual
harassment.

The EEOC Guidelines addressed these issues
by affirming (a) that sexual harassment is a
form of discrimination on the basis of sex when
submission is a condition of employment, when
submission or rejection is a basis for employ-
ment decisions, or when the behavior interferes
with an individual’'s work performance or
creates an intimidating, hostile, or offensive
work environment, and (b) that in many in-
stances employers are not only responsible for
the conduct of their supervisors and their agents

- and for conduct between coworkers, but may

even be responsible for conduct of nonemployees
toward employees. *

In addition the Guidelines note that when

‘employment opportunities or benefits are

granted because of an individual’s submission
to an employer’s advances or requests for sex-
ual favors (i.e., sexual favoritism), the employer
may be liable for sex discrimination against
other persons who were qualified for but were
denied that benefit. In other words, although
sexual favoritism is not sexual harassment, it
may be considered sex discrimination against
others in the office. )
These Guidelines are just that—guidelines.
Although they are afforded some weight by the
courts, they are not necessarily binding on any
court. Nevertheless, the EEOC Guidelines, by
clarifying a number of issues, do open up new
options for Federal workers who seek relief
from sexual harassment and any negative con-
sequences that may arise from it. They also
have sparked considerable debate by those who
consider them too vague and overreaching in
assigning management responsibility. Ulti-
mately, the courts will decide.

Most Agencies Have Informed
Employees of Remedies

Most agencies have\made some effort to
inform employees of avv)enues of relief and re-
dress. Many did so in y{heir policy statements,
which most agencies indicated were distrib-

1Based on information provided by Constance
Price, Federal Women's Program Manager, Naval
Material Command.
F-5
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uted to all employees at the time of issuance
{See Tuble F-2) and many enclose information
in orientation puackets for new employees, At a
minimum, most policy statements informed
employees that sexual harassment may be pro-
hibited diserimination.

However, some agencies appear to have been
more helpful than others in giving employees
information on remedies in policy statements.
Some refer employees to the agency personnel
office, EEO office, or employee handbook. Some
give information on several legal recourses and
provided names and telephone numbers of peo-
ple to contact under different circumstances. A
few agencies distributed a special information
packet containing a copy of the EEQOC Guide-
lines and a detailed outline of procedures for
filing a discrimination complaint.

S——

Few Formal Complafnts Have
_Been Filed ‘

Although little information is available, it
appears that agencies have processed few for-
mal EEO complaints of sexual harassment. In
addition, the Office of the Special Counsel of
the Merit Syvstems Protection Board, which
may become involved in complaints of sexual

. harassment in several ways, both as an appeals
body and an investigative body, estimates that
cases involving sexual harassment constitute
less than 1% of cases it receives.’ Likewise,
the EEOC reports few cases involving sexual
harassment. Of the 6,299 discrimination com-
plaint cases resolved by Federal agencies be-
tween January 1 and October 24, 1979, only 39
(or 0.6%) involved allegations of sexual harass-
ment. During FY 1980, EEOC conducted only
about 17 hearings on Federal complaints of
sexual harassment.®

Substantial delays in processing EEO com-
plaints has been a problem. EEOC reported
that the average processing time for Federal
EEO complaints that are investigated by the

5 It should be noted that this figure could be
higher. In cases involving discrimination complaints.
the Special Counsel’s Office. thongh it nas authority,
usually-defers to EEOC and a’ ency authority; data
from letter from Mary Eastwood, Acting Special
Counsel, to James M. Hanley, Chairman, House

- Commuttee on Post Office and Civil Service, Octo-
ber 9. 1980. )

‘Based on testimony of Eleanur Holmes Norton,
Chair. EEOC. before Subcomm’ttee on Investiga-
tions, November 1. 1979. and September 25, 1980.

agencies themselves is 440 days.” The costs of
processing EEO complaints were not readily
obtainable, but given the lengthy average pro-
cessing time, the costs per complaint are ob-
viously considerable.

Few Cases of Discipline Are
Reported

Between Novémber 1977 and August 25,
1980, 21 employees in 4 Federal agencies (the
Departments of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Labor, Treasury, and Interior) were
reported to- have been disciplined for sexual
harassment—13 supervisors, 5 nonsupervisory
employees, and 3 others whose supervisory sta-
tus is unknown.® Disciplines ranged from pub-
lic apology (1 instance) to removal from the job
(7 instances, including at least one nonsupervi-’
sor). Other forms of discipline were admon-
ishment (2 instances), verbal reprimand (1
supervisor), letter of warning (1), 10-day sus-
pension (1 supervisor), downgrade and reas-
signment (1 supervisor). The form of discipline
n 7 cases is unknown.

"Hearings before the Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions, September 25, 1980. p.45. {

¢Compiled from data from hearings bef ‘r} the
Subecommittee on Investigations, Septernhér 25,

1980, p. 34, and 4 special report prepared for OPM,
Jated 8/25/80. r\/&)
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Survey of the
Literature °

Appendix G

Sexual harassment in the workplace has,
received a great deal of attention in recent
years. Conferences have been held, sourcebooks
and guidebooks for individuals, employee
groups, employers, civil rights and welfare
agencies, and women’s groups have been com-
piled, policy statements have been written,
legal guidelines have been issued, legislation
has been proposed—and an abundance of liter-
ature on the topic has been published.

Most of what has been written on sexual
harassment has focused on the problem as it
affects women. Generally, the literature “has
been of five types: theory and analysis, studies
and surveys, books and articles written for the
popular press, legal commentaries, and guides
for dealing with the problem. This section
reviews the theoretical and analytical writings
and the studies and surveys (see Appendix H
for a review of legal cases).

The usefulness of the theoretical and analyti-
cal literature in understanding sexual harass-
ment varies a great deal, depending on the
purpose of the piece and the frame of reference
of the writer. Some have approached the topic
from a feminist point of view, regarding harass-
ment exclusively as a women's issue; others
have viewed it more broadly as a topic for
seientific research.

Many writers, drawing primarily on case
studies of individual women, h e focused on

/ the victims of harassment: who the victims are,

how they respond to harassment, and how they
are affected. Other writers have sought a more
general understanding. In addition to looking
at victims, they have attempted to explain the
existence of harassment—and sometimes have
proposed solutions based on their théories. Most
believe that sexual harassment has litt'e to do
with sexuality. Although some view it in terms
of socialization, many maintain harassment is
" an expression of power and hostility. Theoriz-
ing on the causes frequently has led to specula-

3un-463_0 - 81 - 13

tion about the vulnerability of certain groups to
harassment. Women in low-status, low-paying
jobs, minority wot\en, and unmarried women
supporting families as well as themselves are
seen as most vulnerable to the exercise of
power by superiors since they stand to suffer
most when their jobs are threatened. Women in
traditionally male jobs are seen as frequent vie-
“tims because of male hostility to women enter-
ing their domain; at the same time, women in
traditionally female jobs (particularly clerical
and service workers) are expected to have high

" rates of harassment not only because their jobs
are of low status, but because women in these
jobs traditionally have been expected to serve
the needs of men. Finally, young, unmarried,
and relatively attractive women are thought to
be vulnerable socially.

Constance Backhouse and Leah Cohen (1978),!
in The Seeret Oppression: Sexual Harassment
of Working Women, assert that harassment is a
means by which men keep women subordinate
in the workplace; they propose a variety of
legal remedies and suggest steps individuals,
unions, and employers might take to deal with
the problem. Lin Farley (1978), in Serual
Shakedoun: The Sexual Harassment of Women
on the Job, traces harassment to the growth of
capitalism. Claiming that harassment is the
way capitalism and patriarchy have converged
to be mutually reinforcing of women’s inferior
position in the labor force, she places little faith
in legal remedies and advocates that women
organize to protect themselves.

Bularzik (1978) regards harassment as a
means of social control arising at the turn of the
century out of men’s hostility to women enter-
ing a domain once exclusively their own;
through harassment men control women's ac-
cess to certain jobs, limit their success and

iFor complete reference information, see the
Annotated Bibliography, Appendix .
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mobility, and thus compensate for powerless-
ness in their own lives.

Hooven and McDonald (1978) believe that
the eonditions of work under capitalism are a
factor in women’s vulnerability to harassment.
They see harassment in terms of the exploita-
tion of a powerless worker group within an
economic sy stem that requires that one grou
remain subordinate. Sexual harassment. they
argue, serves to keep women m thew place both
ax women and as workers: “uppity™ behasior
(e.g., refusing sexual demands) threatens the
svstem. They wonder whether it is possible to
eliminate the eonditions of work that lead to
sexual harassment—low-status, low-paving jobs
for women—without abolishing eapitalism
itself.

Silverman /( 1976-77) also explores the depen-
denee of women on men in power. She views
harassment as an exchange transaction akin
to prostitution whereby men grant economic
favors in return for sexual favors. She advo-
cates that women organize to conduet public
education campaigns focusing on sex sterco-
types and ways to change the work situation.

Several writers have seen harassment as an
inappropriate carryover of sex into the work-
place. The late Margaret Mead (i9,3) called
for a general taboo against sexuality at werk.
She believed that is the only way of ensuring
women equal treatment and opportunity at
work. Gutek and Naliamura (1980) consider
this is too drastic a measure. one that would
eliminate many benefits. Instead, they recom-
mend the development of workplace conditions
that would permit positive forms of sexuality
and eliminate negative forms. Jne necessary
condition, they believe. is *a elear understand-
g of sex roles and work roles and a commut-
ment to separate the two.” This is most easily
done, they believe, when approximately equal
numbers of males and females are employed m
the various job categories. because “jobs that
are exelusively one sex are likely to be hased on
and perpetuate sex role charaeteristies.” The
second condition is 4 commmitment on the part
of organizations and individuals to refrain from
using organizational resources (for example.
power to hire and fire) to further personal
interests,

A number of informal surveys and studies of
harassment have been eondueted. Some have
attempted to determine the extent of hariss-
ment. w hile others have studied groups alreads
identified as vietims. As with the theoretical
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. during their work careers

.offensive and that

wrltmgs, the usefulness of these studies in gain-
ing a clear picture of harassment varies con-
siderably. Many of the surveys have involved
self-selected (and often very small) samples.
Moreover. the surveys have varied in design,
seupe. time frame for reporting incidents {e.g..
past 2 vears vs. working hfetlme) and defini-
tion of harassment used. making u)mpm isons
of findings difficult.

The earliest of the surveys was conducted in
1975 by Working Women United. One hundred
fifty-five women who either attended a “Speak
Out” on sexual harassment or were members of
a civil service employees+union filled out a
questionnaire about their experiences. Harass-
ment was defined as “any repeated and un- .
wanted sexual comments, looks, suggestions or
physical contaet that you find objectionable or
auses you discomfort on
vour job.” Seven in every 16 wotnen reporied
having experienced such behavior at least once

,
The next year. Redbook (Safran. 1976)
brought the issue to nationa} attention when it
reported responses to a questionnaire printed
initsJar -ry 1976 issue. Nine thousgnd read-
ers retur ed the questionnaire, making it the
largest survey on the topic until the study
reported in this document. Noting that women
who felt strongly about harassment. probably
because they had experieneed it. were likelier
to return the questionnaire. Redbook reported
that approximately 9 out of every 10 women
responding had been harassed by male co-
workers or supervisors at some time during
their working lives. .
Kelber (1977) reported the results of a ques-
tionnaire survey of male and female profes-
sional and clerical employees of the United

_ Nations. Of the 875 responding. half of the

women and nearly # third of the men had expe-
ricnced sexual pressures or were aware that
-uch pressures existed in the organization.

New Responses. Ine. (1979) a ked 250-male
and feiale emplovees of three Federal Gov-
ernment agencies who were attendimg NRI
workshops at the invitation of the employing
ageneies to fill out a questionnaire about their
experiences, Of the 198 responding (U8% were
female) 4 out of 10 said they had encountered,
in thei. current or former jub, a situation in
which they bad been made to feel that their
“emiploy ment situation would suffer unless they
met sexual dcnmnds o tolerated umtmumg
sexual overtures.”
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The Impuact Jowrnal asked readers who were |

employed by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development to return a question-
naire on harassment printed in its May/June
1979 issue. The July/August 1979 issue (“Sex-
ual Harassment:Rampant at HUD,” 1979) then
related the responses of the 63 women who
reported having been “approached by an im-
mediate supervisor or subordinate and invited
to engage in sexuai activities.” The Jowrnal aid
not indicate the nu.iber recurning the question-
naire, but did report that 11% of the incidents
involved a woman bothering a female co-
worker. The publicity surrounding this survey
focused attention for the first time on harass-
ment in the Federal work force.

The Working Women’s Institute (1979) re-
ported on 92 women who had written the Insti-
tute that they had e»perienced sexual harass-
ment on the job and subsequently answered a
questionnaire on their experiences.

Of the four studics identified that used some
scientific methods of sample salection. two used
questionnaires tv gather information. one con-
ducted telephone interviews, and one conducted
personal interviews. Only one included both
men and women.

Carey's (1977) study involved personal inter-
views with 401 working women in San An-
tonio, Texas. Participan‘s were limited to
acquaintances of the interviewers, but a quota
sample was used to obtain a balanced represen-
tation of occupations. All 401 women reported
having experienced harassment at sometime
during their working lives.

Livingston (1979) sent questionnaires to all
980 female faculty and staff of a mid-sized state
university. Just over half of the 114 responding
(52%) reported having received “unwanted
sexual comments, looks, suggestions, or physi-
cal contact that they found objectionable or
offensive.”

In the study most similar to the one reported
in this document (Sangamon State University,
1979), questionnaires were sent to 4,859 female
employees of 51 Illinois state departments,
agencies, boards, and commissions (15% of the
population). Preliminary results indicated that
nearly 6 in every 10 of the 1,495 women re-
sponding (59%) had experienced, during the
past 2 years in their present place of employ-
ment, one or more types of harassment that
made them feel “humiliated or threatened.” '

In‘the one study that involved both men and

*women, Gutek, Nakamura, Gahart, Handschu-

macher, and Russell (1980) conducted telephone
interviews with 178 men and 221 women whose
telephone numbers had been selected at ran-
dom from the central and western Los Angeles
telephone books. Instead of defining harass- <
ment. the researchers asked respondents to
comment on five types of social-sexual behavior
that might be considered harassment: verbal
comments and remarks of a sexual nature per-
ceived to be positive; comments perceived to be
negative; nonverbal behatiors of a sexual na-
ture (e.g., leering. gesturing, touching or brush-
ing against); requests to socialize or date with
the ‘understanding that denial would hurt the
job situation and acceptance would help; and
requests for sexual activity with the same un-
derstanding. The most common experience was
positive verbal comments, with nearly half of
both men and women 46% and 47%, respec-
tively) reporting having had such experiepces
on their present job. Requests for sexual activ-
ity, the least common experience, were reported
by 6% of the men and 11% of the women.
Writers and researchers generally have ad-
dressed one or more aspects of harassment:
incidence; characteristies of victims, harassers,
and the workplace; responses of victims; and
consequences for victims. This review looks at
what has been written and reported on these
aspects. It is not intended to be an exhaustive
review of the literature; rather its purpose is to
identify and examine some of the issues sur-
reunding the problem of sexual harassment.

Problems of Deﬁnitibn

An immediately apparent problem in con-
sidering sexual harassment is the lack of a uni-
form definition of the term. Though somewhat
consistent. the definitions used by writers and
researchers have differed on some imporiant
points. Is harassment something thit can hap-
pen only to women (Farley, 1978)? To be re-
garded as harassment, must the behavior occur
more than once (Working Women United Insti-
tute, 1975)? Must 1t be deliberate? Can the
recipient merely find the hehavior objectiona-
ble and offensive. a source of discomfort (Work-
ing Women’s United Institute, 1975). or must it

fThe Office of Persunnel Management definition
says “repeated or deliberate.”
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involve a Jemand tied to negative job conse-
quences if denied (New Responses, 1979)—or to
positive consequences if granted? Must the ini-
tiator be in a position to affect the vietim’s
immediate job, job advaneement, or career —or
can subordinates and coworkers also be
harassers?

On one point, writers and researchers seem
to agree: sexual harassment is nonreciprocal
behavior and Joes not include.rnutually satis-
factory, no-job-related-strings-attached rela-
tionships in the office. Most also agree that
harassment can involve a wide range of verbal,
visual, and physical behaviors.

It appears that at some level of harassment
there is an element of subjectivity; whether a
particular experience is seen as innocuous and
tolerable, offensive, or threatening may depend
in part on the victim—and perhaps even on the
person exhibiting the behavior (see, e.g., Sa-
fran, 1976).

Gutek, Nakamura. and their associates (1980)
explored perceptions by asking respondents
whether they regarded each of five types of
behavior as harassment. Most thought that
requests to socialize and requests for sexual
activity, both with the understanding that de-
nial would hurt the job situation and compli-
ance would help, constituted harassment (85%
and 82%, respectively), but only 20% con-idered
positive sexual comiments to be harassment.
Except for requests for sex, men and women
differed on what thev thought harassment was.
For examnle, only one-third of the men (35%) ,
but two-. u> of the women (66%) thought
nonverbal behaviors such as leering, gesturing,
and touching constituted harassment.

incidence

For several reasons it is impossible to draw
2ny vu. the rust general conclusions about the
extent of haras-ment from the studies pre-
vinusly discussed.” Among other difficulties.
samples have bee1 small anl'or unscientifi-
cally selected, informaiion-gethering tech-
niques have vari. d, and aifferent definitions of
harassment have been used. ['urther, the ques-
tions about expe: fences with harassment tave
been nused in differcit ways, soine asked about
experiences over the working carecr, »or - fiave
specificd the present job or present place of
enploymert, and others have used & question
that was ambiguous as to time frame. It it
obvivus that rates of haras.ment over a work-
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ing career would be higher than rates mea-
sured over a finite period.

Among the studies that hay e had sume degree
of seientific control, the incidence rates among
working women over their working lifetimes
have ranged from 52% (Livingston, 1979; ques-
tionnaire survey) to 100% (Carey, 1977; per-
sonal interviews).

Some have speculated that harassment of
men, if it veeurs at all, is very infrequent, much
less common than among women. Since men
rarely have been studied as potential vietims,
there is very little evidence un this point. Gutek,
Nakamura, and their associates (1980) found
no significant differences between men and
women in reports of five types of social-sexual
behavior (alti,ouczh women did report more
incidents in each category, and a greater per-
centage of men had experienced only one type
of behavior). It should be be noted, however,
that the researchers questioned their findings
for males and speculated that while females
were reporting experiences that were both ego
enhaneing and harassin‘é. the males were re-
porting primarily ego-enhancing incidents. In
fact. elsewhere Gutek and Nakamura (1980)
assert that harassment of men is rare, affecting
pernaps 1% to 5% of men during their working
lives.

Other researchers also have attempted to
learn the extent of various types of harassing
behaviors. It appears that harassment (given
the right of the recipient ultimately to judge
what is harassing) manifests itself in a variety
of ways—from flattering or derogatory com-
ments, through nonverhal behavior in the form
of looks and gestures, touching, use of mate-
rials of a sexual nature, and pressure for dates
or sexual favors, to cttempted or actual rape or
assault. The harassing behavior may be pri-
marily an effor. to attract attent.on, or it may
have a quid pro quo element, The harasser may
threaten negative job consequences if denied or
promise rewzarus if accepted.

Again, it is difficult to asscos the incidence of
different forms of sext al harassment, heczuse
re earchers ha. e worled ¢esticrs differevtly,

«d varying definitions of sexua' aara.sment,
ar.d employed diffrrent time fLar s, At most
it can Le eoncluded that verbal harassnieut ana
the less-than-coereive furms of nonverbel ha-
<asoment, such as cornering, touching, pinch-
ing, are far more common than the more coer-
~ive forms, such as pressure for sexual favors
or attempted or actual rape or seaual assault.
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Characteristics of Vicgms

The typical victim of sexual harassment fre-
quently is deseribed as a young, unmarried,
and often attractive woman working in a low-
paying, low-status job. Women in traditionally
male o traditionally female jobs often are
viewed as most vulnerable, What little evi-
dence there is on vietim charaeteristies is
mixed.

Age. Some studies have found that female
vietims tend to be young—in their thirties or
vounger (Gutek and Nakamura, 1980; Safran,
1976, Working Women's Institute, 1979). In
faet. the onc study that analyzed ineidence of
harassment by demographic factors (Livings-
ton. 1979) found that ¢ marital status. current
job, agre, and total years of work expericnee,
only age was related to experience of harass-
ent (generaily, the younger the woman, the
more likely the experience). However, all stud-
ies have reported that women of all ages are
vietims of harassment.

Occupation, Socio-econsmic Status, In-
come, Edueation, Race, This cluster of scem-
mgly related demographie characteristics has
been examined to some extent by several
writers and researchers. Several studies have
deliberately invoived women in a range of
oceupations or at varying skill levels. but few
have compared incidence of harassment amoeng
these groups. Whiie the Working Women sur-
veys (Working Women's Institrice, 1979 Work-
ing Wemen United Institute, 14 75) grave some
evidence that vietims tend to be worging
low-stiius. traditionally feraale jobs (as wait
rsses, elerical workers). Carey (1977) found
that women in a wide range of jobs, ron:
unskilled to professional, had been harassed,
and Livingstor (1979) found no relationship
between current oceupation (technical, clerical,
supervisor, or professional) and experience of
harassment. No study has specifically exam-
ined the question of harassment of women
working in traditionally male occupations, but
Martn (1978). obsery ing male-female relation-
ships in the police department of a large city,
noted a great deal of harassment of women
police officers.

As to income, the Working Women's Institute
(1979) found, not surprisingly since most of the
92 vietims 1t surveved were working in un-
skilled or low-skilled jobs. that the income of
victims was low,

The New Responses survey (1979) reported
on race of vietims. Whites made up 49% of the

respondents, but accounted for 64% of the vie-
tims: likewise, blacks represented 48% of the
sample, and Hispanics, 2%, but accounted for
35% and 1% of the victims, respectively.

Marital Status. Evidence that unmarried
women are more vulacrable to harassment
than married women iz mixed. For instance,
mere than three-fourths of the 92 female vic-
tims in the Working Women'’s Institute curvey
(1979) were single, separated, divorced, or
wid wed—and cver half of them the sole sup-
port of their families and, or themselves. These
high figures undoubtedly are at feast partly
attributable to the self-selected auwure of the
saniple. In contrast, the majority of the vietims
in the Redbouic survey were married (Safran,
1976). and Livingsion (1979) found that ha-
1assment was not related to marital status,

Attractiveness. Attractiveness as a vietim's
characteristic has been examined in terms of
both physical appearance and personality. Pop-
ular opinion is that victims of harassment are
physically attractive, though many have des-
crived themselves as “fat and 40.” Gutek and
Nakamura examined this issue by asking re-
spondents to evaluate their physical attractive-
ness in general, compared with others at work.
and to the uppesite sex. In one study (Gutek ard
Naka:nura, 1980), people who rated thems "lves
as physically atiractive were more likely to
report demands that linked dating or s¢ to job
consequences than were people who deseribed
themselves as less attracti . In their second
study, 73% of the women who rated themselves
very attractive reported at teast one incident
i.nolving the five social-sextal behaviers stu-
died, comrpared with 33°, of the other female
respondents,

1 his same set of studies also asked respon-
dents to evaluate the pleasantness of their per-
sonalities. In both, wornen who deseribed their
personalities as attractive reported more of all
types of social-sexual behaviors. '

Years of Employment, Livingston (1979)
found no relationship between experience of
sexual harassment and this faetor.

In summary. there is some evidence that
female victims of harassment tend to be young, -
attractive, and working in low-status (and tra-
ditionally female) occupations, but the most
that safely can be said is that women of all ages
and skills, married and unmarried, working in”’
all occupations, have been victims of harass-
ment. The picture of male victims is far less
clear,

G-5

ERIC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




Characteristics of Harassers

Writers have also speculated about—and re-
searchers examined—characteristics of ha-
rassers, usually in terms of gender. age, and job
status, occasionally by marital status, attrac-
tiveness, and length of acquaintance with the
vietim. One study (Gutek, Nakamura, et al.,
1980) has attempted to examine harassers in
terms of victims to see if any patterns exist.

Gender. For some, the question of gender
has been simple: since they define sexual ha-
rassment as heterosexual behavior directed at
women, the harasser, by definition, is male.
The one controlled study that included both
men and women asked only about heterosexual
harassment. The Impact Journal survey (“Sex-
ual Harassment Rampant at HUD,” 1979)
noted that nearly 11% of the-incidents reported
by the 63 female victims had been initiated by
female coworkers. i

Age. Typically, male harassers have been
thought to be older than their female victims,
and some surveys have given evidence of this.
The Working Women's Institute (1979), for ex-
ample, reported that male harassers averaged
14 years older than their victims, and the vic-
tims identified in the Redbook survey (Safran.
1976) described their male harassers as “too
old” to be considered prospective partners.
Female victims in the study by Gutek. Naka-
mura, and their associates (1980) described
male harassers as “somewhat older” (modal age
group 40-49), while male victims described
their female harassers as relatively young.

Job Status. A narrow definition of sexual
harassment, that harassment involves behavior
exhibited by someone in a position to help or
hurt. the job, suggests that the harasser is a
supervisor or other superior.

Several surveys and studies have given evi-
dence that harassers are their victims’ bosses.
In the Working Women's Institute survey
(1979). for example. 79% of the harassers had
the power to fire or promote the victims. Sim-
ilarly. the typical harasser in the Impact Jour-
nal survey (“Sexual Harassment Rampant at
HUD,” 1979) was the victim’s immediate boss,
and 25% of the incidents were initiated by
superiors further up the hierarchy.

In the study by Gutek, Nakamura, and their
associates 11980). females reported more of
each of five types of social-sexual behavior
being initiated by their supervisors than did
males, The extent to which the five types of
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behavior were initiated by supervisors ranged
from 14% for males reporting positive com-
ments to 73% for women reporting requests for
sexual activity tied to job consequences.

Generally, the more involving and demanding
the behavior, the greater the percentage of
supervisor-initiated behavior.

Marital Status. Several surveys have found
that the male harasser is more likely tv be mar-
ried (Gutek and Nakamura, 1980; Safran, 1976;
Working Women'’s Institute, 1979).

However. as Gutek and Nakamura suggest,
the tendency of male perpetrators to be mar-
ried may simply refleet the higher number of
married men in the population.

Attraetiveness. In the study by Gutek, Naka-
mura, and their associates {1980), male victims
tended to describe their female harassers as
relatively attractive, while females tended to

-describe their male harassers as less attractive.

Victims in the Redbook survey (Safran, 1976)
frequently described their harassers as “too;
unattractive.”

Length of Aequaintanee. Cutek, Nakamu-
ra. and associates (1980) also examined harass-
ers in terms of length of acquaintance with the
victims. Generally, male victims had not known
their female harassers for a long time: there
was no trend for female victims.

In summary, findings indicate that male
harassers tend to be married, older than their
vietims, somewhat unattractive, and their vic-
tims’ supervisors. However. it is clear that
many harassers are unmarried, attractive. co-
workers or subordinates. Study of female ha-
rassers has been tco limited to make generali-
zations.

Effects of Harassment on Women

A number of writers and researchers have
described the effects of sexual harassment on
the victim’s emotional and physical health.
Although a few victims report feeling flattered
(see, e.g., Carey, 1977; Safran. 1976). most
report negative emotions including humili-
ation, isolation, guilt, and fear (see, e.g.. New
Responses, 1979; Safran, 1976; Working Wom-
en’s United Institute, 1975). Nearly all (96%) of
the 92 vietims surveyed by the Working Wom-
en’s Institute (1979) had suffered some kind of
emotional stress (nervousness, fear. anger, and
sleeplessness), and 63" ha+’ experienced physi-
cal symptoms in the forn, . .eadaches.nausea,
and weight change.




The latter survey. also confirmed an earlier
Institute finding (Working Women United In-
stitute. 1975) that harassment affects the vie-
tims~ work and their attitudes toward work:
83% of the victims said the experience had
interfered with their job performance. report-
ing that they had been distracted. spent time
looking for ways to avoid the harasser. anc lost
self-confidence and enthusiasm for work.

Responses to Harassment and
Effects of Responses

Women who experience sexual harassment
respond in a number of ways: by attempting to,
handle the problem themselves (by ignoring
the behavior. avoiding the harasser. or asking
the harasser to stop); by complaining through
channels; by transferring or quitting: and by
acquiescing. There is no clear picture of the
number who take the latter course: the Impact
Journal survey (“Sexual Harassment Rampant
at HUD.” 1979) reported that 30% of the 63
female victims surveved had cooperated. while
only 1% of the Federally employed women in
the New Responses survey (1979) reported hav-
ing givén in.

Most victims deal with the behavior by
attempting to avoid the harasser or telling him
to stop (see, e.g.. the New Responses survey).
Few. it appears. report the behavior or initiate
grievance procedures. giving various reasons
for failing to do so. For example. of the more
than 100 victims in the Working Women United
survey (1975). only 18%had complained through
established channels: those who had not cited
as reasons their beliefs that nothing would be
done. their complaint would be treated lightly.
they would be ridiculed or blamed. or there
would be negative consequences. In the New
Responses survey (1979) only 13% of the victims
had reported the incident (usually toa supervi-
sor or coworker) and only 4% had initiated a
formal grievance action.

Some women deal with harassment by re-
moving themselves from the situation alto-
gether. In Carey’s (1977) survey. for instance.
16% had left a job because of harassment; and
13% of the victims employed by the state of Illi-
nois (Sangamon State University. 1979) had
either quit or requested a transfer.

_The victims' fear of negative job consequences
if they refuse demands appears to be well
founded. Women report such cornsequences as
withheld promotions, poor performance evalua-

tions, and less desirable work (see. e.g.. New

Responses, 1979; “Sexual Harassment Rampant
at HUD.” 1979; Working Women United Insti-
tute, 1975). Not surprisingly. negative conse-
quences ace reported more frequently in sur-
vevs invc iving self-selected samples of women
who ma:r have been inclined to participate in
the survey because they had been strongly
affected by their experiences. Of the 92 victims
filling out the Working Women's Institute
questionnaire (1979). for instance. 66% reported
having been either fired or pressured into re-
signing. whereas only 6% of the Illinois State
emplovees (Sangamon State University. 1979)
had been involuntarily transferred or fired for
noncompliance.

Likewise. the victims' failure to complain
through established channels appears under-
standable. Few are satisfied with the disposi-
tion of the case (New Responses. 1979); many
report that no action was taken and that the
situation did not change or became worse (see
Carey. 1977: New Responses. 1979 Working
Women United Institute. 1975).

Workplace Characteristics

A number of writers have addressed the
issue of workplace characteristics as related to
the incidence and nature of harassment. with
many suggesting that harassment is most com-
mon among women working in traditionally
male jobs. Both Martin and Fein (1978) and
Gutek and Nakamura (1980) believe it likely
that harassment varies among different work-
places and have taken a broad approach to the
issue.

Terming the study of the social context in
which men and women interact at work “the
most important direction for research.” Martin
and Fein suggest that harassment might fruit-
fully be studied in terms of several workplace
factors: power. specifically the relationship be-
tween harassment and the degree of the super-
visors’ power to hire and fire as well as the
disparity of power between male supervisors
and female employees: contact and visibility
among employees. to see if opportunities for
contact between the sexes. for private encoun-
ters. and for isolated contact lead tq harass-
ment: the ratio between male and female
workers. to determine whether harassment has
a different character and is more likely where
males predominate: occupationai and organi-
zational norms that may predispose workers in
certain jobs to harassment or may attract cer-
tain kinds of workers who tend to be more tol-
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erant of harassment; ‘ob function, to examine
the telatlonshlp betwes¥harassment and _]Obb
requiring women o serve as surrogate wives
and mothers; oppurtunity structure, to see if
women whose skills are valued, unique, or such
that they are likely to find other positions, and
women able to leave the workplace altugether,
are less vulnerable to harassment, and also to
see if a tight job market increases vulnerabil-
itv: and availability of grievance procedures.

Gutek and Nakamura (1980) alsv have ad-
dressed most of these aspects of the workpiace.
They suggest that propinquity of workers,
pbwerlessness inthe immediate job or job mar-
Ket. employment in jobs that are traditionally
male or traditionally female, and work envi-
ronments in which attention is constantly called
'to seauality (e.g.. by joking and comments).
female workers are expected to wear skimpy
clothing, and a macho i image is encouraged in
men cr a helpless image in women are related
in some way to incidence and feelings of
harassme:t.

Examination of workplace factors has been
very limited, but a few researchers have stud-
ied several of the factors. directly or indirectly.
Findings related to incidence ainung women in
traditionally female or traditionally male jubs
were discussed earlier. Workplace atmosphere
has been examined in several ways. One is
through the descriptions of their workplaces
given by vietims. Carey (1977) has done the
most work in this area, asking 401 working
women, all victims of harassment, questions
that could reflect sexism and diserimination in
their workplaces. No clear pattern appeared in
the responses. For instance, 12% of the women
had been passed vver for a job in favor of a
male, and three-fourths of them thought it was
because of his being male—but 30% had been
passed over by a female, and most of them
thought it was because the woman was better
qualified. On the uther hand, 42% reported that
men had taken credit for work women had
done (but half that number said women had
done the same thing).

.

Another way of looking at workplace charad”
teristics is through attitudes shown toward
harassment in general and complaints of ha-
rassment. Harassment could be expeeted tv be
more common where incidents are treated
lightly and complaint procedures are ineffee-
tive, but there is little rescarch to go by, Vie-
tims in the Redbook survey (Safran, 1976) said
harassment frequently was treated as a juke in
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their offices, and, as noted earlier, complaints
frequently produce no action or result in nega-
tive consequences. But incidence among work-
places with variously effective complaint pro-
cedures has not been compared.

A third way of looking at the workplace is
through organizativnal policies governing ha-
rassment: Do organizations have theni? Are
workers aw are of them? How easy is it for peo-
ple who feel harassed to file a complaint? Again,
few studies have addressed these questions.
Lang (1978) is vne of the few researchers who
has repurted on the impact of company state-
ments on harassnient. Her sample was very.
small (only 20 women. one-fifth of those origi-
nally ashed to fill out her questionnaire). but
her conelusions were interesting. “The compan-
ies and workplaces of the 12 women victims did
not fur the mwst par ¢t have procedures for filing
coniplaints or guidelines tv discourage harass-
ment. Those that did fell under EEOC or had
initiated procedures and guidelines onlyv after
they had bheen sued for diserimination by an
employee.” Lang further reported that “w omen
who worked for companies that discouraged
harassment were the women who had the least
problem in dealing with it.” Carey (1977) re-
ported that the cumpanies of one-third of her
101 victims did nut have policies governing
sexual harassment (and another third of the
victims did not know whether their companies
had policies or not). As to the experiences of
victims w hen they dv eomplain through formal
channels, the negative consequences many en-
counter were deseribed earlier. In addition, the
complainant may be tuld not to take the inci-
dent seriously (Carey . 1977) or may find the
prucess time consuming (New Respotises, 1979),

Conclusion

A great deal has been written about seaual
harassment. The value of much of the litera-
ture rests primarily in providing a background
against which the topie can be studied. Little
scientifically controlled research has been un-
dertaken. and it is impussible to gain a clear
picture of the problem frum these few because
the study results often are not comparable,
Further. rescarch has only begun to address all
the aspects of the phenomenon.

What has been established is that seaual
harassment is & problem encountered by a sig-
nificant number of women. The most conymon
forms of harassment are comments and non-




verbal behaviors such as gesturing.and touch-
ing; far less common are instances of attempted
or actual rape or sexual assault. It is not un-
common for harassment to be in the form of
demands tied to negative job consequences if
re_jected or to positive consequences if accepted.
Vietims often are young and working in low-
" status occupations, but it is clear that women of
all ages, both married and unmarried and
working at all levels in a range of jobs, expe-
rierice harassment. Vietims respond in a va-
riety of ways, most often by ignoring the behav-
jor. attempting to avoid the harasser. and/or
asking the harasser to stop; some leave the
situation altogether by transferring or quit-
ting. Few victims report the incidents or file
formal complaints; those who do get little help
and sometimes suffer negative consequences as
a result. The experience frequently hus a nega-
tive emotional and physical effect on the victim
and may diminish job performance.
Little is known about the harassment of men
_or same-sex harassment. Nor is much known
about the way different factors in the work-
place influence the incidence and nature of
harassment.

A variety of explanations for harassment
have been advanced. Many theorists hold that
it is a manifestation of power having little to do
with sex. It also has been viewed as an example
of the typicat type of male-female interaction in
our society, whereby women exchange sexual
services for economic security. Another theory
is that harassment represents an inappropriate
blending of sex roles and work roles. A variety
of remedies also have been advanced—from
resocialization of workers to legal remedies
and penalties for harassers.

The study reported in this document pro-
vides a great deal of information helpful in
understanding the nature of harassment and
testing the theories. It is the largest statisti-
cally controlled study of the topic ever con-
ducted, the only one conducted on a nationwide
sample._ LMany issues are addressed and some
questions are answered. It will be the task of
researchers who follow to contirue interpreta-
tion of the data collected and pursue other
aspects of the problem, so that one day sexual
harassment in the workplace will be under-
stood—and eliminated.

\
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General Theory and Analysis

Association of American Colleges, Project on
the Status and Education of Women. Sexual
Harassment: A Hidden Issue. Washington,
D.C.(1818 R St., N.W.): Association of Ameri-
can Colleges, June 1978. (7 pages) ,

This report focuses on sexual harassment of
working women and female university stu-
dents. After discussing a definition of sexual
harassment and examining its extent in the
workplace and oncampuses, the report looks at
reasons women may be reluctant to complain,
formally or informally. Title VII of the 1964
Civil Rights Act and Title IX of the Eduecation
Arendments are discussed as remedies, and~
some other legal issues are noted. The report
concludes with a discussion of actions institu-
tions might take to deal with sexual ha-
rassment.

Backhouse, Constance, and Cohen, Leah. The
Secret Oppression: Sexual Harassment of
Working Women. Toronto: Macmillan of Can-
ada, 1978. (208 pages)

This book opens with a series of case studies
showing that women in all occupations are vie-
tims of sexual harassment.

Backhouse and Cohen argue that sexual ha-
rassment, like rape, is not so much an expression
of sex as of power. They present a history of
harassment and examine attitudes prevalent in
personnel management and unions toward
women and sex in the workplace. They also
examine the effectiveness of laws, including
civil tort procedures and suits under Title VII
of the Civil Rights Act. The book concludes
with chapters on personal solutions, action
plans for management and unions, and societal
solutions.

o

. Bularzik, Mary. Sexual Harassment at the
Workplace: Historical Notes. Radical Amer-
ica, July/August 1978, 12(4), pages 25-43.

Bularzik argues that sexual harassment is a
form of violence used, like rape and wife bat-
tering, as a mechanism of social control; specifi-
cally, harassment is a means of controlling
women’s access to certain jobs, of limiting
women’s job success and mobility, and of com-
pensating men for powerlessness in their own
lives. To support her argument, Bularzik ex-
amines the incidence of sexual harassment dur-
ing the late 19th and éarly 20th centuries, a
time when women entered the work force in
great numbers. Her central thesis is that sex-
ual harassment grew out of men’s hostility to
women enteringa domain they had previously
had to themselves. Bularzik also looks briefly
at union attitudes and actions.

/Evans, Laura J. Sexual Harassment: Women’s
Hidden Occupational Hazard. In Jane Rob-
erts Chapman and Margaret Gates (Eds.),
The Victimization of Women. Beverly Hills:
Sage Publications, 1978, pages 203-223.

The author traces myths about women’s feel-
ings toward male sexual aggression and exam-
ines them in light of the results of several
informal surveys of women. She argues that
sexual harassment plays on the basic contra-
diction posed for women: self as a sexual being
vs. self as a worker. In other parts of the essay,
she examines public policy toward sexual ha-
rassment, with particular focus on litigation
under Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.
She also discusses harassment of men as well as
homosexual harassment.

Farley, Lin. Sexual Shakedown: The Sexual
Harassment of Women on the Job. New York:
MecGraw-Hill, 1978. (228 pages).

Farley defines sexual harassment as “unsolic-
ited nonreciprocal male behavior that asserts a
woman’s sex role over her function as a
worker.” She traces its development to the
growth of capitalism and claims that sexual
harassment is the way capitalism and patri-
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archy converge to be mutually reinforcing of
women's status in the labor force. In this con-
text sexual harassment is a tool by which men
keep women in their place. The book is primar-
ily consciousness raising in approach; many
case histories documenting incidents are pre-
sented. Farley briefly describes legal remedies,
but notes that they are time consuming and
frequently do not work well. She discusses the
roles of employers and unions and concludes by
advocating that women organize in the work-
place, publicizing the issue through the press
and other media.

Gutek, Barbara A., and Nakamura, Charles Y.
Sexuality, Sex Roles and Work Behavior.
Draft, University of California at Los An-
geles, August 1980, (18 pages).

" These authors look at heterosexual harass-

ment of men and women as a range of behav-
iors on a continuum of sexuality in the work-
place. They present a typology of behaviors
categorized as those exhibited primarily to get
attention and those requiring compliance as a
condition of work and examine conditions un-
der which these behaviors are viewed by initia-
tors and recipients as harassment. They also
discuss possible negative consequences of sexu-

ally focused behavior on women and organiza-

tions, concluding with a discussion of why sex-
uality is a factor in the workplace and how
harassment might be minimized. The authors
draw on information gained from several of
their own studies as well as other published
literature to support their discussion.

Mead, Margaret. A Proposal: We Need Taboos
on Sex at Work. Redbook, April 1978, pages
31-33; 38.

The late Margaret Mead argued that “it isn't
more laws that we need now, but new taboos.”
She defined taboos as internalized prohibitions
against behavior which “is unthinkable and
which affirm what we hold raost precious in
our human relations.” While earlier taboos
governed relations between men and women in
the home, there are no comparable taboos gov-
erning relations between men and women on
the job. Mead claimed that we are in a period of
transition that requires the development of
“decent sex mores in the whole working world.”
Citing recent developments in coed dormitories,
she noted that an informal taboo had devel-
oped—-a prohibition agalpst serious dating
among those who live in the same dormitory.
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She saw this as a positive step toward develop-
ing the new taboo in the workplace: “You don’t
make passes at or \Ieep with the people you
work with.”

Silverman, Dierdre. Sexual Harassment:
Working Women'’s Dilemma. Quest: a femi-
nist quarterly, Winter 1976-77, 3(3), pages
15-24.

Silverman argues that sexual harassment is
a feminist issue because it is a widespread phe-
nomenon and an issue that ties together wom-
en’s experience as workers and as women in
this society. She presents prostitution as the
paradigm for all male-female relationships and
contends that sexual harassment is one form of
this finanecial/sexual transaction. Data from a
1975 survey are cited as statistical support for
the arguments. Silverman advocates workplace

organizing and public educatlon as means of
combating the problem

Somers, Patricia A., and Clementson-Mohr,
Judith. Sexual Extortion in the Workplace.
The Personnel Administrator, April 1979,

" pages 23-28.

This article presents a brief overview of the
topic of sexual harassment and cites statistics
indicating its extent among women workers.
The authors conclude with a discussion of the
costs of sexual harassment to vietims and
employers,

Studies and Surveys

Benson, Donna Joan, and Thomson, Gregg E.
Ser, Gender and Power: Sexual Harassment
on a University Campus. Working Draft,
University of California, 1979. (34 pages)

This study explored the sociology of sexual
harassment and its consequences in a univer-
sity setting. Questionnaires were sent to a ran-
dom sample of 400 female students in their
senior year; of the 269 who responded, 55

\reported having been sexually harassed by one

or more male instructors at the university, On
the basis of detailed reports of incidents from
50 respondents, the researchers identified two
forms of sexual harassment. In the milder
form, the unwanted attention came from an
instructor upon whom the victim was not heav-
ily dependent and whom she could avoid with-
out much cost to her psychologically. In the
severe form, attention came from an instruector




with whom there was a prior dependent rela-
tionship; in this case, the victim suffered in sev-
era) ways, including loss of self confidence in

- her profession and loss of trust of male instruc-
tors in general.

Carey, Sandra Harley. Sexual Politics in Busi-
_ ness. Unpublished paper, University of Texas
at San Antonio, 1977. (4 pages)

Carey sought to determine the presence, ex-
tent, and handling of sexual politics in the
workplace. Four hundred and one working wo-
men, all acquaintances of the interviewers, were
interviewed in their homes. A quota sample
vas used toobtain a balanced representation of
occupations: The study also asked about a var-
iety of attitudes toward and experiences in the
workplace, e.g., would the women prefer to
work for men or women, should women use
sexual attractiveness as a means to get-ahead.

Gutek, Barbara A., Nakumura, Charles Y.,
Gahart, Martin, Handschumacher, Inger,
and Russell, Dan. Sexuality and the Work-
place. Paper prepared for publication in
Basic and Applied Social Psychology, Octo-
ber 1980, 1(3). (25 pages) (Also, Gutek and
Nakamura, University of California at Los
Angeles, Paper presented at the annual con-
vention of the American Psychological Asso-
ciation, New York, September 1-5, 1979; 26
pages).

This study, conducted in 1978, explored the
incidence of and reaction to five basic social-
sexual behaviors in the workplace: comments
of a sexual nature perceived as positive; com-
ments perceived as negative; nonverbal behav-
iors such as leering, gesturing, or touching; and
requests for dates or for sexual activity with
the understanding that refusal would hurt and
compliance would help the job situation. Uni-
versity students conducted 30-minute telephone
interviews with 399 men and women 18 years
or older whose phone numbers had been chosen
via stratified systematic sampling from Los
Angeles phone books. Among the factors ana-
lyzed were age, attractiveness, length of
acquaintance with, and supervisory status of
harassers.

Hooven, Martha, and McDonald, Nancy. Un-
derstanding Sexual Harassment: The Role of
Capitalism. Aegis, November/December
1978, pages 31-35.

This article focuses on how conditions of
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work under capitalism are a factor in women’s
vulnerability to sexual harassment. Because of
women’s powerlessness in the workplace, the
authors argue, women learn to tolerate sexual
harassment to keep their jobs. They assert that
capitalism rests on the necessity of convincing
a large portion of the population that they are
inferior, hence creating internal acceptance of
oppression. They pose the question. Is wonien’s
inferior status in the workplace inherent to
capitalism, or, is it possible to alter that status
under capitalism?

Martin, Susan E. Sexual Politics in the Work-
place: The Interactional World of Police-
women. Symbolic Interaction, Spring 1978,
1(2), pages 44-60.

This article describes attitudes toward and
treatment of women officers by male cowork-
_ers and.administration in the Washington, D.C.,

police force. The author explores the-implica-«——-—

tions for women officers by concentrating on
the behaviors men exhibit that serve to keep

women aware of their staius and isolate them °

from the informal information-sharing net-
works vital to an officer’s ability to perform
jobs well and advance within the hierarchy.
She uses examples drawn from personal obser-
vations to illustrate her points

Martin, Susan E., and Fein, Sara Beck. Sexual
Harassment in the Workplace: A Problem
Whose Time Has Come. Paper prepared for
presentation at the annual meeting of the
Society for the Study of Social Problems,
September 2. 1978. (17 pages)

This paper’s goal is to‘establish sexual ha-
rassment as a legitimate area of study by soci-
ologists. Martin and Feinreview the literature,
suggest research topics, and explore methodo-
logical problems. They conclude that organiza-
tional studies designed to consider the sociai
context in which men and wornea interact is
the most important direction research can take.
They suggest that these studies examine such
variables as power relations, contact and vis-
ibility, ratio of male to female employees in the
work setting, occupational and/or organiza-
tional norms, job function, opportunity struc-
ture, and availability of grievance procedures.

Kelber, Mim. Sexual Harassment ... The UN'’s
Dirty Little Secret. Ms., November 1977.
pages b1. 74. ~
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Kelber reports on a questionnaire survey of
875 male and female employees in professional
. and general service jobs at the United Nations,
conducted by the Ad Hoc Group on Equal
Rights for, Women. Results are reported in
“terms of numbers who either had at some time
experienced sexual pressure while working at
that organization or were aware that such
pressure existed at the organization.

Lang, Cynthia G. The Sexual Harassment of
Working Women. Unpublished paper, 1978.
(14 pages)

This small, informal survey explored the
incidence of sexual harassment of women in the
labor force, the forms this harassment takes,
and the effects it has on the careers and per-
sonal lives of the recipients. One hundréd ques-
tionnaires were randomly distributed to women
workers in the Federal Government and pri-
vate industry; the replies of the 20 who re-

him, tolerating the behavior, objecting ver-
bally, or physically fightirg back).

New Responses, Inc. Report on Sexual Harass-
ment in Federal Employment (prepared by
Mary Ann Largen). Arlington, Va., (P.O.
Box 6114): New Responses, Ine., 1979. (6
pages)

This survey sought to determine the inci-
dence and impact of sexual harassment in
three Federal Government departments. Two
hundred fifty employees attending New Re-
sponses workshops at the invitation of the em-
ploying agency were asked to participate; 198
(98% female) complied. Results are reported
in terms of characteristics of victims and
consequences.

“Safran, Claire. What Men Do to Women on the

Job: A Shocking Look at Sexual Harassment.
Redbook, November 1976, pages 149, 217-223.

sponded formed the basisof thereport. By hav-
ing the women select stereotyped roles they
might feel pressured to conform to, Lang ex-
plored the possibility that women who feel
harassment would be more likely to be cast in
the roles of “sex object” or “iron maiden/libber”
by coworKkers. Evidence that women who
worked in companies that discouraged harass-
ment had the least problem dealing with such
behavior led her to conclude that the best way
to contain it is through effective management.

Livingston, Joy. Se.cual Harassment of Working
Women. Summary results, Unpublished mas-
ter’s thesis, University of Vermont, 1979.

This study was designed to explore incidence
of, attitudes toward, and strategies for dealing
with sexual harassment.

A questionnaire asking respondents toreact to

hypothetical situations involving four types of
behavior and four different status relationships
was mailed to the 980 female facalty and staff
of a mid-sized state university; 114 responded.
Analysis of free responses suggested a typology
for dealing with actual incidents: (1) ignoring
or (2) acting, by (a) dealing with the behavior
alone (the victims changing her behavior, avoid-
ing the harasser, or leaving the job}, (b) involv-
ing people other than herself and the man
(reporting the incident to authorities, pursuing
legal action, or publicizing the behavior), or (¢)
dealing directly with the harasser (distracting

\

In this self-selected survey, 9.000 women
returned a questionnaire published in the Jan-
uary 1976 Redbook. The majority of respon-
dents were married, young (twenties and early
thirties), in white collar jobs, and ecarning
$5,000 to $10,000 a year—but the range in age,

and occupation was great. This early survey

first brought the problem of sexual harassment
to national attention.

Sangamon State University, Center for Policy
Studies and Program Evaulation. Study of
Unwanted Sexual Attention Received by Fe-
male State Kwmployees. Preliminary Data.
Springficld, I1l.: Sangamon State Unversity,
1979.

The final report of this study involving fe-
male employees in 51 Illinoiz State depart-
ments, agencies, boards, and commissions is
currently being prepared. Questionnaires ask-
ing about experienees of harassment on the
current job were sent to 4,859 women (15% of
the population), who ranged in age from 18 to
70. The preliminary report. based on 1,495 re-
plies, gives information on incidence of various
forms of harassment, responses of consequences
to vietims.

Sexual Harassment Rampant at HUD. Impact
Jowrnal, July/August 1979, VII (11 & 12),
pages 1, 5,7.

The questionnaire used in this survey ap-

peared in the May, ' June 1979 issue of the Im-
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pact Journal, a bimonthly subseription news-
letter. Readers who also were employees of the
"U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment were asked to fill out the questionnaire
and return it. The article is based on the
responses of 63 women who indicated they had
been sexually harassed on their jobs at HUD;
no information is given on how many question-
naires were returned. This survey was instru-
mental in focusing attention on harassmert in
the Federal workplace. T

Working Women’s Institute. Responses of Fair

Employment Practices Agencies to Sexual
_ Harassment Complaints: A Report and Rec-
ommendations (Research Series, Report No.
2, prepared by Sherry Lederman and Peggy
Crull). New York (593 Park Avenue): Work-
ing Women's Institute, Fall 1978. (6 pages)

This report gives the results of a 1977 survey

—5f 540 state-and-lecal-eivil-rights enforcement ___

agencies throughout the country. The agencies
were asked about their practices and observa-
tions regarding sexual harassment complaints.
Of the 74 agencies responding, only 15 pro-
vided actual or estimated figures on the num-
ber of complaints received between 1974 and
February 1977; another 41 had received com-
plaints but were unable to provide statistics.
The report concludes with recommendations
for future action and procedures for such
agencies. ’

~ Working Women's Institute. The Impact of Sex-

ual Harassment on the Job: A Profile of the
Experiences of 92 Women (Research Series,
Report No. 3, prepared by Peggy Crull). New
York (593 Park Avenue): Working Women’s
Institute, Fall ‘1979. (8 pages)

This report describes the responses to a ques-
tionnaire survey of 92 women who had written
the Working Women'’s Institute that they had
experienced sexual harassment on the job. An
analysis of demographic characteristics is pro-
vided, and the women’s experiences are re-
ported in terms of the nature of the experience,
harasser characteristics, victim responses and
the effects of the responses, consequences, and
the impact on the victims economically, psycho-
logically, physically, and*their subsequent ef-
forts to obtain employment.

Working Women United Institute. Sexual Ha-
rassment on the Job: Results of Preliminary
Swrrey (compiled by Lorraine Hodgson). New

<0

York (593 Park Avenue). Working Women
United Institute, 1975. (2 pages) '

Respondents in this early survey were 155
women (aged 19 to 61) who either attended a
meeting on the topfé of sexual harassment
sponsored by Working Women United or were
members of a civil service employees union.
Vietims are described in terms of occupation,
responses, and consequences.

Mass Media Articles T

Berns, Walter. Terms of Endearment: Legislat-
ing Love. Harpers, October 1980, pages 14-
16; 18; 20.

Berns looks af. the EEQC Guidelines on sex-
ual harassment and court cases that have
arisen—or may arise—from litigation under
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act. He fears the
Guidelines may lead to further regulations and
argues that the Federal Government should not

be inivolved—in-regulating sexuality in the

workplace.

Cadden, Vivian. Romano v. Lehat. Rights, July
1980, pages 3-6.

Cadden describes the experiences of a female
clerk typist who filed suit against her male boss
on grounds of sexual harassment.

Etzcorn, Pamela. Dealing with Sexual Ha-
rassment. Women'’s Work, September/October
1979, (pages 11-14; 45) .

This article recapitulates the problems con-
fronting women who are harassed—women re-
main silent for fear of losing their jobs or ruin-
ing their reputations and employers remain
unsympathetic. Etzcorn advocates that women
not remain silent and notes that “the key to
exposing sexual harassment in the workplace
is the immediate reproach.” She concludes with
advice offered by the Washington, D.C., Rape
Crisis Center: document every act of harass-
ment; talk to friends and family about the
abuse; if people are-present during the harass-
ment, make sure they know it happened; check
with other women workers to ascertain if the
harasser has propositioned anyone else; meet
with eompany officials to alir}'eview the complaint.

Feld, Andrea. Office Politics: A Game of Strat-
egy. Today's Secretary, February 1979,
pages 7-10.

Feld offers advice to women who are trying
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° to play corporate games to get ahead. In the

section on sex diserimination and sexual ha-
rassment, she stresses that women should not
ignore harassment, that they should confront it

.directly. She recommends that if fired the vie-

tim use Title VII to regain the position or to
collect back pay. For pursuing a legal suit. she
advocates that the victim doecument her case
thoroughly.

~ Friedman, Karen. AFSCME Targets Fight

“"Against Sexual Harassment. Public Em-
ployee, August 1980, page 10.

This article describes the involvement of
AFSCME, a union for state. county, and munic-
ipal workers, in activities related to sexual
harassment, including assertiveness training
for members and development of a booklet
detailing what umons can do to deal with the
problem.

Lindsey, Karen. Sexual Harassment on the

This artiele opens with a series of case hisw-
ries that show women in all job categories
experience sexual harassment. The work of the
Alliance Against Sexual Coercion and the
Working Women’s Institute is reviewed, and
comentary is provided on recently published
literature.

Pogrebin, Letty Cottin. Sex Harassment: The
Working Woman. Ladies Home Journal,
June 1977, page 24.

Pogrebin likens sexual harassment to rape in
that both are “unwanted violations of a wom-
an's sexuality, personal privacy and hun.an dig-
nity.” She suggests that a lack of penalties for
employers and supervisors is one indication of
societal attitudes toward the behavior and notes
that employers tend to treat the behavior as
trivial.

Rivers, Caryl. Sexual Harassment: The Execu-
tive’s Alternative to Rape. Mother Jones, June
1978, 3(5), pages 21-22; 24; 28-29.

Rivers discusses the situation women find
themselves up against: management that ig-
nores the problem, pressures on women to
remain silent, and inferences that a woman is
more expendable to the company than the
harasser. She notes that women who quit jobs
to escape harassing situations may have diffi-
culty convineing state employment agencies of
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their eligiblity for unemployment benefits. She
argues that if women complained in greater
numbers, it would be easier to convince man-
agement that sexual harassment is a serious
problem.

Sexual Harassment Lands Companies in Court.
Business Week, October 1, 1979, pages
120-122.

This article focuses on the findings in the
Heelan v. Johns-Manville case, wherein the
defendent settled out of court with the défend-
ent for $100,000. Despite the Heelan decision,
the author maintains that sexual harassment
cases are difficult to win because the vietim
must prove she was coerced, that she resisted,
that her refusal had a negative impact on her
job, and that no members of the opposite sex

were coerced.

Shank, Kathy. Sexual Harassment: In the
Classroom ... On the Job. Sister Courage,

“May 1978, pagesS 9.

This is a two-part article. “In the Classroom”
reviews the case of a single mother who was
approached by her professor. When she refused
his sexual advances, he became verbally abu-
sive; when she took a required course with that
professor, she failed; when she applied to law
school, he supplied an unsolicited and unfavor-
able recommendation. “On the Job” is an inter-
view with four female factory workers who
were harassed by a male supervisor and filed a
grievance with the union. Though the union
asked the suvervisor to apologize, no other
action was taken against him. The women
found the procedure humiliating and frighten-
ing, but hope their experience will encourage
other women to file grievances.

Skrocki, Merrill Rogers. Right Now: Sexual
Pressure on the Job. McCalls, March 1978,
page 43.

This article reviews the services offered by
the Alliance Against Sexual Coercion and the
Working Women’'s Institute—
counseling and advocacy. Both WW1and AASC
recommend that women keep written docu-
mentation of harassment in case they decide to
file suit.

Sullivan, Allanna M. Women Say No to Sexual

Harassment. Coal Age, August 1979, pages
74-81.

Fa N
AU




The author examines the experiences of and
the remedies available to women coal miners
who are sexually harassed on the job. The
material corroborates findings on women in
other job categories, but especially in those
viewed as nontraditional job eategories: women
face open hostility in the form of both verbal
and physical abuse. Women find that neither
the coal companies. the unions, nor their male
coworkers offer support, and that vietims are

_ discouraged from filing formal complaints.
Tillar, Darreli Long. Sexual Harassment in

Employment: The Double Bind. Forwm, May

1979, pages 4-5, 12.

This article gives a general discussion of
harassment, then examines legal issues.

Tillar, Darrel Long. Sexual Harassment: New
Rules to the Game. Forwm, July 1980, pages
17-19.

Tillar discusses two recent breakthroughs in

theareaof sexual-arassment:-the-Y;S-Court—— —-=ms- -

of Appeals ruling in the Miller v."Bank of
America case that an employer is liable for the
sexually harassing behavior of its supervisors;
.and the EEQC Guidelines. She also suggests
actions employers might take to prevent
harassment. ]

White, Shelby. The Office Pass. Across the

Board, April 1977, pages 17-20.

White takes the position that the real issue
behind sexual harassrent is power. While she
acknowledges that most of the time it is men
who hold the power to hire and fire. and there-
fore are ina position to coerce women sexually,
she concludes that the tables could be turaed.
She believes that a fixed definition of sexual
harassment is inadvisable because what one
woman may construe as a compliment, another
might consider an advance. White reviews the
Title VII case law to examine the remedies
available to women and concludes that no firm
precedents have yet been set. She notes that
women attempting to collect unemployment
compensation after quitting a job on the
grounds of sexual harrassment are unlikely to
be awarded compensation in most states.

Legal Commentaries

General Commentaries

Faucher, Mary D., and McCulloch, Kenneth J.
Sexual Harassment in the Workplace—W hat

Should the Employer Do? EE'O Today,
Spring 1978, 5(1) pages 38-46.

This article provides advice to employers
who seek to avoid corporate liability due to
claims of sexual harassment. The authors note
that current interpretation of Title VII action-
ability is narrow in cases of sexual harassment,
but caution that it is only a matter of time
before that interpretation broadens, as it has in
other areas covered by Title V1L They advise
employers to design personael policies and pro-
cedures to proteet themselves in this erentual-
ity. The elements of such a preventive program
include: developing a clear policy and set of
procedures and making them known to em-
ployees; providing workable proeedural mech-
anisms: ensuring rapid warning to offending
supervisors; allowing complainants to remain
anonymous; and having a plan of action for
dealing with offenders (i.e., a warning for a
first offense, demotion or dismissal for a second
offense).

rm e it A ——— [ —

Ginsberg. Gilbert J., and Koreski. Jane Gallo-
way. Sexual Advances by an Employvee’s
Supervisor: A Sex Discrimination Violation
of Title VII? Employee Relations Law Jowr-
nal. Summer 1977. 3(1), pages 83-93.

This commentary examines the decisions in
the Corne. Miller, Barnes, Tomkins, and Wil-
liams cases and argues that sexual harassment
is actionable under Title VII when a supervisor
is an upper level official and therefore part of
the management hierarchy. The authors also
argue that sexual harassmgnt creates an artifi-
cial barrier to employment and therefure poses
a violation to employee rights. They contend’
that while an employee should exhaust all in-
house mechanisms, these mechanisms must be
known to the employees. They also contend that
an employee need not be required to prove the
employer approved or condoned the behavior.

Goldberg, Alan. Sexual Harassment and Title
VII: The Foundation for the Elimination of
Sexual Cooperation as an Employment Con-
dition. Michiyan Law Rericwe, May 1978,
76(6), pages 1007-1035.

This article provides an analysis of the state
of the law. Beginmng with a history of Title
V11, Goldberg notes the 1972 amendment that -
extended Title VII coverage to Fedeiral em-
ployees and establishes that sex need be unly
one factor in a sex diserimination case. In his
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examination of case law on sexual harassment
Goldberg defines w hat he sees as the three een-
tral legal questions: whether sexual harass-
ment is a basis for a charge of sex diserimina-
tion. whether a plaintif® must estabiish that the
behavior is a reflection of empluyer puliey or
practice, and whether a supervisor can be
viewed as an agent of the employer.

Goodman, Jill Laurie. Women's Work. Seaual
Demands vn the Job. The Ciod Libertics
Boeicer, March, April 1978, 4(6), pages 53-58.

Goodman examines the two theories con-
nected to the phrase “condition of employment.”
She believes the eourts have established that
sex as a requirement of holding a job is a viola-
tion of Title VII. However, the argument that
an employee has a Fight to work in an environ-
ment free from emotional and physical harm is
not vet aceepted for sexual harassment eases.
although there are amyle precedents for this
interpretation in racial diserimination litiga
tion. Goudman argues that sexual harassment

is aproduct of a histors thit has TeftWoitienin®

a position of economie inferiority and that sex-
ual coercion is an outgrowth of the social his-
tory and reinforees stereoty pes of women. She
calls for women to vrganize to make legal and
other remedies work.

MacKinnun Catharine A. Scrnal Harassmont
of Working Womean: A Casc of Sca Diserimi-
nation. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University
Press, 1979. (312 pages).

MacKinnon contends that sexual harassment
of women in the workplace is sex diserimina-
tion in employment because it undermines
women'’s potential for sucial equality in two
intercunneeted way s. by using her employment
position to cuerce her sexually. while using her
sexual position te everce her economicilly. The
author advances a legal theory allow ing the use
of the Equal Protection Clause of the 1ith
Amendment and Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 to establish sex discrimination in
caves of sexual harassment. She offers two
legal perspectives from w hich to use these two
statutes: sex differences and sex incequality.
Under the differences approach, seaual harass-
ment is sex discrimination because it differen-
tially injures one gender group in employment.
Under the inequalities approach. sexual harass-
ment is sex discrimination because it 1> seen to
disadvantage women as a group within a cun-
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text in which women's sexuality and economice
survival have been structured to women's det-
riment. MaeKinnon prefers the inequalities
perspective because it “implieitly centers upon
the analysis that diserimination cunsists in the
sy stematic disadvantagement of social groups.”
She focuses on the tw o arguments used to disal-
low sexual harassment as a violation of Title
VII: that it is personal, an expression of indi-
vidual urge. and therefere not gender based.
and that sexual interaction between men and
woumen is a biological reality and therefore
natural and inevitabie whenever men and
women come together. She claims that both
arguments serve to trivialize the experience of
women. -
Nardino. Marie. Diserimination: Sex—Title
VII—Cause of Aetion. Scton Hall Law Review
1978. 9(1). pages 108-129. '

Nardine focuses on the significance of the
Tondins appellate court reversal and the logic
uf that cuurt in establishing seaual harassmient

“as actionable under Title VII. T

Rhodin, Naney K. Comment: Employment
Diserimination —Sexual Harassment and Ti-
tle VIi—TFemale Employees’ Claim Alleging
Verbal and Physical Advances by a Male
Supervisor Dismissed as Nonactionable—
Corne v, Bauseh & Lomd, Ine. New York Uni-
vorsily Law Review, April 1976, 51, pages
148-165.

The central argument in this commentary is
that conduet that perpetuates seaual stereo-
3 pes in the workpliaee should be deemed an
impermissible cundition of employment. Rhodin
cites judicial precedent t, support, this cunten-
tion. In duing so. she raises the question of the
interpretation of the phrase “condition of e -
ployment,” which she takes to mean an envi-
ronment harmful to employees. Rhodin believes
courts must recognize that women have been
treated as inferiors historically and that any
behaviors that evoke memories of past subor-
dination are grounds for Title VII action. She
notes that employers are responsible for actions
of supervisurs, whether or not a company puliey
eaists, and believes the questivn of whether or
not benefit acerued to the company as a result
uf the diserimination is irrelevant.

Seymour, William C. Sexual Harassment.
Finding a Cause of Activn Under Title VI,

-
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‘Labor Law Jowrnal, March 1979, pages
139-1156. _

_Seymour develops an argument in favor of
sexual harassment being actionable under Title
VII by first establishing the incidence, as re-
ported in two Surveys. In the sécond section of
the article, he notes that not all states have
antidiscrimination laws and plaintiffs may
have to resort to “intentional tort” laws (assault
and battery, inteational infliction of emotional
distress). He then compares the advantages of
Title VII suits with those of intentional tort
remedies. In tort suits, plaintiffs can file only
against individuals; there are no protections
against employer retaliation, but the plaintiff
can win punitive damages. Title VII provides
only for damages due to injuries, but offers
stringent protections against employer retalia-
tion: In the third section of the article Seymour
offers three essential elements of a pitina facie
case of sex discrimination: that the plaintiff be
a mémber of a protected class, that she be qual-
ified for the job or promotion, and that the
employer continued to search for a candidate
afier denying the plaintiff. In his conclusion
Seymour offers guidelines for gorporations to
+ *avoid ‘liability. under Title VII: establish an
unequivocal policy against sexual harassment;
conduct- reviews of supervisory personnel deci-
sions; establish whether the injured employee
notified higher managemefit: and take action
when a gotpplaint is lodged.

Weisel, Rerri. Title VII: Legal Protection
Against Sexual Harassment. Washington
» Law Reriew, Y977, 53, pages 123-144.

Waisel examines the precept of Title Vil—to
remove artificial. arbitrary, and unnecessary
barrters to employment “on the basis of rice,
sex, religion and national origin”—in light of
five court decisions on sexual harassment. She
concludes that these decisions depart from the
traditionally expartsive definition of discrimi-
nation. She examines the arguments used by
the courts to dismiss claims: that sexual ha-
rassment 1s not gender-based, but due to per-

-sonal urges; that supervisors cannot be treated
as hgents of the employer: and that allowing
sexual harassment to be actionable would open
up a ‘ficodgate” of itigation. Citing precedents
established in other types of discrimination
cases, Weisel dismisses all these arguments,

~ suggesting that the “floodgate” theory is a

cammon fear with any emerging law and not a

\thargumenj[against using Title VII in sex-

ual harassment cases. )

B

_ Summary of Legal Case Law

» .
Cornelius, Susan, under the direction of Stew-
art B. Oneglia, Director, Task. Force on Sex
Discrimination, U.S. Department of Justice.
“Review of Recent.Legal Cases on Sexual
Harassment.” unpublished manuscript.
March 1981.} )

The case law surrounding sexual harassment
is relatively new and in some areas yet undeve-
loped or unresolver. The { irst cases that were
brought alleging that sexual harassment wasa
violation of Title VII of the'Civil Rights Act of
1964 were lost. See, Corne and Devane v.
Bausch and Lomb, 390 F. Supp. 161 (D. Ariz.
1975) vacated and remanded without opinion,
562 F.2d 55 (9th Cir. 1977). Miller v. Bank of
America, 418 F. Supp. 233 (N.D. Cal. 1976):
rev. 600 F. 2d 211 (9th Cir. 1979). Barnes v.
Costle. 561 F.2d 983 (1977) reversing and re-
manding Barnes v. Train. 13 F.E.P. Cases 123
(D.D.C. No. 1828-73, August 9, 1974). -

Only in the last few years have courts con-
strued Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
to encompass sexual harassment as disparate
treatment on the basis of sex when it operates
as a term or condition of employment for a
woman. Barnes v. Costle, Id. Williams v. Bell, -
587 F.2d 1240 (D.C. 1978), reversing and
remanding Williams v. Saxrbe, 413 F. Supp. 654
(D.D.C. 1976) on remand Williams v. Civiletti
487 F. Supp. 1387(D.D.C. 1980). Bundyv. Jack-
son. D.C. Civil Action No. 77-1359 (D.C. Cir..
Jan. 12, 1981). Tomkins v. Public Service Elec-
tric and Gas Co.. 568 F.2d 1044 (3rd Cir. 1977)
reversing and remanding 422 F. Supp. 553
(D.N.J.. 1976). Garber v. Saxon Business Pro-
ducts. Inc., 552 F.2d 1032 (4th Cir. 1977),
reversing and remanding 14 E.P.D. 7586
(E.D.VA. C.A. No.: 75778-A, March 18, 1976).

In Barnes the United States Court of Appeals
rejected the conclusion of the District Court
that appellant “was discriminated against, not
because she was a woman, but because she
refused to engage in a sexual affair with her
supervisor.” Barnes, supra at 990. In reversing
the District Court the U.S. Court of Appeals

» determined that ... But for her womanhood,

from ought that appears, her participation in
sexual activity would never have been soli-
cited. . . . (S)he became the target of her super-
jor’s sexual desires because she was a woman,

_ 'This represents the yiews of the author who is
solely responsible for its contents.
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and was asked to bow to his demands as the
price for holding her job.. . .(N)o male employee
was susceptible to such an approach from
appellant’s supervisor.” Id. In its opinion the
Court reaffirmed “that the statutory embargo
on sex discrimination in employment is not
confined to differentials founded wholly upun
an employee’s gender. On the contrary, it is
enough that gender is a factor contributing to
the_ discrimination in a substantial way.” Id.
See, also Sprogis v. United Airlines, Inc., 444
F.2d 1194 (7th Cir.). cert. denied, 404 U.S. 991
(1971). Also, Barnes, supra, (notes 57-66).

It is clear that a relationship between the
sexual harassment and the employment must
be established to prove a Title VII case. The
provision of Title VII that applies to the Fed-
eral Government as an employer provides:

All personnel actions affecting employees ... in
{Federal) executive agencies . .. shall be made
free from any discrimination based on ... sex.
42 U.S.C. 2000¢-16.

The Court in Barnes construed this language,
which differs from the nondiscrimination lan-
guage applicable to private employers, to im-
pose the same legal burden on both Federal
and private employers. Barnes, supra at 988.
The provision of Title VII which applies to pri-
vate employers states that:

(i)t shall be an unlawful employment practice
for an employer:

(1) to fail or refuse to hire or to discharge any
individual with respect to his compensation.
terms, conditions, or privileges of employment.
because of such individual's ..., sex ... or(2) o
limit, segregate, or classify his employees or
applicant for employment in any way which
would deprive or tend to deprive any individual
of employment opportunities or otherwise ad-
versely affect his status as an employee, because
of such individual's ... sex ....

42 U.S.C. 2000e2(a)

Until the'recent U.S. Court of Appeals deci-
sion in Bundy, no court had construed the

phrase “terms, conditions, or privileges of em--

ployment” to extend to non-tangible injury to
the victim. Courts. in finding a violation of Title
VII, in cases which preceded Bundy, identified
specific tangible losses or adverse personnel
actions taken. In Barues, the victim, after refus-
ing a sexual relationship with her supervisor,
was stripped of her job duties and subsequently
her job abolished in retaliation. In Williams
the victim was subjected to retaliation for refus-
ing sexual advaneces. She received reprimands,
was denied information necessary to perform
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her job and ultimately discharged. In Tomkins
after being subjected not only to sexual ad-
vances by her supervisor but actual physical
restraint, the victim immediately transferred
out of her office into a lower position. Following
her transfer she continued to be subjected to
adverse actions including unsatisfactory work
evaluations, disciplinary layoffs, and ultimately
she was fired. In Garber, the victim, a scere-
tary, alleged she was denied a promised raise
and subsequently fired for refusing to engage
in a sexual relationship with her immediate
supervisor.

In each of these cases a tangible employment.
loss was associated with the refusal of the
female employee to engage in a sexual relation-
ship with a male supervisor. In a pre-Bundy
case, Heelan v. Johns-dManrille Corp.. 451 F.
Supp. 1382 (1978) the court held that frequent
sexual advances of a supervisor do not form the
basis of a Title VII violation. It was the termi-
nation of plaintiff's employment that established
a Title VII violation thereby making the accep-
tance of the supervisor’s sexual advances a
condition of continued employment. Id. at pg.

" 1389 (Note #5).

In light of these cases. the very recent Bundy
case is a landmark decision in sexual harass-
ment cases though Bundy is clearly based in
part on Title VII case law. The U.S. Court of
Appeals in Bundy reversed the District Court
which had included in its opinion an express
finding that “the making of improper sexual
advances to female employees (was) standard
operating procedure, a fact of life, a normal
condition of employment.” and does not violate
Title VII *with respect to . . . terms. conditions,
or privileges of employment.” The issue pre-
sented in Bundy was whether the nature of the
sexual harassment alleged amounted to a term
or condition of employment. The Court held
that to prove a ease of sexua) harassment under
Title VII it is not necessary to establish a spe-
¢ific denial or loss of a tangible employment

_benefit. The Court analogized to other “work

environment” cases and reasoned that “condi-
tions of employment” include the “psychologi-
cal and emotional work environment.” Id. at 13.

What is interesting about Bundy is that the
facts support plaintiff’s alleg;'itiuns that several
supervisors in her ageney ‘illegally acted to
block or delay a promotion to which she was
entitled. Though the evidence suggests the
Court could have ruled for Bundy based on
these facts, it extended the Burnes holding to
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circumnstances where no tangible employment
benefit s lost. . '
Perhaps the major issue in cases alleging
sexual harassment as a violation of Title VII
has been the question of the liubility of the
employer for the econduct of the supervisor and
the coworkers. The key to this question may be
the distinction between the retaliatory, adverse
personnel action and the sexual harassment
itself. Where the supervisor is authorized to
fire an employee o: take or recommend other
adverse personnel action, and does so for an
improper motive, the act is within the scope of
the supervisor's employment and should be
attributed to the employer. The unsolicited
sexual advances themselves, however, have
been, in some cases, considered a frolic of the

supervisor for which the employer is not liable.-

Cases have turned on whether requiring em-
ployees to submit to sexual harassment was a
policy of the employer (Corne v. Bausch and
Lomb, Inc., 390 F. Supp. 161 (D Ariz. 1975),
vacated and remanded without opinion, 562 F.
2nd 55(9th Cir., 1977); or whether the employer
acquiesced in the conduct (Garber v. Saxon
Business Products, 552 F. 2d 1032 (4th Cir.,
1977) reversing and remanding 14 E.P.D. 7586
(E.D_Va.C.A. No. 75778-A, March 18, 1976),on
whether the employer -knew or should have
known of the conduct (Tomkins, supra); EEOC
v. Murphy Motor Freight Lines, Inc., 488 F.
Supp. 381 (D.C. Minn. 1980); and on whether
the employer had a policy against such conduct

-and a remedial process which plaintiff failed to
pursue (Millerv. Bank of America, 418 F. Supp
. 233 (N.D-Cal., 1976), reversed and remaunded,
600 F.2d 211 (9th Cir., 1979).

In one of the most recently decided cases,
however, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, in
reversing Miller, supra, did apply the principle
of respondeat superior, where the adverse per-
sonnel action was within the scope of the super-
jor's employment:

We conclude that respondeat superior does
apply here, where the action complained of was
that of a supervisor, authorizéd to hire. fire,
discipline or promote, or at least to participate
in or recommend such actions, even though
what the supervisor is sair to have done violates
company policy.

Miller v. Bank of America, 600 F.2d 211, 213
(9th Cir., 1979).

The court also held that the plaintiff was not
required to exhaust remedies available through
the company before filing a Title VII com-
plaint, It pointed out that the Federal law

n
includes a time limit (180 days) on filing the
complaint with the EEOC and on notice by the
EEOC to the respondent (10 days), and that the
employer could avoid litigation by informal
conciliation after receiving notice of the com-
plaint.

The recently promulgated Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) guide-
lines impose strict liability upon employers for
the acts of their agents or supervisors regard-
less of the knowledge of the employer. Section
1604.11(c).

With respect to coworkers or “others” over
which the employer may exercise some degree
of control, the guidelines impose a less strict
standard of liability which is limited to cir-
cumstances “where the employer, its agents or
supervisory employees know or should have
known of the conduct.” Sections 1604.11(d) and
(e). In the only case dealing in detail with the
issue, a woman engineer at Western Electric
was subjected to sexual harassment by co-
workers. The court held “top-to-bottom” sex
discrimination existed at Western Electric.
Kyriazi v. Western Electric, 461 F. Supp 894
(D.C.N.J., 1978). The district court found the
coworkers liable for conspiracy to deprive plain-
tiff of her civil rights under 42 U.S.C. 1985 (3).
but this part of the decision was vacated based
on a recently decided Supreme Court deciston.
Kyriazi v, Western Electric, 473 F. Supp. 786
(D.C.N.J., 1979); Great American Federal Sav-
ings and Loan v. Novotny, 442 U.S. 366 (1979).

Though the EEOC guidelines are afforded
some weight by the courts and in fact have
been relied on in part in Bundy, they do not
overrule inconsjstent case law nor are they
necessarily binding on any court.

It is plausible that a reading of the new
EEOQC guidelines might lead to this conclusion,
but the Court in Bundy did not rely on the
EEOQC’s guidelines in extending Bundy (a
literal reading-of the EEOC guidelines sug-
gests that denial of a tangible employment
benefit is not necessary to prove a Title VII
violation, that an employer’s actions or that of
its agent, which results in a discriminatory
work environment, is sufficient.) The Bundy
Court looked to numerous cases that found
Title VII violations where employers “created
or condoned a substantially discriminatory
environment, regardless of whether ... any
tangible job benefits (were lost) as a result of
the diserimination,” Bundy, at 13-17. The Court
concluded that if Barnes was not extended, an
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employer could sexually harass an employee
with impunity by stopping just short of any job
action.

A final issue addressed in Bundy is the
burden of proof standard which should be ap-
plied in sexual harassment cases under Title
VII. The Court of Appeals incorporated the
requirements as set out in a Title VII case modi-
fied for Bundy. MeDonnell Douglas Corp, v.
Green; 411 U.S. 792 802, 805 (1973). The
MeDonnell formula was adjusted to Bundy's
claim as follows:

To establish a prima facie case of illegal denial
of promotion in retaliation against the plain-
tiff's refusal of sexual advances by her super-
visors, the plaintiff must show (1) that she wasa ¢
vietim of a pattern or practice of sexual harass-§
ment attributable to her employer (Bundy has.
of course, already shown this); and (2) that she
applied for and was denied a promotion for
which she was technieally eligible and of w hich
she had a reasonable expectation. If the prima
facie case is made out. the employer then must
bear the burden of showing. by clear and con-
vineing evidence. that he had legitimate non-
discriminatory reasons for denying the claim-
ant the promotion. As in McDonncll. if the
employer successfully rebuts the prima facie
case, the claimant should still have the oppor-
tunity to prove that the employer's purported
reasons \were mere pretexts.

Case law in the area of sexual harassment is
still developing. At this point it is firmliy estab-
lished that Title VII covers sexual harassment
as a form of sex diserimination when made a
condition of employment, though what consti-
tutes a condition or term of employment is still
being construed. Employer liability for dis-
criminatory acts of its supervisors is generally
established, though there is almosi no case law
on coworker harassment, and none on “others.”
To date, no court has held a supervisor or
coworker individually liable for sexual harass-
ment. In Kyriazi, supra where coworker ha-
rassment'was part of the initial cemplaint, the
embloyer was held liable because they knew of
their employee’s activities. See also EEOC v.
Murphy Motor Freight Lines, Inc., 488 F. Supp.
381 (D.C. Minn., 1980) (race discrimination
under Title VII).

Miscellaneous Reports

City of Albuguerque, Human Rignts Depart-
ment. Overview of Sexual Harassment in
Employment: Preliminary Report (prepared
by Frank Miranda and Joyce Rodarte).
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Albuguerque (Plaza del Sol Building, Suite
703. 600 Second Street, N.W.): City of Albu-
querque Human Rights Department, August
1979. (32 pages plus attachments)

This overview of sexual harassment contains
a general discussion of the topic; summaries of
research studies. complaints filed with state
and local human rights agencies, and Federal
court cases; lists and descriptions of local, state,
and national agencies that address sexual ha-
rassment issues; descriptions of city, state, and
Federal laws related to harassment; a discus-
sion of actions individuals, organizations, and
employers might take to address the problem:
and a bibliography. Included as attachments
are copies or articles about the topie, agency

- and court decisions, and testimony of victims of

harassment.

Michigan Department of Labor, Office of
Women and Work. Sexual Harassment in the
Workplace: A Report to the Public (prepared
for Michigan Task Foree on Sexual Harass-
ment in the Workplace). Lansing (Box 30015,

4 309 N. Washington): Michigan Department
of Labor, Office of Women and Work, Novem-
ber 1979. (38 pages)

This report was prepared to help citizens and
members of the Michigan legislature evaluate
proposed state legislation on sexual harassment.
Included are an analysis of the legislation, with
recommendations for support/nonsupport and
needed amendments. and @ summary of ha-
rassment incidents described “n testimony at
public }ﬁgrings on the topic. Alsh discussed are
activitiés organizations might undertake to try
to eliminate harassment.

University of Michigan/Wayne State Univer-
sity, Institute of Labor and Industrial Rela-
tions, Program on Women and Work. Sexual
Harassment in the Workplace (Report of a
conference sponsored by the Michigan Task
Force on Sexual Harassment in the Work-
place and the Program on Women and Work,
QOctober 27. 1979, Detroit; prepared by
Patricia Stover and Yvonne Gillies). Ann
Arbor (108 Museums Annex):. Program on
Women and Work, Undated. (69 pages) ,

The conference that is described in this doe-
ument was designed to develop policy measures
and strategies for a variety of groups, practical
measures for responding to sexual harassment,
and educational materials on the subject; it also
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was intended to encourage the use of grievance
procedures for dealing with harassment.The
report summarizes the major addresses and
workshops and presents conference resolutions.
Also incladed are conference handouts on union
grievance procedures, personal strategies, and
management procedures and practices.

Till, Frank J. Sexual Harassment: A RBeport on
the Sexwal Harassment of Sticdlents. Washing-
ton. D.C. (1832 M Street. N.W.. Room No.
821): U.S. Department of Iducation. Na-

tional Advisory Council on Women’s Educa-

tional Programs. August 1980. (Part 1. 51
pages: Part I1, 35 pages)

The purpose of this report was to “convince
policy makers that the sexual harassment of
students is not only illegal (under Title IX of
the Education Amendments. of 1972) but a
problem serious enough to compel Federal in-
volvement.” During the academic year 1979-80,
the Council requested descriptive anecdotes
from student victims of sexual harassment.
The report uses the anecdotes to look at what
constitutes sexual harassment and how victims
deal with it. The illegality of sexual harass-
. mentunder Title IX, other legal options for vic-
tims, and liability issues are discussed at length.
Also ineluded is a description of what institu-
tions are doing about harassment.

Booklets And Guides

Alliance Against Sexual Coercion. Flighting
Sexual Harassment: An Advocacy Handbook.
Cambridge, Mass. (P.0. Box 1): AASC, 1979.
(76 pages)

This booklet is intended to help people who
work in the social service field recognize and
deal with situations of sexual harassment. After
a general discussion of harassment, the booklet
suggests ways to increase awareness of ha-
rassment as a social issue and to publicize the
avail'ability of services, discusses counseling of
victims, and describes legal options.

American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees. Sexual Harassment—
On the Job Serual Harassment: What the
Union Can Do. Washington, D.C. (1625 L
Street, N.W.): AFSCME, Undated. (38 pages)

Designed to help AFSCME workers and
local unions in dealing with sexual harassment
on the job, this booklet briefly discusses the
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“nature and effects of harassment and then de-

scribes what the union should and can do to

help. Presented in the Appendix are several.

laws and orders concerning harassment and a
discussion of recent court cases. Also provided
are samples of a survey, contract language, and
policy statements and a bibliography.

Michigan Department of Labor. Office of
Women and Work. Sexual Harassment on the
Job: A Pucket of Information for Employcers
(prepared by Rebecca Aghdai Brown). Lan-
sing (Box 30015, 309 N. Washington): Michi-
gan Department of Labor. Office of Women
and Work, Undated. (59 pages)

This booklet was designed to aid employers
in their efforts to adopt policy statements and
design training programs for personnel who
assist victims of sexual harassment.

Bibliographies

Alliance Against Sexual Coercion. Sexual Ha-
rassment: An Annotated Bibliography. Sep-
tember 1980. (29 pages) (Available from
AASC, P.0. Box 1, Cambridge, MA 01239.)

Bennett, Katherine. Sexual Harassment: An
Annotated Bibliography. Undated. (Availa-
ble from Program on Women and Work,
Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations,
University of Michigan/Wayne State Univer-
sity, 108 Museums Annex, Ann Arbor, MI
48109.) (8 pages)

U.S. Department of Labor, Office of the Secre-
tary, Women'’s Bureau. Serual Harassment:
Articles. Court Cases, and Resource Groups.
December 1979. (19 pages) (Available from
Department of Labor, Women's Bureau,
Washington, DC 20210.)

Michigaﬁ Department of Civil Rights. Re-
search, Evaluation and Data Systems Bu-
reau. Serual Harassment: A Bibliography
(compiled by Beth Stanton). August 1980. (6
pages) (Available from Michigan Depart-
ment of Civil Rights, 1200 Sixth Street, De-
troit, M] 48226.)

University of Michigan/Wayne State Univer-
sity, Institute of Labor and Industrial Rela-
tions, Program on Women and Work. Scaual
Harassment in the Workplace: A Bibli-
ography. 1979. (4 pages) (Available from
Library Extension Service, 2360 Bonisteel
Boulevard, Ann Arbor, M1 48105.) .
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Minnesota Department of Employee Rela-
tions, Equal Opportunity Division. Sexuwal
Harassment in Employment (prepared by
Alice Barrie, Women’s Liaison). Mareh 1930.
(4 pages) (Available from Equal Opportunity
Division, Minnesota Department of Employee
Relations, 444 Lafayette Road, St. Paul, MN
55101.)

Working Women’s Institute. General Re-
sowrce Materials. 1980. (6 pages) (Available
from Working Women's Institute, 593 Park
Avenue, New York, NY 10021.)

Working Wonen's Institute. Legal Material
Checklist and Addendum. February 1979,
updated July 1979. (7 pages) (Available from
Working Women’s Institute, 593 Park Ave-

nue, New York, NY 10021.)

Working Women'’s Institute. Sexual Harass-
ment on the Job and in Edwcation: A Com-
prehensive Bibliography. Fall 1979. (7 pages)
(Available from Working Women's Institute,
593 Park Avenue. New York, NY 10021.)
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