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Abstract 

 

Despite the increasing attention given to the issue of sexual harassment by organizational 

scholars, important questions remain unanswered, particularly when it comes to the unique 

experiences of those who witness the sex-based mistreatment of their peers. Further still, as the 

sexual harassment of males has only recently captured the attention of researchers, much 

remains to be learned about situations involving this form of sexual harassment. My dissertation 

will focus on employees who witness the sex-based mistreatment of their male colleagues. 

More specifically, three studies will focus on same-sex (male-on-male) and/or opposite-sex 

(female-on-male) male sexual harassment and the impact that observing this phenomenon has 

on female and male employees. First, I examine how witnessing the sexual harassment of a 

male colleague impacts one’s well-being, emotions, and collective self-esteem. Second, I 

investigate what observers of male sexual harassment believe motivates an aggressor to harass a 

male colleague, and how such beliefs are impacted by (a) the form of the harassment they 

witness, and (b) who perpetrates this harassment. Demonstrating what conditions will lead to an 

evaluation of a male sexual harassment incident as unethical is also a primary goal of this 

investigation. Last, I explore the behavioral responses of witnesses to male-on-male gender 

harassment. More specifically, I aim to identify factors that affect whether observers will 

choose to intervene on behalf of the target, or participate in the male sexual harassment that 

they witness. 

  



 
 

 iii 

Acknowledgments 

Philippians 4:13. Life's joys are much sweeter, and challenges more surmountable, 

when they are shared with other people. Throughout my graduate studies and the completion of 

this dissertation there have been many individuals who have come along side me, cheering me 

on in my achievements, and offering support, guidance and encouragement when I needed it 

most. 

To my advisor, mentor, and friend Dr. Julian Barling - words could never express how 

grateful I am to you. You have given generously of your time, have provided invaluable 

intellectual guidance, been a constant source of support (in so many ways!), and have 

encouraged me to achieve more than I ever dreamed possible. You have shown me what it 

means to love what you do, and I will always be thankful for the opportunity I have had to work 

with and learn from you. Thank you for all of the large and (especially) small things that you 

have done for me over these years.  

To my committee members Dr. Jana Raver and Dr. Jacoba Lilius - I am very fortunate 

to have been guided by your expertise. You have provided me with many valuable insights and 

constructive feedback that have both improved the quality of these studies, and will be taken 

with me moving forward, enhancing my future research endeavors. 

To my wonderful colleagues and friends - I would like to express my gratitude to the 

many special people I have met and developed relationships with during the PhD program (you 

know who you are!). I have learned so much through our conversations and benefited greatly 

from the time that we have spent together. I would like to thank the “research group” who sat 

through countless practice presentations, provided me with wonderful feedback on my research, 

and offered words and notes of encouragement on so many occasions. I would especially like to 



 
 

 iv 

thank Amy Akers for her guidance in helping me learn how to conduct and interpret new 

approaches to statistics. I would also like to thank two of my dear friends who have made this 

experience one that transcended the objective task. Alyson Byrne and Jennifer Robertson - You 

have contributed to the successful completion of this dissertation in special and meaningful 

ways. Without your strength, support, and shoulders to cry on (and of course our shared 

laughter!) this work would not have been completed. I would also like to acknowledge and 

sincerely thank my friends outside of the PhD program who have cheered me on for many 

years, reminding me of who I am and where I come from.  

To all of my family – and especially to my parents Rob and Rita, my brother Michael, 

and my sister-in-law Leah - Where would I be without you? You have shown nothing but 

unconditional love, support and understanding for so many years, believing in me when I no 

longer believed in myself. You have reminded me to enjoy the journey, have faith, and focus on 

what really matters in life. I thank you for each of these things, as well as for your strength. You 

have all made this possible.  

Finally, to my husband Kevin – You are a patient and loving man. You have been by 

my side through the many ups and the downs of this difficult process, sacrificing and caring for 

me in ways that have made an incredible difference. I thank you for your unwavering love, 

encouragement and support, and for truly believing that I could succeed. I could not have done 

this without you. 

 

  



 
 

 v 

Statement of Originality 

 

I hereby certify that all of the work described within this thesis is the original work of the 

author. Any published (or unpublished) ideas and/or techniques from the work of others are 

fully acknowledged in accordance with the standard referencing practices. 

 

(Angela Mae Dionisi) 

 

(July 2014) 

 
  



 
 

 vi 

Table of Contents 

 

Abstract ......................................................................................................................................... ii 

Acknowledgments........................................................................................................................ iii 

Statement of Originality ................................................................................................................ v 

List of Tables .............................................................................................................................. vii 

List of Figures ............................................................................................................................ viii 

Chapter 1 - General Introduction .................................................................................................. 1 

1.1. References ........................................................................................................................ 11 

Chapter 2 - The Vicarious Correlates of Male Gender Harassment (Study 1) ........................... 17 

2.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 18 

2.2 Method .............................................................................................................................. 35 

2.3 Results ............................................................................................................................... 41 

2.4 Discussion ......................................................................................................................... 46 

2.5 References ......................................................................................................................... 56 

Chapter 3 - Vicarious Exposure to Male Sexual Harassment: Perceived Motives and 

Evaluations of Ethicality (Study 2) ............................................................................................. 84 

3.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 85 

3.2 Method ............................................................................................................................ 100 

3.3 Results ............................................................................................................................. 106 

3.4 Discussion ....................................................................................................................... 109 

3.5 References ....................................................................................................................... 119 

Chapter 4 - To Help or To Harm?: Witnesses’ Behavioral Responses to Male-on-Male Gender 

Harassment (Study 3) ................................................................................................................ 144 

4.1 Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 145 

4.2 Method ............................................................................................................................ 167 

4.3 Results ............................................................................................................................. 171 

4.4 Discussion ....................................................................................................................... 173 

4.5 References ....................................................................................................................... 181 

Chapter 5 - General Discussion ................................................................................................ 207 

5.1 References ....................................................................................................................... 218 

Appendix A – Study 1 Scales ................................................................................................... 223 

Appendix B – Study 2 Scales.................................................................................................... 237 

Appendix C – Study 3 Scales.................................................................................................... 242 

  



 
 

 vii 

List of Tables 

 

Table 2-1: Study 1 attrition analysis ........................................................................................... 74 

Table 2-2: Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations for all Study 1 variables ............ 75 

Table 2-3: Direct effects of observed male gender harassment on emotions ............................. 76 

Table 2-4: Direct and indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on psychological and 

physical health via anger and fear of sexual harassment............................................ 77 

Table 2-5: Direct and indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on negative job-

related behaviors via anger and fear of sexual harassment ........................................ 78 

Table 2-6: Direct and indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on positive job-

related behaviors and attitudes via anger and fear of sexual harassment ................... 79 

Table 2-7: Conditional direct effects of observed male gender harassment on collective self-

esteem by sex.............................................................................................................. 80 

Table 2-8: Conditional indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on psychological 

and physical health via CSE, as moderated by sex .................................................... 81 

Table 2-9: Conditional indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on negative job-

related behaviors via CSE, as moderated by sex ........................................................ 82 

Table 2-10: Conditional indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on positive job-

related behaviors and attitudes via CSE, as moderated by sex .................................. 83 

Table 3-1: Varimax rotated factor analysis of perceived perpetrator motives .......................... 133 

Table 3-2: Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations for all Study 2 variables .......... 134 

Table 3-3: Multivariate analysis of covariance for perceived perpetrator motives .................. 135 

Table 3-4: Descriptive statistics for perceived perpetrator motive by group ............................ 136 

Table 3-5: Planned comparisons for male camaraderie motive ................................................ 137 

Table 3-6: Regression coefficients of perceived perpetrator motivations on ethicality ratings 138  

Table 4-1: Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations for all Study 3 variables .......... 201 

Table 4-2: Regression coefficients for reporting observed male gender harassment ............... 202 

Table 4-3: Regression coefficients for confronting perpetrators of observed male gender 

harassment ................................................................................................................ 203 

Table 4-4: Regression coefficients for providing social support to victims of observed male 

gender harassment .................................................................................................... 204 

Table 4-5: Regression coefficients for joining in observed male gender harassment .............. 205 

  



 
 

 viii 

List of Figures 

 

Figure 3-1: Estimated marginal means of perceived sexual desire motivations ....................... 140 

Figure 3-2: Estimated marginal means of perceived power motivations ................................. 141 

Figure 3-3: Estimated marginal means of perceived male camaraderie motivations ............... 142 

Figure 3-4: Sexual desire motives and observer hypergender ideology on harassment 

unethicality ............................................................................................................. 143 

Figure 4-1: Observer empathy and gender role attitudes on confrontation .............................. 206 



 
 

 1 

Chapter 1 - General Introduction 

 

  Workplace sexual harassment (SH) continues to plague the lives of many employees, 

adversely affecting their psychological and physical health, as well as their job-related attitudes 

and behaviors (e.g., Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007). Despite the attention that has been given to 

the issue of SH by organizational scholars, important questions remain unanswered, particularly 

regarding the unique experiences of those in understudied victim populations. My dissertation 

focuses on one of these understudied groups, examining victimization from the perspective of 

employees who witness the sex-based mistreatment of their colleagues. Moreover, attempting to 

build the literature on one understudied form of SH, my dissertation focuses on second-hand 

exposure to SH directed at men. Three studies were conducted to focus on same-sex (male-on-

male) and/or opposite-sex (female-on-male) male SH. Together, these studies examine (1) how 

witnessing the SH of a male colleague impacts witnesses’ well-being, emotions, and collective 

self-esteem, (2) observers’ beliefs about the motivations driving male SH and their ethical 

evaluations of this mistreatment, and (3) the behavioral responses of witnesses.  

This dissertation is divided into five chapters. In this first chapter, I continue with a brief 

discussion of SH, highlighting how this workplace problem is conceptualized in the literature 

and outlining previous lines of inquiry in SH research pertinent to this dissertation. A brief 

summary of each study is also provided in this chapter. Chapters 2, 3 and 4 reflect the three 

studies that comprise my dissertation. Finally, Chapter 5 provides a general discussion of my 

dissertation’s overall findings, theoretical and practical implications, and directions for future 

research. 

Workplace Sexual Harassment 

Workplace SH is a pervasive and serious organizational issue. Meta-analytic findings 
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reveal that on average, between 24% and 58% of women report experiencing sexually harassing 

behaviors at work (Ilies, Hauserman, Schwochau, & Stibal, 2003). Moreover, approximately 

16% of SH complaints made in 2011 were filed by men (United States Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission, 2012), and within some samples upwards of 35-37% of men report 

having experienced SH at some point during their careers (e.g., Antecol & Cobb-Clark, 2001; 

Stockdale, Visio, & Batra, 1999). These statistics are particularly troubling, when considering 

research showing that SH victimization leads to adverse psychological, physical and job-related 

consequences (e.g., Dionisi, Barling, & Dupré, 2012; Willness, et al., 2007). Sexual harassment 

is also costly to organizations, encouraging absenteeism and turnover, reducing productivity, and 

incurring legal costs (e.g., Faley, Knapp, Kustis, & Dubois, 1999; Sims, Drasgow, & Fitzgerald, 

2005). Numerous scholars have thus directed their attention towards this workplace problem, 

hoping to generate knowledge that can be used to eradicate this form of employee mistreatment. 

 Since first gaining attention in the 1970’s, SH scholarship has evolved from the sole 

recognition of quid pro quo harassment (i.e., the loss or denial of job-related benefits for refusal 

to cooperate sexually) to more encompassing conceptualizations that include the recognition of 

hostile environments and more psychologically-based behavior (Cortina & Berdahl, 2008). 

Today, sexual or sex-based harassment is conceptualized as “behavior that derogates, demeans, 

or humiliates an individual based on that individual’s sex” (Berdahl, 2007, p. 644), and is best 

represented by at least three distinct dimensions
1
 -- gender harassment (e.g., insulting 

verbal/nonverbal behavior conveying hostile or degrading attitudes), unwanted sexual attention 

(e.g., unwanted touching, repeated and unreciprocated requests for dates), and sexual coercion 

                                                        
1 Of note, some scholars (i.e., Fitzgerald, Magley, Drasgow, & Waldo, 1999) have suggested that gender 

harassment consists of two distinct dimensions: sexist (insulting verbal and nonverbal behaviors based on 

gender, for example a sexist remark) and sexual (insulting verbal and nonverbal behaviors that are 

explicitly sexual, for example a remark about one’s sex life) hostility. 
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(e.g., sexual bribes or threats) (Fitzgerald, Gelfand, & Drasgow, 1995). Moreover, this form of 

mistreatment is thought to emanate from the desire to protect or enhance valued social identities 

when they are threatened, can be used as a mechanism or technology of sexism that functions to 

police and regulate gender according to hetero-patriarchal norms, and assumes that perpetrators 

mistreat other people within a gendered social system, in light of their sex (Berdahl 2007; 

Franke, 1997).  

 The goals of this dissertation are consistent with a specific research focus of SH scholars, 

namely that of victimization. Beyond identifying the consequences of SH for those who 

experience it, attempts have also been made to empirically reveal who is affected by this type of 

mistreatment. While for many years female employees were the primary focus of SH 

victimization research, attempts have been made more recently to expand the investigative lens 

to include male employees, and those who are vicariously exposed to SH. 

Sexual Harassment and Male Victimization 

The notion that SH is a “women’s problem” is currently being challenged. Although SH 

is still more prevalent among female employees (Cortina & Berdahl, 2008), SH also affects the 

lives of many men. As highlighted by Stockdale et al. (1999), in some samples up to 37% of 

males (N=2,201) report experiencing at least one episode of sexually harassing behavior within a 

12 month period. Berdahl’s (2007) theoretical framework helps to explain the existence of male 

SH. According to her framework, SH is best conceptualized as conduct motivated by the desire 

to protect or enhance one’s sex-based status within a gender hierarchy - a desire that can be felt 

by both men and women. All different perpetrator-target gender combinations (i.e. male-male, 

male-female, female-female, female-male) are thus possible, and in the case of male 

victimization, can take the form of males harassing other males when a target’s behavior is 



 
 

 4 

believed to challenge the proto-typicality (and thus power) of the male gender, or females 

harassing males in an effort to demean the status of the male gender and increase that of the 

female gender (Berdahl, 2007). Stockdale and colleagues (1999) also present a typology of SH 

intended to help predict how this phenomenon will materialize for men, maintaining that males 

can experience both rejection- (i.e., behavior meant to reject, drive away or change the behavior 

of the target) and approach- (i.e., behavior meant to establish some kind of relationship with the 

target) based varieties of SH. 

In light of these understandings, researchers have explored the consequences that male 

victims of SH experience. Like many women, studies have shown that experiencing SH is 

negatively associated with psychological and physical health amongst males, as well as negative 

work-related consequences such as burnout (e.g., de Haas, Timmerman, & Hoing, 2009; Settles, 

Buchanan, & Colar, 2012; Settles, Harrell, Buchanan & Yap, 2011). Moreover, comparatively 

speaking, while some studies have found the outcomes of sexualized mistreatment to be worse 

for women (e.g., DeSouza & Fansler, 2003; Harned & Fitzgerald, 2002), research by Magley, 

Waldo, Drasgow and Fitzgerald (1999) reveal more similarities than differences in the 

psychological (anxiety, depression), health (physical well-being, health satisfaction) and job-

related (satisfaction, commitment, productivity) consequences of male and female victims. 

Gender similarities in outcomes are also supported by the work of Cortina et al. (2002), and 

Morrow, McElroy and Phillips (1994), while research by Vogt, Pless, King, and King (2005) and 

Street, Gradus, Stafford and Kelly (2007) shows that male rather than female victims of SH 

report more adverse psychological health outcomes. As Vogt et al. (2005, p. 283) explain, “when 

a man is sexually harassed, it may be more unexpected, have a more stigmatizing effect, and 
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consequently, be more detrimental to mental health… it is likely that there is generally more 

social support available to women compared with men who experience SH.” 

 Researchers have also attempted to discern whether the experience of SH is qualitatively 

different for the sexes; research to date would suggest that it is. For example, in comparison to 

women, men often do not report socio-sexual behaviors to be anxiety-provoking or inappropriate 

(e.g., Cochran, Frazier, & Olson, 1997; Garlick, 1994; Parker & Griffin, 2002). In fact, some 

men actually describe conduct experienced as threatening by females (e.g. unwanted sexual 

attention), to be flattering or welcomed (e.g., Berdahl, 2007; Berdahl, Magley, & Waldo, 1996; 

Gutek, 1985). Meta-analytic work also suggests that women perceive a broader range of social-

sexual behaviors as harassing, particularly when it comes to conduct that can be classified as 

hostile environment harassment (e.g., the expression of derogatory attitudes, dating pressure; 

Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett, 2001). Attempting to determine the conduct that men do perceive 

as sexually harassing, Berdahl, Magley and Waldo (1996) found that although both genders 

believe that sexual coercion, unwanted sexual attention and lewd comments are a form of SH, 

men also uniquely indicate that being punished for deviating from masculine gender roles (i.e. 

“not-man-enough” harassment; Berdahl & Moore, 2006) is sexually harassing. In fact, studies 

now reveal that with respect to male SH, the men most at risk for this mistreatment are those 

“who appear to be effeminate, gay, or in other ways not sufficiently masculine’’ (Stockdale, 

2005, p. 124). As such, while there is evidence to suggest that with some amendments (i.e. 

removing items), measures such as the Sexual Experience Questionnaire (the most widely used 

and validated measure of SH; Fitzgerald, Gelfand, & Drasgow, 1995) can be used to assess both 

female- and male-targeted SH (Donovan & Drasgow, 1999), as questionnaires originally 

designed to evaluate the SH experiences of women typically do not include items reflecting these 
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“not-man-enough” harassment behaviors, they fail to capture the full experience of male SH.  

Finally, studies reveal that unlike women, men are not most commonly sexually harassed 

by someone of the opposite sex. In fact, men are most likely to experience same-sex harassment 

(Waldo, Berdahl, & Fitzgerald, 1998). Perpetrator gender also matters when it comes to the form 

that male SH takes, as men are more likely (a) to experience lewd comments and the 

enforcement of the male gender role from other men, (b) to be sexually coerced by men and 

women, and (c) to encounter male disparagement from women (Waldo et al., 1998). A study by 

Gerrity (2000) confirms these findings, as women were more likely to perpetrate seductive 

behaviors toward male targets, and men were more likely to perpetrate gender harassment toward 

other men. Interestingly, these types of harassment were experienced as most upsetting when 

mistreatment took the form of gender role enforcement (i.e. cases that were perpetrated by other 

males; Waldo et al., 1998). Similarly, in a study by Stockdale and colleagues (1999), 53% of 

males reported their most distressing SH experience was one perpetrated by another man. 

However, for female victims, only 2% communicated that a same-sex SH experience was most 

upsetting.  

 Although the male experience of SH is gaining the attention of organizational scholars, 

we still have much to learn about this form of victimization. My dissertation attempts to address 

this need for knowledge, bringing together the literature on male SH with that being generated on 

vicarious SH. 

Sexual Harassment and Vicarious Victimization 

Exploring harm to others beyond the immediate targets of SH has been a recent pursuit of 

scholars. Prompted by studies showing that organizational members are often aware of a 

colleague’s SH (e.g., Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005; Gutek, 1985) researchers such as 
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Miner-Rubino and Cortina (2007) have set out to investigate the indirect victimization of a SH 

target’s peers. Their findings reveal that witnessing gendered hostility towards women at work 

significantly predicts poorer psychological and physical well-being, reduced job satisfaction, and 

increases in job burnout, withdrawal, and turnover intentions among men and women. The 

negative effects of observing another’s mistreatment have also been echoed in other studies on 

female-targeted SH (e.g., Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004; Schneider, 1995 as cited by Glomb, 

Richman, Hulin, Drasgow, Schneider, & Fitzgerald, 1997), bullying (Emdad, Alipour, Hagberg, 

& Jensen, 2013), incivility (Lim, Cortina, & Magley, 2008), heterosexism (Silverschanz, 

Cortina, Konik, & Magley, 2008) and racism (Chrobot-Mason, Ragins, & Linnehan, 2013).  

To better explain the antecedents and consequences of indirect exposure to SH, Glomb et 

al., (1997) developed a model of ambient SH. According to these researchers, while SH can be 

conceptualized as a unique discretionary stimulus when it is experienced directly by a target, it 

can also manifest as an ambient stimulus that pervades the work context, becoming something to 

which all in its vicinity are exposed. As a result, an incident of SH can have the effect of creating 

a generally stressful work environment that ultimately impacts employees other than those who 

are directly targeted with this aggression (Glomb et al., 1997). Empirical support for the 

influence of ambient SH on psychological, physical and work-related well-being is provided by 

Glomb and colleagues (1997) using two diverse samples. Raver and Gelfand (2005) also showed 

that the impact of ambient SH extends to group-level outcomes, revealing its detrimental effects 

on team conflict, team cohesion and financial performance. Moreover, Richman-Hirsch and 

Glomb (2002) tested the generalizability of ambient SH among male witnesses and showed that 

males in groups characterized by ambient female SH report lower satisfaction, poorer 

psychological and physical well-being, and increased work withdrawal. 
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While evidence now suggests that third parties are both aware of, and can be adversely 

affected by, various forms of mistreatment directed at others in the workplace, researchers have 

not yet explored whether those who witness the SH of a male peer are vicariously impacted, nor 

how any vicarious effects emerge. Moreover, little research attention has been given to how male 

and female witnesses evaluate male SH, or behaviorally respond to it once it is encountered. My 

dissertation attempts to address each of these limitations in the literature.  

Program of Research: Overview of Manuscripts 

In reviewing previous research on male and vicarious SH, the need to merge these two 

bodies of literature becomes evident. My dissertation sets out to do just this, with three different 

studies.  

Manuscript 1 

The first study of my dissertation examines the costs encountered by males and females 

who witness the SH of a male colleague. More specifically, I seek to understand whether 

observed male gender harassment is positively associated with psychological and physical health 

symptoms, negative workplace behaviors (withdrawal, workplace deviance) and/or is negatively 

related to positive job-related behaviors and attitudes (affective commitment, organizational 

citizenship behavior). Drawing on affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) as well 

as theories of deontic justice (Folger, & Skarlicki, 2008), social identity (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; 

Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and emotional contagion (Barsade, 2002; Bartel & Saavedra, 2000), I 

suggest that many of the negative effects of observing male SH can be explained by discrete 

negative emotions (anger, fear), and in some cases, identity-based evaluations (collective self-

esteem). I test my predictions with a survey of men and women employed in “blue collar” 

professions.  
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Manuscript 2 

The second study of my dissertation investigates what observers of male SH believe 

motivates a perpetrator to harass a male colleague, and how such beliefs are impacted by the type 

of male SH (unwanted sexual attention vs. gender harassment) and perpetrator sex. Using 

previous research on the motivations behind SH as my starting point, I suggest that observers of 

male SH will perceive that sexual desire, power, and/or male camaraderie motives are behind the 

actions of a perpetrator. Drawing upon Jones’ theory (1991) of moral intensity I then seek to 

determine how these perceived motivations influence the ethical evaluations of male SH made 

by observers. I suggest that witnesses’ hypergender ideologies will moderate the relationship 

between perceived motives and ethical assessments. I test my predictions using a 2 X 2 between-

subjects vignette design.  

Manuscript 3 

The third study of my dissertation explores the behavioral responses of witnesses to 

male-on-male gender harassment. More specifically, I aim to determine when witnesses might 

choose to help the victim (i.e., report harassment, confront the perpetrator or offer social support 

to the victim) or to participate in (i.e. join in) the harassment that they witness. Drawing on 

previous bystander intervention research, prosocial behavior literature, and theories such as the 

arousal cost-reward model of helping (Dovidio, Piliavin, Gaertner, Schroeder, & Clark, 1991), I 

suggest that formalized leadership role, emotions (i.e. anger and fear), empathy and gender role 

attitudes will affect the reactions of male and female witnesses. I test my predictions with a 

survey of male and female employees who report having witnessed at least one instance of male-

on-male gender harassment.  

Summary 
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 In summary, my dissertation explores the correlates, perceived motives, ethical evaluations, 

and behavioral reactions of third parties who are exposed to the SH of male colleagues using 

survey and vignette methodologies. These three studies address topics that have yet to be 

examined within the empirical literature, and thus help to develop our understanding of vicarious 

SH experiences and the phenomenon of male SH itself. Together, the findings from this research 

can contribute to our knowledge of how male SH can be damaging to all those who encounter it, 

how witnesses appraise male SH, and what may lead observers to respond to this workplace 

mistreatment in helpful or harmful ways. In so doing, my dissertation has implications for many 

employees, and may be implemented by practitioners and policy-makers alike.  
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Chapter 2 - The Vicarious Correlates of Male Gender Harassment (Study 1) 

 

 

 

Abstract 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine the costs associated with witnessing the SH of a male 

colleague. More specifically, I investigate whether observed male gender harassment is related to 

psychological and physical health, as well as negative (withdrawal, workplace deviance) and 

positive (affective commitment, organizational citizenship behavior) job-related behaviors and 

attitudes. I also consider whether any negative effects of observing male SH can be explained by 

discrete negative emotions (anger, fear), and in some cases identity-based evaluations (collective 

self-esteem). I explore these questions using a survey of men and women employed in “blue 

collar” professions. The results show that observing male gender harassment is positively related 

to the experience of anger and fear of SH, and particularly in the case of females is negatively 

related to collective self-esteem. Moreover, the positive relationship between observed male 

gender harassment and psychological health symptoms, physical health symptoms, withdrawal 

and workplace deviance, and the negative relationship between observed male gender 

harassment and affective commitment, were indirect and transmitted via witness anger. 

Witnessing the gender harassment of a male colleague was also indirectly related to affective 

commitment and workplace deviance via collective self-esteem among women. Implications for 

theory, research, and practice are considered. 
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2.1 Introduction 

To date, research on workplace sexual harassment (SH) has predominantly focused on 

female-targeted mistreatment, on primary victims, and on direct harassment-outcome 

relationships. From this, much has been learned about the costs that women experience when 

targeted with this form of workplace aggression (e.g., Dionisi, Barling, & Dupré, 2012; Willness, 

Steel, & Lee, 2007), and to a lesser extent, the consequences that ensue following exposure to a 

female peer’s victimization (e.g., Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004; 2007). While there has been a 

gradual increase in focus on the consequences of SH for male victims (e.g., de Haas, 

Timmerman, & Höing, 2009; Street, Gradus, Stafford, & Kelly, 2007), little remains known with 

respect to how male SH is experienced by observers. It is thus the goal of this study to increase 

our understanding of (a) one understudied form of SH and (b) an understudied victim population, 

by exploring how male-targeted gender harassment detrimentally impacts male and female 

witnesses. More specifically, my study is concerned with determining whether observing the SH 

of a male coworker is associated with observers’ psychological and physical health, and negative 

and positive workplace behaviors and attitudes. I also examine the indirect processes through 

which observed male mistreatment exerts its effects in this study, examining the role of 

witnesses’ negative emotional responses and collective self-esteem in mediating these 

relationships. Finally, determining whether females experience unique consequences when 

exposed to male mistreatment, and how one’s personal experiences of gender harassment may 

worsen the suffering of male SH observers, were additional goals of this study.   

 Exploring the far-reaching and indirect consequences of male SH at work is important for 

several reasons. First, more research highlighting how different forms of workplace mistreatment 

vicariously impact employees is needed. Although we know that racial harassment (e.g., 
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Chrobot-Mason, Ragins, & Linnehan, 2013) and female-targeted incivility and SH (e.g. Miner-

Rubino & Cortina, 2007) detrimentally impact third parties, similar research has not focused on 

male SH. This is an important omission given the increasing recognition of this form of 

workplace mistreatment by both academics (de Haas et al., 2009; Settles, Buchanan, & Colar, 

2012; Stockdale, Visio, Batra, 1999; Street et al., 2007) and within the popular press (Gomstyn, 

2010; Jamieson, 2011; Meredith, 2014), and the unique nature of male compared to female SH 

(Berdahl et al., 1996; Donovan & Drasgow, 1999). From a practical perspective, the question of 

who else (beyond direct targets) might be impacted by male SH will also be critical to the 

development of appropriate and sufficient interventions. 

 Second, gaining a better understanding of the affective and attitudinal mediators of male 

SH’s negative vicarious consequences will reveal more about the process-based nature of this 

phenomenon. Specifically, by focusing on the indirect effects of observed male SH through 

discrete emotions and collective self-esteem, a better understanding of how male SH affects 

those who witness it, will emerge. Such an understanding will also enable more informed choices 

about where to direct interventions and employee supports.  

The Male Face of Sexual Harassment Victimization 

Workplace SH harms employees, adversely affecting their psychological, physical and 

job-related well being (e.g., Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007). Sexual harassment is also costly to 

organizations, for example by encouraging absenteeism and turnover, and reducing employee 

productivity (e.g., Faley, Knapp, Kustis, & Dubois, 1999; Sims, Drasgow, & Fitzgerald, 2005). 

However, while evidence supporting the damaging nature of SH continues to build, most of this 

research has been concerned with the impact of gender-based mistreatment directed at female 

employees – an emphasis likely bolstered by the higher prevalence of this workplace problem 
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among women (Cortina & Berdahl, 2008). That said, research verifying that males are also 

targeted, and are adversely affected by gender-based mistreatment (e.g., de Haas, et al., 2009; 

Settles et al., 2012; Street et al., 2007) speaks to the need for more research exploring male SH 

and its workplace impact. 

 The SH of men is often characterized by conduct that appears to punish those who 

deviate from masculine gender roles. As a number of previous court cases reveal, male 

employees have filed complaints against their coworkers for being called names that challenge 

their status as “prototypical” males (i.e. “dick sucker,” "sweetie pie," "bitch”; Vandeventer v. 

Wabash National Corp, 1995; Martin v. Runyon, 1994), and for being exposed to comments, 

questions and conduct that reinforce patriarchal expectations of “proper” masculinity (i.e. being 

asked whether one “has gotten any 'pussy' or had oral sex”; being forced to look at pictures of 

nude women; Goluszek v. H.P. Smith, 1988). Symbolic conduct has also been the source of 

suffering for a number of men, as was seen in the case of McWilliams v. Fairfax County Board of 

Supervisors (1996) where coworkers placed fingers in the plaintiff’s mouth to simulate oral sex, 

a condom in his food, and a broomstick to his anus.  

 In all of these cases, the content of harassment revolves around policing gender 

performances – or in other words, ensuring that men behave as “real men” by bullying them for 

their “inadequate” masculinity (Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Franke, 1997). When contemplating the 

most commonly-used categories or dimensions of SH originally presented by Fitzgerald, Gelfand 

and Drasgow (1995), such conduct is best described as gender harassment – or that which “refers 

to a broad range of verbal and nonverbal behaviors not aimed at sexual cooperation, but that 

convey insulting, hostile, and degrading attitudes (i.e. sexual epithets, slurs, taunts, and gestures; 

the display or distribution of obscene or pornographic materials; gender-based hazing; 



 
 

 21 

threatening, intimidating, or hostile acts)” (p. 430). Although male victims can also experience 

the other identified variants of SH (i.e. unwanted sexual attention and sexual coercion; e.g. 

Berdahl et al., 1996; Waldo, Berdahl, & Fitzgerald, 1998), gender harassment appears to be the 

most prevalent form that men encounter (Stockdale et al., 1999; Waldo et al., 1998). In line with 

these findings, and in an effort to generate knowledge about an issue that has previously received 

very little scholarly attention, I will focus exclusively on male gender harassment in this study. 

Further, as male targets of SH are most commonly victimized by other males (DuBois, Knapp, 

Faley, & Kustis, 1998; Stockdale et al., 1999; Waldo et al., 1998), this study will explore male-

on-male gender harassment.  

Vicarious Consequences of Male Gender Harassment 

 Given the overt nature of harassing behaviors, one must question to what extent observing 

the harassment of a peer may result in detrimental vicarious consequences. Theoretical and 

empirical attention is currently being directed towards this issue, with a number of studies now 

showing the many costs that observers of this aggression can incur. For example, being exposed 

to the SH of a colleague is associated with decreased job-related satisfaction, commitment, 

performance, and cohesion, increased withdrawal behaviors, and higher levels of team conflict 

(e.g., Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004; 2007; Raver & Gelfand, 2005). Correlations with anxiety 

and depression, lowered self-esteem and increased self-blame (e.g., Glomb, Richman, Hulin, 

Drasgow, Schneider, & Fitzgerald, 1997; Silverschanz, Cortina, Konik, & Magley, 2008), 

drinking and drug use (e.g., Silverschanz et al., 2008) and various somatic problems (e.g., Miner-

Rubino & Cortina, 2004; 2007) have also been demonstrated. While the pervasive effects of 

observed harassment are no doubt concerning, this research has focused almost exclusively on 

female victimization (for an exception see Silverschanz et al., 2008); the need to investigate the 
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correlates and costs of observing male SH is evident. 

Previous research suggests that the victimization of males may similarly produce 

suffering among witnesses. For instance, a substantial body of work exploring the co-

victimization (Jacobson, Koehler, & Jones-Brown, 1987) of individuals who are exposed to 

violent acts or traumas against others (e.g., children witnessing parental domestic violence and 

aggression) has demonstrated the significant and detrimental impact that such an experience can 

have on mental health and interpersonal relationships (e.g. Kitzmann, Gaylord, Holt, & Kenny, 

2003). Research also shows that observers of bullying report more depressive symptoms and 

stress reactions than those not exposed to this mistreatment (Emdad, Alipour, Hagberg, & 

Jensen, 2013; Vartia, 2001), that incivility directed at other males and females in one’s 

workgroup negatively affects work and health outcomes of third parties (Lim, Cortina, & 

Magley, 2008), that awareness of racial harassment predicts negative job attitudes and 

psychological strain among targeted and non-targeted employees (Chrobot-Mason, Ragins, & 

Linnehan, 2013), and that being a third-party to hostility against male and female sexual 

minorities is associated with decreased well-being (Silverschanz et al., 2008). These findings are 

consistent with Glomb et al.’s (1997) model of ambient sexual harassment, highlighting how this 

mistreatment can manifest as an ambient stimulus that pervades the work context, creates a 

generally stressful work environment, and thus affects all employees exposed to this 

mistreatment. 

 Developing a comprehensive understanding of the consequences of SH now requires 

knowledge of the effects produced by vicarious exposure to not only female, but also male SH. 

Thus, in line with previous research (e.g., Glomb et al., 1997; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004; 

2007; Silverschanz et al., 2008), I suggest that witnessing male-on-male gender harassment will 
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be positively associated with observers’ psychological health symptoms (e.g., anxiety and 

depression) physical health symptoms (e.g., headaches, nausea, and sleeping difficulty) and 

negative workplace behaviors (withdrawal and workplace deviance), and will be negatively 

related to positive job-related outcomes (affective commitment and organizational citizenship 

behavior). However, while evidence suggests that being exposed to the gender harassment of a 

male colleague will result in these negative consequences, the process through which this unfolds 

has yet to be identified. One possibility resides in the role of emotion in the aggression process - 

a notion that to date has received limited attention (e.g., Ayoko, Callen, & Härtel, 2003; Barling, 

1996; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2007). One goal of my study is thus to focus on the mediating 

role of discrete emotion in this process.  

Emotional Responses to Observed Male Gender Harassment 

Affective events theory (AET; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) argues for the importance of 

organizational events as the proximal cause of employees’ affective experiences, which in turn 

predict organizationally relevant outcomes. According to AET, when employees are exposed to 

emotional events such as workplace violence or aggression, they experience any number of 

emotions in response, which then affect their attitudes and behaviors. Research findings 

generally support this notion (e.g., Grandey, Tam, & Brauburger, 2002; Lilius et al., 2008; 

Schweitzer & Gibson, 2008). The influence of stressful events on affect in particular, and in turn 

on interpersonal and job-related outcomes, has been a prevalent topic of exploration. For 

example, Fuller et al. (2003) showed that stressful work events affected concurrent and future 

levels of negative mood and strain, which in turn, influenced employees’ job satisfaction. 

MacEwen and Barling (1991) have also showed that workplace stressors influence mother-child 

interactions through their effects on mood, while Stewart and Barling (1996) noted how daily 
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work stress influences interpersonal job performance through affect. The fit of AET within a 

stressor-stress-strain framework (Pratt & Barling, 1988) is perhaps not surprising, given a long 

history of research demonstrating that one of the primary characteristics of organizational 

stressors is their impact on negative mood and emotion (e.g., Caspi, Bolger, & Eckenrode, 1987; 

Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986; Repetti, 1993). 

Some studies investigating the mediating role of emotions to subsequent well-being have 

focused on workplace aggression and harassment specifically. For example, Ayoko, Callen, and 

Härtel (2003) examined employees’ experiences of being bullied at work, their emotional 

reactions to bullying, and resulting deviant workplace conduct. Bullying was indeed related to 

specific negative emotional reactions (e.g., anger and frustration), which then predicted the 

extent to which employees engaged in counterproductive behaviors (e.g., wasting company 

materials and supplies, doing work incorrectly, and damaging company property). Barling et al. 

(1996) also showed that negative work-related mood mediated the experience of SH on turnover 

intentions, psychosomatic problems (e.g. headaches, gastric problems) and co-worker/supervisor 

dissatisfaction. 

As discussed below, I suggest that observed male gender harassment will exert indirect 

effects on health, behaviors, and attitudes via the negative emotions it evokes among witnesses of 

this harassment. Further still, as a key tenet of AET is its focus on discrete emotions, I suggest 

that observed male gender harassment will lead to these consequences through anger and fear 

specifically. 

Anger and Fear Following Observed Male Gender Harassment 

Anger and fear are two basic emotions experienced across multiple situations and 

cultures (Ekman, 1992; Izard, 1977; Plutchik 1994). As a social emotion, anger typically 
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manifests in response to another’s actions (often wrongdoing), and is usually directed toward 

others (Averill, 1982; Weiner, 1995). In fact, being attacked or treated unfairly by others and/or 

perceiving that their behavior is unjust (i.e. Clore, Ortony, Diens, & Fujita, 1993; Folger, 1993; 

Weiner, 1995) are among the primary causes of anger. Fear occurs when individuals determine 

that a situation is counter to one’s goals, poses a threat to one’s well-being, and/or will result in 

an outcome that is uncertain and beyond one’s control (Lerner & Keltner, 2000, Smith, & 

Ellsworth, 1985). This evolutionary-based emotion is typically accompanied by feelings of 

apprehension and helplessness (Rachman, 1991), often motivates avoidance and escape behavior 

(Epstein, 1972), and has developed to protect humans against dangers to their survival (Dozier, 

1999; Ohman & Mineka, 2001; Seligman, 1971).  

Given that aggression elicits “the sense that the self (or someone the self cares about) has 

been offended or injured’’ (Lerner & Tidedens, 2006, p. 117), and represents a threat to one’s 

safety and well-being (Ohman & Mineka, 2001), it is perhaps not surprising that targets of 

mistreatment experience anger and fear (e.g., Barling, Rogers, & Kelloway, 2001; LeBlanc & 

Kelloway, 2002; Schnieder, Tomaka, & Palacios, 2001). However, research and theory also 

suggest that anger and fear may be emotions experienced by third parties exposed to the 

suffering of someone else. 

According to theories of deontic justice, perceptions of fairness are determined by the 

comparison of behavior (experienced or observed) to a set of moral and ethical standards held by 

society (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). When the actions of others are perceived to violate such 

moral or normative standards, a psychological state of deonance occurs, yielding the powerful, 

emotionally-charged reaction of “deontic rage” (Gibson & Callister, 2010; Folger, Cropanzano 

& Goldman, 2013). As mistreatment represents a violation to moral and social norms concerning 
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how the self and/or others ought to be treated (Folger, 2001; Folger & Skarlicki, 2008), the 

deontic justice perspective maintains that employees will not only react with anger when they are 

treated unfairly, but so too will they experience moral outrage when they perceive that someone 

else is being harmed (Gibson & Callister, 2010; Folger, et al., 2013) – in this case, sexually 

harassed. This notion is supported by research showing how uncivil or unkind behavior – which 

violates norms for respect in social interactions (Andersson & Pearson, 1999) - elicits anger 

among employees (e.g., Domagalski & Steelman, 2005; Fitness, 2000; Grandey, Tam, & 

Brauburger, 2002). 

Social identity and categorization theories (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 

1986) lend further support to the idea that witnesses of male gender harassment can experience 

negative emotions in response to what they observe. According to these frameworks, harm to 

someone belonging to the same social category or who is similar to the self in some other way, is 

personally threatening and upsetting. As Stürmer, Snyder, Kropp, and Siem (2006, p. 944) write, 

“group-level similarity indicates that the target is ‘of one’s kind,’ which renders his or her 

welfare of immediate self-relevance.” Research exploring group-based emotions (Smith, 1999; 

Yzerbyt, Dumont, Gordijn, & Wigboldus, 2002) supports this notion, showing how discrete 

emotions can be produced by virtue of one’s group being harmed or favored by particular events, 

regardless of whether individuals themselves are directly impacted. Research has shown the 

manifestation of both anger (e.g., Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; Yzerbyt, Dumont, Wigboldus, 

& Gordijn, 2003) and fear (e.g., Dumont, Yzerbyt, Wigboldus, & Gordijn, 2003) among those 

whose who encounter harm against perceived in-group members, despite the fact that such a 

transgression was not personally experienced.  

As gender is a key signaling feature of social identity, male employees who witness the 
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gender harassment of another male should identify with this individual. Thus, male colleagues 

are likely to experience both anger when perceiving that a member of their social group has been 

treated unfairly, and fear given the personal sense of threat fostered by the recognition that 

members of one’s in-group (and thus potentially the self) are being targeted with mistreatment 

(e.g., Dumont et al., 2003). 

Gender group identity aside, females may share a different social connection with male 

targets, namely that of victim. As harassment and victimization have historically been a concern 

for women within the patriarchal social system (e.g., Biden, 1993; Fitzgerald, 1993; MacKinnon, 

1979), the suffering of a male colleague may produce anger or fear for female witnesses in light 

of “self-referencing” – the processes of using oneself as a referent when perceiving SH 

(O’Connor, Gutek, Stockdale, Geer, & Melançon 2004; Wiener & Hurt, 2000). In essence, 

“situational similarity” (either personal or on a larger social scale) enables women to put 

themselves “in the shoes” of a target, even when the target is a male, or when observers 

themselves have not personally experienced mistreatment (O’Connor et al., 2004; Stockdale, 

Berry, Schneider, & Cao, 2004). This history of victimization for females is also relevant to the 

experience of vicarious emotions, given that fear in particular can be a conditioned or 

“associative” response to behaviors that have proven threatening in the past (Rachman, 1991). 

Thus, whether harassment is something that female observers have personally experienced, or is 

something that they have been socially conditioned to fear (Gordon & Riger, 1991), the 

harassment of a male peer may ultimately trigger a conditioned fear response within these 

witnesses.  

Finally, theories of emotional contagion (e.g. Barsade, 2002; Bartel & Saavedra, 2000; 

Neumann & Strack, 2000) also support the notion that witnesses of male gender harassment will 
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experience anger and fear. According to this perspective, individuals’ emotions can be 

transmitted between people, ultimately resulting in affective convergence (e.g., Barsade, 2002; 

Bartel & Saavedra, 2000; Sy, Cote, & Saavedra, 2005). More specifically, when individuals are 

exposed to the emotional expressions of others (i.e. non-verbal facial expressions, body language 

and/or tones) these expressions can be automatically and unconsciously mimicked (Hatfield, 

Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992, 1994), resulting in the actual experience of the given emotion (e.g., 

Duclos, et al., 1989; Hatfield et al., 1994). Research also suggests that social comparison 

processes may influence emotional contagion, because individuals compare their own emotions 

to those of others and use others’ emotions as a guide to how they should be feeling (e.g., 

Barsade, 2002; Gump & Kulik, 1997; Sullins, 1991). As such, emotional comparisons can shape 

emotional reactions, producing emotional convergence among peers (Bartel & Saavedra, 2000). 

When applied to the context of observed male gender harassment, the anger and fear experienced 

by direct victims of mistreatment (e.g., Barling et al., 2001; Domagalski & Steelman, 2005; 

LeBlanc & Kelloway, 2002) may create a “ripple effect” (Barsade, 2002) among witnesses, 

ultimately leading observers to adopt these negative emotions themselves.  

Thus, I hypothesize that not only will observing the gender harassment of a male peer be 

related to a host of negative consequences for witnesses, but that such negative consequences 

will be the indirect result of feelings of anger and fear experienced in response to this observed 

mistreatment.   

Hypothesis 1: Observed male-on-male gender harassment will be positively related to (a) 

anger and (b) fear of sexual harassment. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Observed male-on-male gender harassment will be positively and 

indirectly related to (a) psychological health symptoms, (b) physical health symptoms, (c) 

negative job-related behaviors, and negatively and indirectly related to (d) positive job-

related behaviors and attitudes, through observer anger. 
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Hypothesis 3: Observed male-on-male gender harassment will be positively and 

indirectly related to (a) psychological health symptoms, (b) physical health symptoms, (c) 

negative job-related behaviors, and negatively and indirectly related to (d) positive job-

related behaviors and attitudes, through observer fear of sexual harassment. 

 

The Unique Suffering of Female Witnesses 

 Although male and female witnesses of male gender harassment may experience anger and 

fear, and in turn, declines in psychological, physical, and job-related well-being following 

vicarious exposure to this mistreatment, the patriarchal messages communicated by male gender 

harassment may also be uniquely harmful to women with respect to their gender esteem.  

 By reinforcing and perpetuating hypermasculine, patriarchal ideals, male gender 

harassment communicates messages of male superiority and female subordination to those who 

encounter it (Franke, 1997). For example, feminizing a man to punish him for deviations from 

“proper” masculinity (i.e. by labeling him a “bitch” or “pussy”) necessarily casts females into the 

role of the undesirable “other,” diminishing the value of their gender. Similarly, gender-

harassing conduct that encourages hypermasculinity by casting females into the role of “sexual 

object” (i.e. when a man is forced to look at pornographic materials or is forced to engage in 

conversations that reduce females to sexual conquests) further degrades women and reinforces 

the patriarchal social order. Even instances of heterosexist harassment - which convey hostile 

and offensive attitudes about sexual minority identities (i.e. homophobic slurs; Konik & Cortina, 

2008) – have the effect of furthering hetero-normative, patriarchal ideals. According to Kitzinger 

(2001, p. 277), “heterosexism...is one of the ways in which strict adherence to gender role 

stereotypes is enforced, and gender oppression maintained.” In all of these cases, the value of 

women and/or all things “feminine” is demeaned when male targets are being mistreated. As 

such, I suggest that exposure to male-on-male gender harassment will result in unique attitudinal 

consequences for female witnesses, that may help explain any decline in psychological, physical, 
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and job-related well-being experienced among this group of observers.  

Male Gender Harassment and Collective Self-Esteem  

 Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) argues for the importance of social group 

memberships to an individual’s sense of self. Human beings strive to maintain and enhance both 

the personal and collective aspects of their identity, where “personal identity refers to how 

people view themselves as individuals, while social identity refers to how they view the social 

groups to which they belong” (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992, p.  302). As a social group represents 

any set of individuals who see themselves as belonging to the same social category (Hogg & 

Abrams, 1988), the collective aspect of social identity can be derived from any number of 

memberships including those based on race, nationality, sexuality, and of course, gender. How 

individuals feel about themselves is thus largely based on the extent to which their social groups 

are valued, and compare favorably to others. More specifically, individuals’ collective self-

esteem reveals personal judgments about the value of their social groups (i.e. private collective 

self-esteem), along with how they perceive that others evaluate their social groups (i.e. public 

self-esteem) (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). This is consistent with the tenets of symbolic 

interactionism (Cooley, 1956; Mead, 1934), which maintains that individuals come to see 

themselves as they believe others see them – a phenomenon referred to as “reflected appraisals” 

or “the looking glass self” (Cooley, 1956; Mead, 1934). 

  Applying this to instances of male gender harassment, I hypothesize that individuals 

exposed to conduct that implicitly or explicitly derogates their gender group will in turn 

experience low levels of collective self-esteem. Thus, many women who witness male-on-male 

gender harassment might not only experience the negative affect and well-being consequences 

outlined above, but in light of male gender harassment’s implicit (and often explicit) devaluation 
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of the female gender, so too may they express more negative judgments about the value of being 

a woman. As previous research has demonstrated how situational factors can impact collective 

self-esteem (e.g., Bettencourt, Charlton, Eubanks, Kernahan, & Fuller, 1999; Walker, 1999), it 

seems plausible that male gender harassment and its patriarchal messages will detrimentally 

affect females’ sense of their social identity.  

Hypothesis 4: Observed male-on-male gender harassment will be negatively associated 

with (a) private collective self-esteem, and (b) public collective self-esteem, for female 

witnesses.  

 

Recognition of one’s membership within a devalued social group and/or the 

reinforcement of one’s stigmatized status can lead to declines in well-being. For example, 

Szymanski (2005; Szymanski & Kashubeck-West, 2008) shows how sexual minority women 

exposed to recent sexist and heterosexist events (which communicate the devaluation of this 

group and emphasize the stigmatized position of these women) displayed higher levels of 

psychological distress. Waldo (1999) also found that for sexual minority employees, being 

exposed to negative views of homosexuality was both directly and indirectly related to decreases 

in psychological well-being, physical health, and increases in work withdrawal, absenteeism and 

intentions to quit. As discussed by Waldo (1999), Meyer’s (1995) theory of minority stress (i.e. 

unique stress related to stigmatization) may help to account for these findings. Previous 

empirical research has also demonstrated how exposure to events that demean and objectify 

women are linked to the experience of psychological distress and somatic symptoms among 

females (Klonoff, Landrine, & Campbell, 2000; Mordai & Subich, 2004; Swim, Hyers, Cohen, 

& Ferguson, 2001), and that in some cases, internalized misogyny (i.e. a form of internalized 

sexism) intensifies these relationships (Szymanski, Gupta, Carr, & Stewart, 2009).  

Research specifically highlighting the role of collective-self esteem in predicting 
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individual well-being also exists (Bettencourt & Dorr, 1997; Blaine & Crocker, 1995). Katz 

Joiner and Kwon (2002) showed how the perceived devaluation of one’s gender group is 

associated with depression and anxiety, particularly among women. Further still, low collective 

self-esteem accounted for unique variance in depressive symptoms beyond the effects of 

personal self-evaluations. Corning (2002) also showed that when levels of collective self-esteem 

are low, as perceptions of discrimination increase for women, so too does depression, anxiety, 

and somatization. Moreover, Crocker, Luhtanen, Blaine, and Broadnax (1994) studied the effects 

of collective self-esteem on psychological adjustment among White, Black, and Asian students. 

While collective self-esteem was related to increased life satisfaction and to decreased 

depression and hopelessness among all participants, the independent effect of collective self-

esteem on well-being was specific to Black and Asian students only. Thus, the effects of 

collective self-esteem on well-being may be particularly critical among individuals who belong 

to minority groups. 

Finally, collective self-esteem has been linked to job-related and/or performance 

outcomes. Not only is there a negative relationship between collective self-esteem and burnout 

(Butler & Constantine, 2005), but in a longitudinal study incorporating both self-report and 

objective measures, Bettencourt and colleagues (1999) found that social and academic 

adjustment to college, and grade point average, were predicted by developments in collective 

self-esteem. This relationship remained significant even after controlling for changes in personal 

self-esteem, relationships, extracurricular activity, and initial levels of achievement. 

Taken together, I suggest that exposure to male-on-male gender harassment (and its 

patriarchal messages) will be associated with lower collective self-esteem among female 

witnesses, and that collective self-esteem will in turn, mediate the negative effects of observed 
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male gender harassment on well-being, among this group of observers.  

Hypothesis 5: Observed male-on-male gender harassment will be positively and 

indirectly related to (a) psychological health symptoms, (b) physical health symptoms, (c) 

negative job-related behaviors, and negatively and indirectly related to (d) positive job-

related behaviors and attitudes, through collective self-esteem
2
 among female witnesses. 

 

Vicarious and Personal Gender Harassment as Co-victimization 

 

Existing research on workplace mistreatment has considered both the experience and 

negative impact of multiple forms of victimization encountered concurrently (e.g., Dionisi et al., 

2012; Foynes, Shipherd, & Harrington, 2013; Raver & Nishii, 2010). Berdahl and Moore (2006) 

and Buchanan and Fitzgerald (2008) for example, showed that reports of gender harassment are 

often coupled with complaints of ethnic harassment, while other studies have revealed 

correlations between various forms of SH and acts of incivility, workplace aggression, and 

heterosexism (e.g., Barling et al., 2001; Konik & Cortina, 2008; Lim & Cortina, 2005). 

Moreover, some studies show that each form of mistreatment adds to the level of strain targets 

experience (e.g., Thoma & Huebner, 2013; Lim & Cortina, 2005), others that costs to well-being 

are exponentially greater among those who experience co-victimization (e.g., Szymanski, 2005), 

and still others that the combined experience of two or more types of mistreatment is not 

significantly worse than the effects of just one (e.g., Raver & Nishii, 2010). To date, however, 

similar attention has not been given to the combined experience of observed and personal 

mistreatment. One important exception suggests that this might be a critical omission; 

Silverschanz and colleagues (2008) showed that those who encountered both ambient (i.e. 

harassment observed in their university setting) and personal heterosexist harassment reported 

worse psychological and academic well-being compared to those who encountered ambient 

                                                        
2 The indirect effect of observed male-on-male gender harassment on all well-being and job-related 

variables will be tested for both private and public collective self-esteem.  
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heterosexist harassment alone
3
.  

The simultaneous experience of both observed and personal harassment may exacerbate 

the negative impact of mistreatment on well-being, in light of the psychologically depleting 

nature of such stressors. To cope with the strain produced by SH, individuals must draw from 

their psychological resource reservoirs (Hobfoll, 2001). However, given the finite nature of such 

reserves, in so doing, the resources (e.g. energies) one has to deal with subsequent stressors (i.e. 

other forms of mistreatment) are constrained (Hobfoll, 2001). As Raver and Nishi (2010) note 

when theorizing about the exacerbating potential of multiple forms of personal harassment, 

individuals may become hypersensitive to additional forms of victimization as their 

psychological reserves become weakened. Further, upon reaching their psychological or 

biological breaking point, the costs to well-being may be exponentially greater in cases of 

multiple compared to singular forms of harassment (Raver & Nishi, 2010).   

While previous research on the vicarious effects of SH has accounted for individuals’ 

personal experiences of victimization by either controlling for these experiences in analyses 

(e.g., Miner-Rubio & Cortina, 2007) or by selecting samples of employees who explicitly deny 

any personal history of harassment (e.g., Miner-Rubio & Cortina, 2004), I suggest that a more 

explicit examination of co-victimization in the context of observed SH is warranted. More 

specifically, as a potent interpersonal stressor (e.g., Fitzgerald et al., 1997; Keashly, 1998) 

observed SH may not only impact witnesses’ well-being indirectly through emotions and 

collective self-esteem, but consistent with a long traditional of SH research, may also directly 

produce stain outcomes such as those investigated in this study (e.g., declines in psychological 

and physical health, poor job attitudes, negative job-related behaviors; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 

                                                        
3 For another notable exception see Hitlan, Schneider and Walsh (2006) who explored the effects of 

personal and bystander harassment experiences on appraisals of personal harassment.  
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2007; Raver & Nishi, 2010; Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007). Moreover, in cases where witnesses 

have also been targets of SH themselves, such strain outcomes may become magnified. In line 

with conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 2001), as resources are the primary defense 

against resource loss, witnesses who experience resource depletion from personal harassment 

should be less resistant to the stress of observed harassment, hence becoming less resilient and 

more vulnerable to its strain outcomes. This is a notion supported by previous research 

highlighting the psychological and physically taxing nature of both personal and observed SH 

(e.g., Dionisi, et al., 2012; Glomb et al., 1997; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2007; Willness et al., 

2007) and the depleting nature of other forms of workplace mistreatment (Carlson, Ferguson, 

Hunter, & Whitten, 2012; Chi & Liang, 2013; Harris, Kacmar, & Zivnuska, 2007). Thus, I 

suggest that personal gender harassment will exacerbate the direct negative impact of witnessed 

male-on-male gender harassment on well-being.  

Hypothesis 6: Personal gender harassment will exacerbate the direct positive impact of 

observed male-on-male gender harassment on (a) psychological health symptoms, (b) 

physical health symptoms and (c) negative job-related behaviors, and exacerbate the 

direct negative impact on (d) positive job-related behaviors and attitudes. 

 

2.2 Method 

Sample and Recruitment 

 Participants for this 2-wave study
4
 were recruited through Qualtrics Panel Service - an 

online survey software tool that provides a platform for designing and distributing online 

surveys, and offers a panel service that allows researchers to connect with individuals willing to 

participate in research (Qualtrics, 2010). At Time 1, participants were sent a link via Qualtrics to 

an online questionnaire and were compensated with $2.00 and a chance to win a $35.00 

Starbucks gift card for their participation. Four months later, participants were sent a second link 

                                                        
4  Data were collected in two waves given concerns with survey length. 
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to an online questionnaire, and a chance to win another Starbucks gift card for participating, this 

time for $50.00. Participants provided data on observed male gender harassment, their feelings of 

anger and fear, collective self-esteem, as well as relevant demographic data at Time 1. At Time 

2, information pertaining to the dependent variables was collected.  

Data were gathered at Time 1 from 329 full-time or part-time employees in the United 

States working in blue-collar professions (e.g., automotive, construction, manufacturing). The 

decision to limit the sample to those employed in such industries was made given the higher 

likelihood of capturing instances of male SH within masculine job-gender contexts (Stockdale et 

al., 1999). The 206 participants who provided data at both Time 1 and Time 2 comprised the 

final sample for this study (M age = 44.45 years, SD = 12.17, range = 18 – 71 years; 53.4% 

male; 78% Caucasian; 95.6% heterosexual).  

Measures: Predictor Variable  

A complete list of items for all scales can be found in Appendix A. 

Observed Male-on-Male Gender Harassment. Items from the Sexual Harassment of Men 

scale (Waldo et al., 1998) were revised to assess observed male gender harassment. More 

specifically, the 11 items from the gender harassment subscale of this measure were modified to 

assess the extent to which participants had witnessed the gender harassment of a male peer by 

another male at work, on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (many times). This procedure has 

been used successfully in previous research on vicarious harassment experiences (e.g., Hitlan et 

al., 2006). Sample items include “During the past 12-months, how often have you observed or 

heard about a male supervisor or coworker… pressuring another male coworker into doing 

things he did not want to do, by accusing him of not being a “real man?” and “…saying crude or 
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gross sexual things to a male coworker that appeared to bother him?”.  Higher scores indicate 

more observed male gender harassment. 

Measures: Mediating Variables  

 Anger. Similar to previous research (e.g., Peters, Geiger, Smart, & Baer, 2014; Twenge & 

Campbell, 2003) focal participants’ anger was assessed using the 6 hostility items of the PANAS-

X  (Watson & Clark, 2004). Participants indicated the extent to which adjectives such as “angry” 

and  “hostile” described how they felt during the last 12-month period in light of work-related 

events on a scale ranging from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely).  Higher scores on 

this measure indicated greater anger.   

Fear of Sexual Harassment. Participants’ fear of SH was assessed using a modified version 

of Barling, Rogers and Kelloway’s (2001) scale. This 9-item measure asked participants to 

indicate their agreement with statements such as “I afraid that someone at work will display, use, 

or distribute sexist or suggestive materials (e.g., pictures, stories, or pornography)” and “I am 

afraid that someone at work will make offensive remarks about my appearance, body, or sexual 

activities.” Responses were measured on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree), with higher scores indicating greater fear of SH.  

Collective Self-Esteem. Collective self-esteem was assessed using two of Luhtanen and 

Crocker’s (1992) scales. The 4-item private collective self-esteem scale measures participants’ 

personal judgments about the value of their gender group (e.g., “I’m glad to be a member of the 

female/male gender”). The 4-item public collective self-esteem scale assesses participants’ 

perceptions of how others view their gender group (e.g., “Others respect the female/male sex”). 

Responses were measured on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree), with higher scores reflecting higher levels of (i.e., more positive) collective self-esteem.  
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Measures: Outcome Variables 

Psychological Health Symptoms. Psychological health was assessed using Goldberg’s 

(1972) General Health Questionnaire. Using the 4-month period since Time 1 surveys were 

completed as the time referent, participants responded to 11-items such as “How often have you 

felt under strain” and “How often have you felt that you could not overcome your difficulties” on 

a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always).  Higher scores reflect poorer psychological health 

(i.e. greater psychological health symptoms). 

Physical Health Symptoms. Physical health was assessed with the 12-item Physical 

Symptom Inventory (Spector & Jex, 1998). Items measure somatic issues such as sleep, 

headaches, dizziness, and problems of digestion and elimination. Participants were asked how 

often during the 4 months since completing the Time 1 survey they had experienced symptoms 

such as “an upset stomach or nausea” or “tiredness or fatigue.” Responses were provided on a 5-

point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (every day), with higher scores indicating poorer 

physical health (i.e. greater physical health symptoms).  

Withdrawal. Barling, Rogers, and Kelloway’s (2001), and Kammeyer-Mueller and 

Wanberg’s (2003) withdrawal and neglect scales were combined to produce the 15 items used to 

measure work withdrawal. Sample items include “Over the past 4 months, I stayed out of sight to 

avoid work”; and “Over the past 4 months, I failed to attend scheduled meetings”, with responses 

collected on a 7-point response scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (all of the time). Higher scores 

reflect higher levels of work withdrawal. 

Workplace Deviance. Workplace deviance over the 4-month period since completing the 

Time 1 survey was measured using Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) 19-item scale. Participants 

indicated the extent to which they had engaged in behaviors such as “said something hurtful to 
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someone at work” and “taken property from work without permission” during the last four 

months on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (daily). This measure assesses both interpersonal 

(deviant behaviors directly at others in organization) and organizational (i.e. deviant behaviors 

harmful to the organization) deviant behaviors, and is useful when trying to assess deviance as a 

more general phenomenon (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Higher scores reflect greater deviance.  

Affective Commitment. Affective commitment was measured using Allen and Meyer’s 

(1990) 8-item scale. Participants indicated on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree) the extent to which they agreed with statements such as “I would be happy to 

spend the rest of my career with my current employer” and “I feel as if this company’s problems 

are my own”; higher scores reflect higher commitment.   

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB). Lee and Allen’s (2002) 16-items were used to 

measure the extent to which witnesses engaged in OCBs during the 4 months since completing 

the Time 1 survey. This measure assesses both OCB’s aimed at helping other individuals (i.e. 

OCB-I) as well as helping the organization (i.e., OCB-O);
5
 Sample items include “Give up time 

to help others who have work or non-work problems” and “Offer ideas to improve the 

functioning of the organization”. Participants responded to each item using a 7-point scale 

anchored by 1 (never) and 7 (always), with higher scores indicating the enactment of more OCB. 

Measures: Moderating Variable 

Personal Gender Harassment. To evaluate witnesses’ personal experiences with gender 

harassment, female participants were asked to fill out the 9 gender harassment items from the 

Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ; Fitzgerald, Gelfand, & Drasgow, 1995). The SEQ is 

the most widely used and validated measure of SH (Cortina & Berdahl, 2008) and asks 

                                                        
4 While others have suggested that assessments of OCB be separated based on target (e.g., McNeely & 

Melino, 1994), the focus of this study is on the underlying helping behavior itself, irrespective of target. 

As such, the OCB-I and OCB-O subscales were combined for all analyses. 
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participants to report on how often they have been the target of sexually harassing behavior 

within the last year on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (many times). Sample items used in 

this study include “During the past 12-months have you been in a situation where any of your 

supervisors or coworkers….made sexist remarks to you (i.e. suggesting that women are too 

emotional to be leaders” and “...made offensive remarks about your appearance, body, or sexual 

activities?”. Higher scores indicate more SH victimization. 

Male participants were asked to fill out the 11 items reflecting gender harassment in the 

Sexual Harassment of Men scale (Waldo et al., 1998) – a measure developed by revising the 

SEQ to better suit the experiences of males, and capture the unique forms of gender harassment 

experienced by males (e.g. “not-man-enough” harassment). Like the SEQ, incident frequency 

was reflected on a scale from 1 (never) to 5 (many times), with higher scores indicating greater 

levels of SH victimization. Sample items include “During the past 12-months have you been in a 

situation where any of your supervisors or coworkers...made you feel like you were not a “man” 

if you did things that “women” usually do?” and “…said offensive things about how you look, 

your body, or your sex life?”  

As different scales were used with males and females to respect the unique nature of male 

and female SH (e.g., Berdahl et al., 1996; Waldo et al. 1999), scores were standardized within 

gender and combined into one overall score before computing any analyses. 

Finally, given (a) trait affectivity affects how people respond to situations of aggression 

(e.g., Aquino, Grover, Bradfield, & Allen, 1999; Douglas & Martinko, 2001), and (b) the need to 

isolate the role of context-specific emotion in the proposed relationships, participants completed 

the 8-item Life Orientation Test (Scheier & Carver, 1985) which measures generalized 

expectancies for positive versus negative outcomes, to control for trait affectivity. Statements 
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such as “In uncertain times, I usually expect the best” and “Things never work out the way I 

want them to” were rated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher 

scores indicate more positive trait affectivity.
 

2.3 Results 

Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations
6
 and reliabilities for all study variables appear in 

Table 2-2.  

Tests of indirect effects were conducted using ordinary least squares regression analysis 

as implemented in Hayes (2013) SPSS PROCESS modeling macro. To avoid problems 

associated with non-normal distributions, I used bootstrapping which is a resampling method that 

produces an estimation of the sampling distribution through confidence intervals. As 

bootstrapping makes no inferences about the shape of the sampling distribution, the confidence 

intervals produced by this method are more precise than those using standard methods (Hayes, 

2013). In these tests, indirect and moderated effects are significant if the 95% bias corrected 

confidence intervals do not include zero, likening them to a significance value of p < .05 (Hayes, 

2013). All analyses were tested using 10,000 bootstrap samples. Moreover, analyses were 

conducted using parallel multiple mediator models – a method that allows for more than one 

mediator variable to be entered into the same model simultaneously, while still testing for the 

indirect effect of each individual mediator variable controlling for all others in the model (Hayes, 

2013). One parallel meditation model was created to test all predictions pertaining to emotions, 

and thus included anger and fear. A second parallel moderated meditation model was created to 

test all predictions pertaining to collective self-esteem and the moderating role of gender in these 

                                                        
6 While the intention was to test whether personal gender harassment exacerbates the direct negative 

impact of observed male-on-male gender harassment on psychological and physical well-being, and 

positive and negative workplace outcomes, the high correlation between these two variables (r = .74, p < 

.01) precludes me from using personal gender harassment as a moderating variable. As such, no further 

analyses are conducted using personal gender harassment. 
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relationships, and thus included private and public collective self-esteem. 

Before conducting any analyses I assessed whether attrition could threaten the validity of 

my results. To do so I conducted t-tests on all Time 1 study variables comparing participants 

who responded at both time periods with those who only provided data at Time 1. To control for 

the number of comparisons made I used the Bonferonni correction factor (in this case, .05 / 9 

tests). Results indicated that participants who responded at both time periods (M = 44.45 years, 

SD = 12.17) were significantly older than those who responded at Time 1 only (M = 38.13 years, 

SD = 12.78), t(303) = -4.32, p < .01. As a result, age was controlled in all analyses.   

I also computed a chi-squared test to assess gender differences in attrition. Males were 

significantly more likely to respond at both time periods, while females were significantly more 

likely to respond only once (χ
2
 = 5.67; p < .05). As a result, gender of the observer was included 

as a control variable in all analyses, with the exception of those involving collective self-esteem 

where gender was used as a moderator. 

Observed male gender harassment and anger 

Observed male-on-male gender harassment was positively related to anger (b = .45, LLCI 

= .30; ULCI = .60), supporting Hypothesis 1a (Table 2-3). Moreover, observed male-on-male 

gender harassment indirectly influenced psychological and physical health through its effects on 

employee anger, thereby supporting Hypothesis 2a and 2b. Employees who witnessed male-on-

male gender harassment were more likely to experience anger, which itself was positively 

associated with psychological health symptoms (b = .35, LLCI = .15; ULCI = .55) and physical 

health symptoms (b = .18, LLCI = .04; ULCI = .31). Bias-corrected bootstrap confidence 

intervals for the indirect effect of observed male-on-male gender harassment on psychological 

health symptoms (b  = .15, LLCI = .07; ULCI = .28) and physical health symptoms (b = .08, 
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LLCI = .01; ULCI = .17) via anger did not include zero. Moreover, while observed male-on-

male gender harassment had a direct effect on physical symptoms (b = -.24, LLCI = - .43; ULCI 

= -.05), it did not have a direct effect on psychological symptoms as the bias corrected 

confidence interval for this relationship included zero (b = -.09, LLCI = - .37; ULCI = .19). 

Results from these analyses appear in Table 2-4. 

Observed male-on-male gender harassment indirectly influenced negative job-related 

behaviors through its effects on employee anger. As expected, employees who witnessed the 

gender harassment of a male colleague were more likely to experience anger (b = .45, LLCI = 

.30; ULCI = .60), and experienced anger was associated with higher levels of withdrawal (b = 

.39, LLCI = .20; ULCI = .59) and workplace deviance (b = .33, LLCI = .11; ULCI = .54). Bias-

corrected bootstrap confidence intervals for the indirect effect of observed male-on-male gender 

harassment on withdrawal (b = .18, LLCI = .08; ULCI = .32) and workplace deviance (b = .15, 

LLCI = .05; ULCI = .28) via anger did not include zero. Thus, results provide support for 

Hypothesis 2c. In addition, while observed male-on-male gender harassment had a direct and 

positive effect on workplace deviance (b = .31, LLCI = .01; ULCI = .62), it did not exert a direct 

effect on withdrawal (b = .09, LLCI = -.19; ULCI = .36) as the bias corrected confidence interval 

in the latter case included zero (see Table 2-5).  

Partial support for Hypothesis 2d and the indirect effect of observed male-on-male gender 

harassment on positive job-related outcomes through employee anger emerged. Employees who 

witnessed the gender harassment of a male colleague were more likely to experience anger (b = 

.45, LLCI = .30; ULCI = .60), which itself was negatively associated with affective commitment 

(b = -.20, LLCI = -.40; ULCI = 1.01). A bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval for this 

indirect effect did not include zero (b = -.09, LLCI = -.21; ULCI = -.01). Witness anger was not, 
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however, significantly related to OCB (b = .07; LLCI = -.22; ULCI = .37). Moreover, observed 

male-on-male gender harassment did not exert a direct affect on either affective commitment (b 

= -.08, LLCI = -.35; ULCI = .19) nor OCB (b = .03, LLCI = -.10; ULCI = .20), as in each case 

bias corrected confidence intervals included zero (see Table 2-6).  

Observed male gender harassment and fear 

Observed male-on-male gender harassment was positively related to fear of SH (b = 1.34, 

LLCI = 1.11; ULCI = 1.58), thus supporting Hypotheses 1b (Table 2-3). While fear of SH was 

not significantly related to psychological health symptoms (b = .08, LLCI = -.05; ULCI = .21), it 

was significantly and positively related to physical health symptoms (b = .15, LLCI = .05; ULCI 

= .23). However, as the bias corrected confidence interval for the indirect effect on physical 

health symptoms (b = .20, LLCI = -.00; ULCI = .41) included zero, no support for either 

Hypotheses 3a or 3b was obtained (see Table 2-4).   

No support for Hypotheses 3c or 3d and the indirect effect of observed male-on-male 

gender harassment on negative and positive job-related outcomes through observers’ fear of SH 

emerged. While employees who witnessed the gender harassment of a male colleague were more 

likely to experience fear (b = 1.34, LLCI = 1.11; ULCI = 1.58), fear was not significantly related 

to withdrawal (b = .10, LLCI = -.02; ULCI = .23), affective commitment (b = .08, LLCI = -.05; 

ULCI = .20), or OCB (b = .03, LLCI = -.16; ULCI = .22). Moreover, while fear was significantly 

and positively related to workplace deviance (b = .17, LLCI = .03; ULCI = .31), the bias 

corrected confidence interval testing for the indirect effect of observed male-on-male gender 

harassment on workplace deviance via fear, included zero (b = .31, LLCI = -.09; ULCI = .72) 

(see Tables 2-5 and 2-6).   

Observed male gender harassment and collective self-esteem 
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To test for the unique effects of observed male-on-male gender harassment on collective 

self-esteem among women, sex of observer was used as a moderator variable. A significant 

interaction emerged between observed male-on-male gender harassment and observer sex in the 

case of both private collective self-esteem (b = -.56, LLCI = -1.09; ULCI = -.03) and public 

collective self-esteem (b = -.75, LLCI = -1.24; ULCI = -.25). After probing these interactions, 

bootstrap confidence intervals revealed that observed male-on-male gender harassment was 

negatively related to private collective self-esteem for both male (b = -.31, LLCI = -.59; ULCI = 

-.03) and female (b = -.87, LLCI = -1.33; ULCI = -.40) witnesses, thus failing to support 

Hypothesis 4a. However, in the case of public collective self-esteem, observed male-on-male 

gender harassment was only a significant and negative predictor of self-esteem among female 

witnesses (b = -.94, LLCI = -1.38; ULCI = -.51). There was no significant interaction between 

observed male-on-male gender harassment and public collective self-esteem for men (b = -.20, 

LLCI = -.46; ULCI = .06), as the bias corrected confidence interval included zero. Thus, support 

emerged for Hypothesis 4b and the unique effect of observed male-on-male gender harassment 

among women (see Table 2-7). 

No support was found for the indirect effect of observed male-on-male gender 

harassment on psychological or physical health symptoms via collective-self esteem for women; 

neither private collective self-esteem, nor public collective self-esteem was significantly related 

to these well-being variables among women or men. As such, no support emerged for 

Hypotheses 5a or 5b (Table 2-8).  

A significant indirect effect through collective self-esteem among women did emerge in 

the case of both workplace deviance and affective commitment. More specifically, bias corrected 

bootstrap confidence intervals revealed that observed male-on-male gender harassment exerted 
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an indirect effect on workplace deviance via public collective self-esteem for females only (b = -

.10, LLCI = -.26; ULCI = -.01). The indirect effect in the case of males was non-significant as 

the bias corrected confidence interval included zero (b = -.02, LLCI = -.08; ULCI = .00). 

Similarly, observed male-on-male gender harassment exerted an indirect effect on affective 

commitment via private collective self-esteem for females only (b = .10, LLCI = .01; ULCI = 

.30). Once again, the indirect effect in the case of males was non-significant as the bias corrected 

confidence interval included zero (b = .04, LLCI = -.00; ULCI = .12). However, as neither 

private nor public collective self-esteem was significantly related to withdrawal or OCB among 

female (or male) witnesses, only partial support for the indirect effect of observed male-on-male 

gender harassment on negative (Hypothesis 5c) and positive (Hypothesis 5d) job-related 

behaviors via collective self-esteem among women, emerged (see Tables 2-9 and 2-10).  

2.4 Discussion 

I investigated whether and how male-on-male gender harassment affects observers’ 

psychological and physical well-being, as well as their negative and positive work-related 

behaviors and attitudes. Moreover, I set out to determine whether any negative effects of 

observing male gender harassment were mediated by discrete negative emotions, and in some 

cases, identity-based evaluations. The results of this study showed that observing male gender 

harassment is positively related to the experience of anger and fear of SH, and negatively to 

collective self-esteem, in the latter case particularly among females. Further still, the positive 

relationship between observed male gender harassment and psychological health symptoms, 

physical health symptoms, withdrawal and workplace deviance, and the negative relationship 

between observed male gender harassment and affective commitment, were indirect and 

transmitted via witness anger. Witnessing the gender harassment of a male colleague was also 
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indirectly related to workplace deviance and affective commitment via collective self-esteem 

among women. These findings point to both the far-reaching and indirect consequences of an 

understudied form of workplace SH, and in so doing, contribute to a more nuanced 

understanding of who is being harmed by male SH, what this harm looks like, and how this harm 

is produced.  

Theoretical Implications 

 One primary contribution of this research is the conceptualization of the vicarious impact 

of male SH. While the negative effects of other forms of workplace mistreatment on third parties 

have been previously identified (e.g., Chrobot-Mason et al., 2013; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 

2007; Silverschanz et al., 2008), we still know very little about how witnesses’ psychological, 

physical, and job-related well-being suffer as a result of male-targeted gender harassment. The 

current study’s findings are particularly informative in light of the increasing concern being 

shown for this type of harassment in both academic and public forums (e.g., de Haas et al., 2009; 

Gomstyn, 2010; Meredit, 2014; Settles, et al., 2012), and the unique nature of male compared to 

female SH (Berdahl et al., 1996; Donovan & Drasgow, 1999). The negative vicarious effects 

found in this study are also interesting given the perception of many employees that male gender 

harassment is rooted in socially acceptable and/or relatively benign perpetrator motives (Study 

2). This suggests that even witnessed workplace mistreatment deemed to be normative can lead 

to adverse consequences – a notion supported by previous research showing that enjoyable 

socio-sexual workplace behavior can be costly (Berdahl & Aquino, 2009). When taken together, 

the current findings thus represent an important contribution to both the SH and vicarious 

mistreatment literatures.  

 Second, by showing that discrete negative emotions are both a direct consequence of 
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observed male gender harassment (i.e. anger and fear), as well as a mediating mechanism 

between this observed mistreatment and its resulting psychological, physical, and job-related 

costs (i.e. anger), this study emphasizes the central role of emotions in understanding the effects 

of observed male gender harassment. While researchers have speculated about the role of 

emotions in the vicarious harassment process (e.g., Miner-Rubino, & Cortina, 2007), until now 

little empirical research existed to support this link. Moreover, given that anger but not fear 

mediated the relationships of concern, more support for differentiating between discrete negative 

emotions (Lerner & Keltner, 2000), and theorizing their unique nature and role in the 

mistreatment process, is obtained.  

 Third, while the mediating role of collective self-esteem, particularly among women, was 

not consistently supported in this study, the findings pertaining to collective self-esteem 

nonetheless contribute to the SH literature. While scholars have long maintained that SH is a 

phenomenon rooted in gender or sex-based identity concerns (Berdahl, 2007; Franke, 1997), 

very little empirical research has investigated the effects of SH on gender or sex-based identity 

outcomes. The results of this study show that exposure to behavior meant to diminish the gender-

based status of certain groups (e.g., women, “non-masculine” men) and/or individuals (e.g., a 

particular target belonging to such groups) is indeed related to gender-based self-perceptions, 

even among third parties. Thus the results of this study provide support for the idea that male SH 

communicates powerful gender-relevant messages that are perceived by women and men alike. 

Furthermore, while numerous adverse consequences have been linked to both direct and 

vicarious SH, these results showing an association with collective self-esteem, suggest that much 

can still be learned about the broad scope of SH outcomes.  

 Fourth, while assessments of private collective self-esteem showed that both men and 
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women exposed to the gender harassment of a male peer were more likely to make negative 

judgments about the value of their gender, only women who witnessed this mistreatment were 

more likely to report that others viewed their gender negatively (i.e. public collective self-

esteem). That women exposed to male gender harassment are more likely to believe that their 

gender is devalued by others, lends support to the notion that even when directed at men, SH 

communicates implicit and pervasive patriarchal messages that are uniquely damaging to 

women. Moreover, as the two cases (i.e. workplace deviance and affective commitment) wherein 

observed male gender harassment resulted in an indirect effect on well-being via collective self-

esteem were found among women but not men, more support for the unique and detrimental 

impact of male mistreatment on females, is garnered.  

 Last, the results of this study show that in some cases, observing the gender harassment 

of a male colleague is indirectly related to increases in negative job-related behaviors (i.e., 

indirect effect on withdrawal and workplace deviance through anger; indirect effect on deviance 

through public collective self-esteem among women), in some cases it is indirectly related to 

decreases in positive job-related behaviors (i.e., indirect effect on affective commitment through 

anger for men and women, and private collective self-esteem for women), and in other cases is 

unrelated to workplace behavior (i.e. OCB). These findings suggest that SH does not simply 

impact workplace outcomes in a general sense, but rather that the nature of these work-related 

outcomes matters. As such, the importance of continuing to differentiate and investigate specific 

job-related consequences is emphasized. Moreover, additional research exploring the cognitive 

or motivational mechanisms responsible for these differences is also needed. One possibility 

might be to explore the role that justice perceptions and/or retaliation (e.g., Barclay, Skarlicki, & 

Pugh, 2005; Barling et al., 2001; Moorman, 1991) may play in encouraging (or discouraging) 
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positive versus negative behavioral and attitudinal responses following observed workplace 

victimization.  

Practical Implications 

 This study has potentially important practical implications for organizations and their 

leaders. First, these results could be used to guide the development of more appropriate and 

sufficient interventions, highlighting the need for organizational supports aimed not only at 

direct targets of male SH, but also targets’ peers. Further still, given these vicarious costs, 

important questions regarding the form that organizational interventions should take (e.g. group-

based therapy versus counseling for targets and witnesses alone) are raised. Moreover, because 

females may experience unique vicarious consequences relative to their male peers (e.g., reduced 

public collective self-esteem), organizations may need to tailor their interventions to specific 

groups of employees. 

 Second, that negative consequences of observed male gender harassment exist among men 

and women suggests the seriousness and pervasiveness of male SH, and the need for primary 

prevention strategies. Communicating the unacceptability of this form of workplace 

mistreatment through organization-wide training initiatives (e.g., Pearson, Andersson & Porath, 

2000), the creation of policies and organizational norms (Williams, Fitzgerald & Drasgow, 1999; 

Willness et al., 2007), and leadership development that includes education about the nature and 

consequences of male SH (Kelloway & Barling, 2010), offer several tangible ways that 

organizations can work towards eliminating this workplace problem.  

 Finally, that the mistreatment of a male peer was uniquely and negatively associated with 

gender identity-based effects for women (i.e. declines in public collective self-esteem; indirect 

effect on workplace deviance and affective commitment via collective self-esteem) suggests that 
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organizations consider how seemingly unrelated workplace behaviors may be contributing to a 

misogynistic workplace environment. 

Future Directions and Study Limitations 

Several directions for future research can be suggested, and in some cases, are based on 

limitations inherent in the current study. First, these data are cross-sectional, thus limiting any 

causal inferences. While previous longitudinal research on personal SH suggests that similar 

health and job-related outcomes result from this mistreatment (e.g. Chiodo, Wolfe, Crooks, 

Hughes, & Jaffe, 2009; Glomb, Munson, Hulin, Bergman, & Drasgow, 1999), and previous 

research suggests that emotions contribute to declines in well-being (e.g., Weiss & Cropanzano, 

1996), reverse causal ordering remains a concern. For example, employees suffering from 

psychological or physical health symptoms may experience anger as a result, which might 

sensitize them to the perception of threatening environmental stimuli (i.e. the SH of a male peer; 

e.g., Honk, Tuiten, de Haan, vann de Hout, & Stam, 2001). Thus, while data were collected in 

two waves to address concerns with survey length, future research should replicate these findings 

with a true longitudinal design, or possibly experimental methodology.  

By implementing a longitudinal design, how the vicarious effects of male SH may change 

over time could also be explored. For example, while exposure to male gender harassment may 

at first elicit anger, after prolonged exposure witnesses could become desensitized to this 

mistreatment or may experience different emotions such as guilt, particularly if they choose to 

remain silent about the victimization of a colleague. By examining the dynamic nature of the 

perceptions and emotional reactions (e.g., Back, Kufner, & Egloff, 2010) of male SH witnesses, 

a better understanding of male SH’s vicarious impact will be obtained.  

Second, I relied solely on single-source, self-report data. Although I controlled for 
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negative affect (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), mono-source bias remains a 

concern. However, given the personal and perceptual nature of observed gender harassment, 

obtaining data from focal participants themselves was required. One way of avoiding problems 

associated with mono-source bias in the future would be to use external sources of data for the 

outcome variables wherever possible. For example, obtaining more objective measures of 

employee health (e.g., number of sick days taken) or assessments from leaders or coworkers of 

employee withdrawal or deviant workplace behaviors, would be beneficial. 

Third, my sample consisted of male and female employees from “blue collar” 

organizations, perhaps limiting the generalizability of findings to organizations with similar 

characteristics. While the results of this study are quite relevant and applicable to such contexts 

given the high rates of SH within these work environments (e.g., Stockdale et al., 1999), future 

research should determine whether similar results are obtained among samples consisting of 

“white collar” employees or within more gender-egalitarian workplaces. Determining such 

generalizability may be particularly important given that “blue collar” witnesses of male gender 

harassment may be especially likely to fear personal SH, given the pervasiveness of this 

workplace issue in such environments. Alternatively, “blue collar” employees could also be less 

bothered (i.e. angered) by the male gender harassment they observe, in light of the normative and 

taken-for-granted nature of this conduct in masculine job-gender contexts (Stockdale, Visio, & 

Batra, 1999). To test the generalizability of this study’s findings, future research should also 

focus on the vicarious effects of other forms of male-on-male SH (e.g., unwanted sexual 

attention).  

Fourth, while the aim of this study was to determine how observing male gender 

harassment vicariously impacts witnesses’ well-being via negative emotions and collective self-
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esteem, future research could focus on variables that may moderate these relationships. One 

possibility is that witnesses’ gender role ideologies encourage or discourage negative emotional 

reactions to observed male mistreatment. As those who possess traditional gender role beliefs 

endorse attitudes and behaviors that are aligned with patriarchal and stereotypical depictions of 

“proper” masculinity (e.g., Hamburger et al., 1996; Mosher & Shirkin 1984), individuals with 

traditional gender role ideologies may be less angered by behavior that is meant to support and 

protect this belief system (Berdahl, 2007; Franke, 1997), and thus experience fewer vicarious 

consequences when exposed to male gender harassment. Whether witnesses are socially 

connected to, or share a relationship (e.g., friendship, leader-subordinate) with either the 

perpetrator or the victim, may also impact the degree to which observed harassment is anger- 

and/or fear-evoking. 

The impact of observing male gender harassment may also vary depending on who is 

perpetrating this mistreatment. While this study focused on male-on-male gender harassment, 

one must question if similar results would be found for female-on-male mistreatment. Previous 

research showing that men and women evaluate SH differently depending on the gender of the 

perpetrator (e.g., Katz, Hannon & Whitten, 1996) also suggests that interactions between 

perpetrator and observer gender may be relevant. Moreover, given the role played by workplace 

climate and/or perceived organizational tolerance for mistreatment in harassment’s vicarious 

outcomes (e.g., Chrobot-Mason, et al., 2013; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2007), exploring the 

moderating role of environmental factors such as organizational norms, policies and practices, or 

the existence of employee supports, could yield interesting findings. Future research should also 

consider how unspecified moderating variables (e.g., personal enactment of SH) may help to 

account for the counter-intuitive negative direct effect that was found between observed male 
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gender harassment and physical health symptoms.  

Fifth, given the significant and high correlation between observed and personal gender 

harassment, I was unable to test the exacerbating effects of co-victimization theorized. However, 

given the mixed results of previous studies investigating the impact of multiple forms of personal 

mistreatment experienced concurrently (e.g., Raver & Nishii, 2010; Szymanski, 2005; Thoma & 

Huebner, 2013), previous research showing that when coupled with personal mistreatment (i.e. 

heterosexism), exposure to vicarious mistreatment results in worse outcomes (Silverschanz et al., 

2008), and literature supporting the detrimental impact of depleted resources on resilience to 

multiple stressors (Hobfoll, 2001), I suggest that future research continue pursing the question of 

co-victimization within the context of observed male SH. One possibility may be to start by 

examining the impact of more general forms (e.g., generalized workplace harassment; Raver & 

Nishi, 2010) of personal workplace mistreatment. In so doing, the ability to account for the 

depleting nature of personal victimization (and thus increased vulnerability to observed male SH) 

is achieved, while potentially lowering correlations between predictor and moderating variables.  

Finally, following previous research examining SH at the group- or team-level (e.g., 

Glomb et al., 1997; Raver & Gelfand, 2005), future research might develop multi-level models 

of vicarious male SH. For example, by operationalizing indirect exposure to male SH as the 

mean level of personal SH reported by all males in a workgroup (Glomb et al., 1997), future 

research could eliminate concerns of common method bias, and test for the vicarious impact of 

male gender harassment as an ambient workplace stressor (Glomb et al., 1997). Multi-level 

conceptualizations of vicarious male SH would also allow us to move beyond the individual-

level outcomes explored here, to those residing at the team- (e.g., team conflict) and/or 

organization- (e.g., firm financial performance) levels (Raver & Gelfand, 2005). 
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Conclusion 

Although knowledge about male SH is increasing, and previous research has focused on 

the vicarious consequences of other forms of workplace mistreatment, understanding the effects 

of observed male gender harassment has lagged behind. The current findings suggest that 

exposure to the harassment of a male colleague may produce far-reaching and indirect effects on 

psychological and physical well-being, negative job-related behaviors, and positive job-related 

attitudes through the anger that is associated with observed mistreatment, and in some cases, 

declines in collective self-esteem. Moreover, observed male gender harassment can also result in 

fear among observers. While the need to replicate these findings with longitudinal 

methodologies, determine their generalizability within multiple workplace settings, and extend 

the focus to include additional moderators and multi-level outcomes remains, important 

conceptual, empirical and practical contributions for both SH and vicarious mistreatment 

research have been identified.  
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Table 2-1: Study 1 attrition analysis  

 

 Time 1 Only 

(N =123) 

Time 1 & Time 2 

(N =206) 

t 

 M SD M SD  

Age (yrs) 38.19 12.80 44.45 12.17 -4.32** 

Trait affect 4.40 .67 4.46 .75 -.80 

Observed male gender 

harassment 

1.45 .76 1.29 .60 2.14 

Anger 1.89 .86 1.79 .76 1.13 

Fear of SH 1.88 1.19 1.86 1.26 .14 

Collective self-esteem – 

Private 

6.00 1.18 6.00 1.10 .00 

Collective self-esteem – 

Public 

4.96 1.10 5.04 1.01 -.65 

Personal gender 

harassment 

(standardized) 

.166 1.13 -.10 .90 2.35 

 

*p < .05. **p < .01.
 

 

  



 
 

 75 

Table 2-2: Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations for all Study 1 variables 

 

Note. Internal consistency (α) data appear in boldface on the diagonal; N=206. 
a
 1 = male, 2 = female.

  b 
α = .78 males / α = .87 females.  

c 
α = .59 males / α = .79 females.  

d 
α = .66 males / α = .72 females.  

e
 α = .95 

males / α = .92 females.  

*p < .05. **p < .01.
 

Variables 

 

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Sexa 1.47 0.50 -               

2. Age (yrs) 

 

44.45 12.17 -.05 -              

3. Trait Affect 

 

4.46 0.75 .08 .11 .88             

4.   Observed Male 

Gender Harassment  

1.29 0.60 -.15* -.24** -.14* .94            

5.  Anger 

 

1.79 0.76 -.11 -.34** -.41** .45** .87           

6. Fear of SH 

 

1.86 1.25 -.15* -.21** -.07 .66** .33** .96          

7.  Collective Self-

Esteem– Private 

6.00 1.10 .06 .14* .32** -.30** -.24** -.36**    - 
b         

8. Collective Self-

Esteem - Public 

5.04 1.01 .01 .05 .35** -25** -.27** -.24** .51** - 
c
        

9. Psychological 

Health 

2.85 1.10 -.02 -.31** -.59** .21** .47** .20** -.30** -.28* .88       

10. Physical Health 1.83 0.61 -.03 -.24** -.16* .12 .30** .25** -.15* -.12 .41** .87      

11. OCB 3.97 1.24 -.09 .10 .28** .02 -.09 .05 .07 .05 -.14* .09 .94     

12. Affective 

Commitment 

3.07 0.89 .03 .22** .41** -.12 -.32** -.04 .10 .16* -.46** -.13 .40** .88    

13. Withdrawal 1.90 .97 -.23** -.32** -.26** .36** .49** .34** -.14 -.10 .45** .48** .02 -.27** .94   

14. Workplace 

Deviance 

1.67 1.09 -.27** -.24** -.19** .45** .46** .43** -.11 -.06 .30** .35** .08 -.15* .77** .95  

15. Personal Gender 

Harassment 

.00 1.00 .00 -.20** -.10 .74** .47** .59** -.16* -.26** .15* .15* .04 -.12 .31** .37** -
 e
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Table 2-3: Direct effects of observed male gender harassment on emotions 

 

 

 

 

 

 Anger Fear of Sexual Harassment 

 

Variables 

 

Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI 

Observed male gender 

harassment 

.45 .08 .30 .60 1.34 .12 1.11 1.58 

Sex -.12 .09 -.30 .06 -.18 .14 -.46 .09 

Age -.01 .00 -.02 -.01 -.01 .01 -.02 .01 

Trait affect -.29 .06 -.42 -.17 .08 .10 -.12 .27 

         

R
2
 .36    .46    

F 26.00**    38.74**    
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Table 2-4: Direct and indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on psychological and physical health via anger and fear of 

sexual harassment 

 

   Psychological Health Symptoms Physical Health Symptoms 

 

Variables 

 

Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI 

Anger .35 .10 .15 .55 .18 .07 .04 .31 

Fear of sexual harassment .08 .07 -.05 .21 .15 .05 .06 .23 

Sex .06 .13 -.19 .31 -.01 .09 -.18 .16 

Age -.02 .01 -.03 -.00 -/01 .00 -.02 -.00 

Trait affect -.71 .09 -.89 -.53 -.04 .06 -.16 .08 

         

R
2
 .43    .16    

F 23.20**    5.68**    

         

Direct Effect -.09 .14 -.37 .19 -.24 .10 -.43 -.05 

Indirect Effect via Anger .15 .05 .07 .28 .08 .04 .01 .17 

Indirect Effect via Fear of 

sexual harassment 

.10 .09 -.09 .28 .20 .11 -.00 .41 
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Table 2-5: Direct and indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on negative job-related behaviors via anger and fear of 

sexual harassment 

  

 
 

 

  

 Withdrawal Workplace Deviance 

 

Variables 

 

Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI 

Anger .39 .10 .20 .59 .33 .11 .11 .54 

Fear of sexual harassment .10 .07 -.03 .23 .17 .07 .03 .31 

Sex -.38 .12 -.62 -.13 -.52 .14 -.79 -.25 

Age -.02 .01 -.03 -.00 -.01 .01 -.02 .00 

Trait affect -.08 .09 -.25 .10 .03 .10 -.16 .23 

         

R
2
 .33    .35    

F 14.82**    16.63**    

         

Direct Effect .09 .14 -.19 .36 .31 .15 .01 .62 

Indirect Effect via Anger .18 .06 .08 .32 .15 .06 .05 .28 

Indirect Effect via Fear of 

sexual harassment 

.14 .11 -.06 .38 .22 .16 -.06 .56 
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Table 2-6: Direct and indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on positive job-related behaviors and attitudes via anger 

and fear of sexual harassment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Affective Commitment Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

 

Variables 

 

Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI 

Anger -.20 .10 -.40 -.01 .07 .15 -.22 .37 

Fear of sexual harassment .08 .06 -.05 .29 .03 .10 -.16 .22 

Sex .01 .12 -.23 .24 -.27 .18 -.63 .10 

Age .01 .01 -.00 .02 .01 .01 -.01 .03 

Trait affect .39 .09 .22 .57 .45 .13 .19 .71 

         

R
2
 .22    .08    

F 8.37**    2.62**    

         

Direct Effect -.08 .14 -.35 .19 .02 .21 -.39 .43 

Indirect Effect via Anger -.09 .05 -.21 -.01 .03 .08 -.10 .20 

Indirect Effect via Fear of 

sexual harassment 

.10 .08 -.06 .27 .04 .14 -.24 .32 
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Table 2-7: Conditional direct effects of observed male gender harassment on collective self-esteem by sex 

 

  
 Collective Self-Esteem (Private) Collective Self-Esteem (Public) 

 

Variables 

 

Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI 

Observed male gender 

harassment (OMGH) 

.25 .36 -.46 .96 .54 .34 -.12 1.2 

Sex .74 .37 .02 1.46 .82 .34 .15 1.50 

OMGH x Sex -.56 .27 -1.09 -.03 -.74 .25 -1.24 -.25 

Age .00 .01 -.01 .02 -.01 .01 -.02 .01 

Trait Affect .44 .10 .24 .64 .47 .10 .28 .65 

         

R
2
 .21    .22    

F 9.63**    10.18**    

         

Conditional Direct Effect         

            Males -.31 .14 -.59 -.03 -.20 .13 -.46 .06 

               Females -.87 .24 -1.33 -.40 -.94 .22 -1.38 -.51 
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Table 2-8: Conditional indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on psychological and physical health via CSE, as moderated 

by sex 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. CSE = Collective self-esteem

 Psychological Health Symptoms Physical Health Symptoms 

 

Variables 

 

Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI 

CSE Private -.05 .07 -.19 .09 -.02 .05 -.11 .08 

CSE Public -.05 .07 -.20 .10 -.04 .05 -.15 .06 

Age -.02 .01 -.03 -.01 -.01 .00 -.02 -.00 

Trait affect -.76 .10 -.95 -.57 -.06 .07 -.19 .07 

         

R
2
 .40    .08    

F 24.09**    3.06**    

         

Direct Effect .12 .11 -.10 .34 .02 .08 -.13 .17 

         

Conditional Indirect Effects          

           CSE Private (Male) .02 .02 -.02 .09 .01 .02 -.03 .06 

CSE Private (Female .04 .04 -.06 .22 .01 .05 -.08 .15 

         

             CSE Public (Male) .01 .02 -.02 .07 .01 .01 -.01 .05 

CSE Public (Female) .05 .08 -.10 .22 .04 .05 -.04 .15 
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Table 2-9: Conditional indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on negative job-related behaviors via CSE, as moderated by 

sex 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. CSE = Collective self-esteem 

 Withdrawal Workplace Deviance 

 

Variables 

 

Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI 

CSE Private .02 .07 -.12 .17 .03 .08 -.12 .19 

CSE Public .05 .08 -.11 .20 .11 .08 -.06 .27 

Age -.02 .01 -.03 -.01 -.01 .13 -.02 .00 

Trait affect -.24 .10 -.44 -.05 -.16 .01 -.37 .06 

         

R
2
 .21    .21    

F 9.97**    9.63**    

         

Direct Effect .48 .12 .26 .71 .81 .13 .56 1.06 

         

Conditional Indirect Effects          

           CSE Private (Male) -.01 .03 -.10 .03 -.01 .03 -.09 .04 

CSE Private (Female -.02 .07 -.21 .08 -.03 .07 -.20 .09 

         

             CSE Public (Male) -.01 .02 -.06 .02 -.02 .02 -.08 .00 

CSE Public (Female) -.04 .07 -.20 .10 -.10 .06 -.26 -.01 
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Table 2-10: Conditional indirect effects of observed male gender harassment on positive job-related behaviors and attitudes via CSE, as 

moderated by sex 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. CSE = Collective self-esteem  

 Affective Commitment Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

 

Variables 

 

Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI Coefficient SE LLCI ULCI 

CSE Private -.12 .07 -.25 .01 .02 .10 -.18 .21 

CSE Public .05 .07 -.09 .19 -.05 .11 -.26 .16 

Age .01 .01 .00 .02 .01 .01 -.01 .02 

Trait affect .49 .09 .32 .67 .43 .14 .16 .69 

         

R
2
 .21    .07    

F 9.53**    2.62*    

         

Direct Effect -.10 .10 -.31 .10 .12 .16 -.20 .43 

         

Conditional Indirect Effects          

           CSE Private (Male) .04 .03 -.00 .12 -.01 .04 -.10 .06 

CSE Private (Female .10 .07 .01 .30 -.01 .09 -.21 .17 

         

             CSE Public (Male) -.01 .02 -.07 .02 .01 .03 -.03 .10 

CSE Public (Female) -.05 .07 -.19 .09 .05 .11 -.14 .29 
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Chapter 3 - Vicarious Exposure to Male Sexual Harassment: Perceived Motives and 

Evaluations of Ethicality (Study 2) 

 

 

Abstract 

 

The goal of this study was to examine how witnesses understand the sexual harassment of a male 

colleague. More specifically, I investigate (a) how sexual harassment type (unwanted sexual 

attention vs. gender harassment) and perpetrator sex impact observers’ beliefs about the 

motivations behind male sexual harassment (i.e. sexual desire, power, or male camaraderie 

motives), and (b) how these perceived motivations influence ethical evaluations of this 

mistreatment. I also consider how witnesses’ hypergender ideologies moderate the relationship 

between perceived motives and ethical assessments. I explored these questions with a sample of 

195 employed adults using a 2 X 2 between-subjects vignette design. The results showed that 

mistreatment type influences perceptions of harassment’s root cause: Observers were more likely 

to believe that (a) sexual desire motivated male-targeted unwanted sexual attention compared to 

male-targeted gender harassment, (b) power motives influenced male-targeted gender harassment 

compared to male-targeted unwanted sexual attention, (c) male camaraderie motivated male-on-

male gender harassment compared to male-on-male and female-on-male unwanted sexual 

attention, and (d) attributions of sexual desire were more likely following the encounter of 

female-on-male compared to male-on-male gender harassment. My results also showed that 

perceived sexual harassment motives affected ethical evaluations of this mistreatment. 

Harassment perceived as rooted in male camaraderie was negatively related to evaluations of its 

unethicality. However, believing that sexual or power desires were behind mistreatment led 

witnesses to rate observed harassment as more unethical, especially when observers’ were 

characterized by hypergender ideologies and exposed to male harassment that they believed was 

motivated by sexual desire. Implications for theory, research, and practice are considered.  
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3.1 Introduction 

 Workplace sexual harassment (SH) plagues the lives of many employees, and results in 

serious consequences including increased work withdrawal, decreased organizational 

commitment and workgroup productivity, and declines in psychological and physical health (e.g., 

Dionisi, Barling, & Dupré, 2012; Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007). Despite increasing attention 

being given to SH by organizational scholars, important questions remain unanswered, 

particularly regarding understudied victim populations such as male targets. Although SH is still 

more prevalent among female employees (Cortina & Berdahl, 2008), studies have revealed that 

this mistreatment also affects the lives of many men (Berdahl, Magley, & Waldo, 1996; 

Stockdale, Visio, & Batra, 1999; Waldo, Berdahl, & Fitzgerald, 1998). Additionally, although 

some data exist documenting the detrimental effects of witnessing the sex-based mistreatment of 

females in the workplace (Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004; 2007), relatively little is known about 

witnessing male victimization and how male SH is understood by observers.  

Furthermore, while workplace SH has been conceptualized as an ethical issue by some 

scholars (e.g., Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1996, 1999; O’Leary-Kelly & Bowes-Sperry, 2001), and 

the moral imperative associated with this form of mistreatment is signaled by legislation 

classifying workplace SH as an illegal form of sex discrimination (e.g., EEOC Guidelines, 2000; 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act), those who encounter SH (either directly or indirectly) do not 

always believe it to be morally reprehensible (Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1999; O’Leary-Kelly & 

Bowes-Sperry, 2001). This is important because observers’ judgments of ethicality may have 

serious practical implications. For example, research by Bowes-Sperry and Powell (1999) found 

that observers of female-targeted SH who classified this mistreatment as an ethical issue, were 

more likely to form intentions to intervene. Given that many targets respond passively to, or do 

not report their experiences of SH (Knapp, Faley, Ekeberg, & Dubois, 1997; Ragins & Scandura, 
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1995; United States Merit Systems Protection Board, 1995), observer perceptions of harassment 

ethicality become especially important.  

The goal of this study was thus to examine how witnesses understand the SH of a male 

colleague. More specifically, I set out to determine (a) the beliefs that observers hold concerning 

what motivates male SH, and (b) under what circumstances male SH is deemed to be unethical. 

In so doing, my aim was not only to expand theory concerning male and vicarious experiences of 

SH, but also to contribute to the growing body of literature conceptualizing workplace 

mistreatment as an ethical issue (e.g., Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1996; O’Leary-Kelly & Bowes-

Sperry, 2001).  

Expanding the Investigative Lens: Understanding Male Sexual Harassment 

 The notion that SH is a “women’s problem” has been challenged (Berdahl et al., 1996; 

2007). In some large samples up to 37% of males (N=2,201; Stockdale et al., 1999) report 

experiencing at least one episode of sexually harassing behavior within a 12 month period, and in 

2011 upwards of 16% of SH complaints made in the U.S. were filed by men (United States Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission, 2012). Further, experiencing male SH is associated with 

detrimental psychological (anxiety, depression), health (physical well-being, health satisfaction) 

and job-related (satisfaction, commitment, productivity) consequences (Magley, Waldo, 

Drasgow, & Fitzgerald, 1999; Street, Gradus, Stafford, & Kelly, 2007). Research also shows that 

males experience SH at the hands of both male and female peers (e.g., Dubois, Knapp, Faley, & 

Kustis, 1998; Stockdale et al., 1999; U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board, 1995). 

 Among the most prevalent forms of male SH are gender harassment and unwanted sexual 

attention (Fitzgerald, Gelfand, & Drasgow, 1995; Stockdale, et al., 1999; Waldo, et al., 1998). 

Male gender harassment is often characterized by insulting and degrading behaviors, and conduct 

that appears to punish those who deviate from masculine gender roles (i.e. “not-man-enough” 
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harassment; Berdahl et al., 1996; Waldo et al., 1998). As a number of court cases reveal, male 

employees have filed complaints against coworkers for being called names that challenge their 

status as “prototypical” males (e.g., “dick sucker,” "sweetie pie," "bitch”; Vandeventer v. Wabash 

National Corp, 1995; Martin v. Runyon, 1994), and for being exposed to comments, questions, 

and/or conduct that reinforce patriarchal expectations of “proper” masculinity (e.g., being forced 

to look at pictures of nude women; Goluszek v. H.P. Smith, 1988). Approach-based forms of SH 

such as unwanted sexual attention are also a problem for many males (Berdahl et al., 1996; 

Stockdale et al. 1999; Waldo et al., 1998). In addition to “put downs” by their peers (i.e. gender 

harassment), male employees can also experience unwanted “come ons” from those in workplace 

- offensive and unwelcomed behaviors aimed more at sexual cooperation than derogation (i.e. 

unwanted sexual attention; Fitzgerald et al., 1995).  

Despite this knowledge, very little is known about the perceptions of those who witness 

male-targeted SH
7
. This is a critical omission given that how male SH is understood by those 

who observe it will be central to addressing this workplace problem. As the interpretation of 

social behavior is a function of its perceived causes (Kelley & Michela, 1980; Weiner, 1985), I 

first turn attention to the beliefs that observers might hold concerning what motivates male SH.  

Perceived Perpetrator Motivations 

Individuals are motivated to understand the causes of events, especially those that are 

negative or unexpected (Weiner, 1985; Wong & Weiner, 1981). While witnesses of workplace 

SH should thus engage in sense-making after observing this mistreatment, few empirical insights 

have been generated on these witness cognitions. Of the studies that have considered lay 

interpretations of SH, emphasis has typically been placed on determining what behaviors third 

                                                        
7
 For a notable exception see DeSouza and Solberg (2004) who investigate how the sexuality of a target 

and the gender of raters, impact whether male-on-male mistreatment is perceived to be SH, warrants 

investigation, and should be punished. 
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parties label as SH (e.g., DeSouza & Solberg, 2004; Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett, 2001; Weiner 

& Hurt, 2000; Wilkerson, 1999), and who third parties blame for this mistreatment (e.g., victims 

or targets; De Judicibus & McCabe, 2001; Johnson, Benson, Teasdale, & Simmons, 1997). In 

line with attribution theory (Weiner, 1985), Williams, Brown, Lees-Haley and Price (1995) also 

explored the causal interpretations of witnesses, focusing on how perceptions of intentionality, 

stability, and locus of causality (i.e. internal or external to the perpetrator) impact the labeling and 

perceived offensiveness of SH. However, such research tells us little about why third parties 

believe this mistreatment is occurring, especially in the case of male-targeted SH – a perception 

which may indeed affect the responses of these witnesses. 

In the face of little evidence suggesting the causal inferences made by observers of 

sexualized and gender-based mistreatment, I turn to literature on the actual motivations behind 

SH as a useful starting point for understanding observer cognitions. As the type of sexually-

harassing behavior matters when it comes to other third party perceptions of this mistreatment 

(e.g., labeling and offensiveness; Glomb & Espelage, 2005; Rotundo, et al., 2001; Wilkerson, 

1999), I also investigate whether the form harassment takes (i.e., unwanted sexual attention 

versus gender harassment) will impact perceived motivations. Further, as individuals differ in 

how they respond to male- versus female- perpetrated victimization (e.g., Struckman-Johnson & 

Struckman-Johnson, 1993; Wayne, Riordan, & Thomas, 2001), I consider under what 

circumstances perpetrator sex will influence male SH’s perceived motives.  

Male-Targeted Unwanted Sexual Attention 

While unwanted sexual attention is often verbal (e.g., repeated and unreciprocated 

requests for dates; attempts to draw one into conversations about sexual matters) or psychological 

(e.g., staring or ogling in a sexualized manner) in nature, this form of SH can also be expressed 

physically (e.g., unwanted physical touching or fondling, other displays of physically intrusive 
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sexualized conduct such as attempts to have sex; Fitzgerald, et al., 1995; Stockdale, et al., 1999; 

Waldo, et al., 1998). Thus, unwanted sexual attention can be both psychologically and physically 

threatening, and calls attention to sexuality in the way that it sexually objectifies the target. 

I suggest it is this sexual explicitness that will shape the attributions made by witnesses of 

unwanted sexual attention. More specifically, the erotic nature of sexual touching, invitations for 

physical intimacy, and the often explicit pressure for compliance attached to them (Franke, 

1997), could lead lay observers to conclude that the establishment of a sexual or intimate 

relationship is a primary goal of male-targeted unwanted sexual attention. Previous research of 

the possible motivations behind SH has indeed revealed several goals that may influence the 

perpetrators of this behavior, including the desire to obtain sexual favors or a sexual relationship 

(Fiske & Glick, 1995; O’Leary-Kelly, Paetzold, & Griffin, 2000; Stockdale et al., 1999; Studd & 

Gattiker, 1991). While this view is contested by some SH scholars favoring more nuanced power 

explanations (e.g. Berdahl, 2007; Cortina & Berdahl, 2008; Segrave, 1994), lay interpretations of 

unwanted sexual attention may still emphasize its sexualized nature (Cortina & Berdahl, 2008; 

Popovich, Gehlauf, Jolton, Somers, & Godinho, 1992). This possibility is reinforced by 

references to unwanted sexual attention as approach-based (Stockdale et al., 1999) or erotic 

harassment (Gross, 1996), and the portrayal of this harassing behavior as declarations of love, 

sexual interest, or actual sexual activity in numerous court cases (e.g. Robinson v. Jacksonville 

Shipyards, Inc., 1991; Showalter v. Allen Reed Group, 1991). Thus, the explicit sexual advances 

that characterize unwanted sexual attention could lead observers to conclude that perpetrators are 

motivated by sexual desire. Further still, I suggest that this attribution will be made, regardless of 

whether male or female perpetrators are involved.  

When a woman makes sexual advances towards a male colleague, for example 

suggestively winking at him from across the office, or persistently asking him out on a date, 
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people take notice. The attention this conduct evokes is largely due to its counter-normative 

nature: sex role scripts dictate that women should be passive recipients, not active initiators of 

sexual activity (Connell, 2005; Jackson & Cram, 2003). Research also shows that women who 

behave this way at work are categorized as sex objects (Altermatt, DeWall, & Leskinen, 2003; 

DeWall, Altermatt, & Thompson, 2005). Importantly, this classification and the negative 

sexualized labels attached to it (i.e., whore, slut, sex bomb, vamp; Holland, Ramazanoglu, 

Sharpe, & Thomson, 1996; Six & Eckes, 1991) reflect how females displaying sexual behaviors 

are often reduced to their sexuality (Deaux, 1995; Eckes, 1994a; 1994b). Thus, when a female 

targets a male colleague with unwanted sexual attention, sex and sexuality should be particularly 

salient to observers. As same-sex touching, leering, and requests for dates may evoke images of 

homosexuality, the salience of sexual relations is also likely to be high in cases of male-on-male 

unwanted sexual attention.  

Male-Targeted Gender Harassment 

Unlike unwanted sexual attention that manifests as a “come on,” gender harassment is 

expressed as a “put down” (Fitzgerald et al., 1995), and is characterized by its rejection-based 

nature (Stockdale et al., 1999); gender harassment is conveyed through a broad range of verbal, 

nonverbal, and symbolic behaviors that convey insulting, hostile, and degrading attitudes (e.g., 

sexual taunts, slurs, gestures, and/or the display or distribution of pornographic materials; 

Berdahl, 2007; Fitzgerald, et al., 1995; Leskinen, et al., 2011). Given the nature of this conduct, I 

suggest that observers of male gender harassment may be led to different conclusions regarding 

the motivations of a perpetrator.  

 More specifically, previous theorizing about SH goals reveals that in addition to sexual 

desire, SH perpetrators may be motivated to harass for instrumental purposes; people may choose 

to enact harassment as a way to exercise control, increase their social status, or reestablish a 
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valued social position (Berdahl, 2007; O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2000). Males who sexually harass 

other males for instance, often do so as punishment for violating traditional gender roles, and 

upsetting the patriarchal social order that affords them power (Berdahl & Moore, 2006). SH may 

also be used to create or maintain a positive self and social image, and in turn, garner increased 

status (Gardner & Martinko, 1998; Tedeschi & Felson, 1994); O’Leary-Kelly and her colleagues 

(2000) identified both assertive and protective self-presentation goals for harassment. As such, 

SH may be conceptualized as behavior motivated by desires of power - either to guard against or 

achieve the conditions that afford one power, or to challenge the conditions that hinder one’s 

power.  

As insults, putdowns, and other demeaning behaviors representing male gender 

harassment have the effect of (at least temporarily) reducing the social status or positive social 

image of the targeted individual (Berdahl, 2007), I suggest that observers of this form of male SH 

may infer that instrumental objectives pertaining to power are behind such interactions. Further, 

as is the case for sexual desire, such attributions are likely to be made regardless of whether the 

individual perpetrating gender harassment is male or female.  

 Within a patriarchal system that perpetuates conditions meant to prevent women from 

attaining influence, control, or other forms of authority (Eagly, 1987; Kolmar & Bartkowski, 

2000), power is a valuable and vulnerable social commodity for females – one which observers 

may believe women will go to great lengths to achieve and protect. Women may try to demean or 

dominate men to enhance their own status by reducing the social standing of male targets, and 

thus produce a more powerful, autonomous self-image (Berdahl, 2007). In the same way, 

rejection-based aggressive behavior enacted by males against other males may also be interpreted 

by witnesses as conduct motivated by power concerns. Given that relative power and status are 

intrinsic parts of the masculine identity (Bird, 1996; Levant, et al., 1992), status competitions 
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between males are expected.  

When considering the sexual explicitness of unwanted sexual attention compared to the 

rejection-based, instrumental nature of gender harassing conduct, it seems plausible that those 

exposed to these forms of male SH will draw different conclusions about what is behind the 

observed mistreatment. More specifically, when taken together I suggest that witnesses of male-

targeted unwanted sexual attention will be more likely than witnesses of male-targeted gender 

harassment to conclude that observed mistreatment is rooted in sexual desire. On the other hand, I 

hypothesize that witnesses of male-targeted gender harassment will be more likely than witnesses 

of male-targeted unwanted sexual attention, to perceive mistreatment as an attempt by the 

perpetrator to secure or enhance his/her power. 

Hypothesis 1: Witnesses of male-targeted unwanted sexual attention will be more likely to 

attribute this harassment to the perpetrator’s sexual desire, than will witnesses of male-

targeted gender harassment. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Witnesses of male-targeted gender harassment will be more likely to 

attribute this harassment to the perpetrator’s power motives, than will witnesses of male-

targeted unwanted sexual attention. 

 

Research highlighting the affiliative nature of demeaning behavior also reveals plausible 

alternative interpretations of male-targeted gender harassment. In line with the idea of gender as a 

performance (Moloney & Fenstermaker 2002; West & Zimmerman 1987), men often use 

violence, the sexual objectification of women, and sexually coercive behavior as a way to 

accomplish their masculine “identity work” within relational contexts (Bird, 1996; Flood, 2008). 

Research has also shown that males derive a sense of kinship through discussions and storytelling 

of their sexual conquests, anti-social put-downs, the exchange of pornography, and the 

celebration of behaviors that sexually objectify others (Boswell & Spade 1996; Curry, 1991; 

Flood, 2008; Muir & Seitz, 2004). As this conduct “serves to express or cement bonds between 

men” (Flood, 2008, p. 351), I suggest that male gender harassment may also represent a male 
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perpetrator’s desire to enact gender and encourage the same-sex camaraderie that is central to this 

process. Further, such motivations may certainly be inferred by third parties. Many forms of 

aggression and violence are understood and accepted as part of the male “character” (Hamburger, 

Hogben & McGowan, 1996; Levant, et al., 1992; Mosher & Sirkin, 1984), with research (e.g., 

Franke, 1997) and legal proceedings (e.g., Oncale v. Sundowner) confirming that such behavior 

is often construed as male horseplay, ordinary workplace socializing, or locker room antics. The 

ill-treatment of a male peer that manifests in diverse forms of gender-based mistreatment may 

thus be seen as part of a “natural”, affiliative exchange between two men (i.e. just “boys being 

boys”) – one that signifies group membership and connects males together. Thus, I suggest that 

witnesses exposed to male gender harassment perpetrated by males should be more apt to 

perceive this behavior as rooted in perpetrators’ desires to connect to or bond with other men – in 

other words, male camaraderie – compared to those who are exposed to male gender harassment 

perpetrated by females, and those exposed to male-targeted unwanted sexual attention.  

Hypothesis 3: Witnesses of male-on-male gender harassment will be more likely to 

attribute this harassment to the perpetrator’s desire for male camaraderie, than witnesses 

of (a) female-on-male gender harassment, and witnesses of (b) male-on-male, and (c) 

female-on-male unwanted sexual attention. 

 

Finally, the demeaning banter and mockery that characterizes gender-harassing exchanges 

may also be seen as affiliative when perpetrated by females, but in a different, and more 

sexualized way. Women who tease and taunt male colleagues, joke about sexual matters 

concerning them, and/or draw attention to their performance of masculinity, may appear to some 

to be behaving in an antisocial manner. However, research suggests that like rejecting conduct 

between two males, antagonistic inter-sex interactions may also be perceived to have a relational 

purpose. Studies have shown, for instance, the primary role of teasing behavior and mock 

aggression in inter-sex flirtation and expressions of sexual attraction (e.g., Ballard, Green & 
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Granger, 2003; Beck, Clabaugh, Clark et al., 2007; Keltner, Capps, Kring, Young, & Heerey, 

2001). Aggression also plays a key role in mating processes (e.g., Griskevicius et al., 2009; 

Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011), suggesting that female enactments of hostility may not be 

antithetical to sexual desire. In fact, females have been shown to use aggression to obtain sexual 

objectives (e.g., Anderson & Struckman-Johnson, 1998; Struckman-Johnson & Struckman-

Johnson, 1998; Struckman‐ Johnson, Struckman‐ Johnson, & Anderson, 2003) – especially 

females characterized by affiliation-intimacy motivational dispositions (Zurbriggen, 2000). When 

combined with persistent myths that women are passive, relational, and unlikely or incapable of 

behaving aggressively (Richarson, 2005; White & Kowalski, 1994), research showing that third 

parties take female compared to male aggression less seriously (i.e. female aggression seen as 

more acceptable, less harmful; e.g., Harris, 1995; Harris & Knight-Bohnhoff, 1996), and the fact 

that sexuality and sex role stereotypes (e.g. women as sex objects) may be particularly salient 

when females enact gender harassment (e.g. tell sexual stories, sexually taunt and tease male 

peers, display or distribute pornography), I suggest that observers of female-on-male gender 

harassment will be more likely than observers of male-on-male gender harassment to conclude 

that this mistreatment is driven by the perpetrator’s sexual desires.  

Hypothesis 4: Witnesses of female-on-male gender harassment will be more likely to 

attribute this harassment to the perpetrator’s sexual desire than witnesses of male-on-

male gender harassment. 

 

Perceived Motivations and Witnesses’ Ethical Evaluations of Male Sexual Harassment 

Whether and how people choose to respond when they witness morally-laden events is 

largely contingent upon the moral judgments that they make about such situations (Jones, 1991; 

Loe, Ferrell, & Mansfield, 2000; Rest, 1986). Within the context of SH specifically, research has 

identified the importance of observers’ ethical evaluations to their intentions to intervene 

(Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1999) or even perpetrate this mistreatment (O’Leary-Kelly & Bowes-
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Sperry, 2001). Thus, in addition to studying observers’ beliefs about male SH’s motivators, 

determining how these perceived motives (i.e. sexual desire, power, male camaraderie) influence 

ethical assessments of this mistreatment (e.g., whether male SH is seen as harmful, wrong, 

unjust; Hansen, 1992; Jones, 1991), is the second goal of this study.  

Personal ideologies (e.g., Barnett, Bass,  & Brown, 1994; Forsyth, 1992), social 

agreement about an act’s morality, the perceived benefits and consequences of an act (e.g., Jones, 

1991; Morris & McDonald, 1995), and organizational culture (Trevino, 1986) have all been 

shown to affect assessments of ethicality. Regarding SH more generally, and male SH in 

particular, one possibility that has yet to be considered is whether perceived perpetrator motives 

influence ethical assessment of this mistreatment. Following Jones’ (1991) model of moral 

intensity, I suggest that motives that (a) are perceived to be more socially justifiable, (b) reduce 

the social and psychological distance between observers and targets, and/or (c) decrease the 

perceived consequences of the act, should lead observers to evaluate this mistreatment as less 

unethical, than attributions viewed as more socially unacceptable, personally threatening, and 

more damaging. In addition to factors perceived to be inherent in the moral act itself (Jones, 

1991), I also suggest that observers’ gender ideologies (i.e. a characteristic of the moral agent) 

will moderate relationships between perceived motives and evaluations of ethicality.  

Sexual Desire Motives and Evaluations of Unethicality 

Jones’ (1991) model of moral intensity posits that ethical judgments will be affected by 

the characteristics of the behavior under consideration. As a result, the perceived motives 

underlying male SH should influence its ethical evaluation by its witnesses. I assert that when 

perpetrators are viewed as motivated by sexual desire, evaluations of unethicality will decrease 

due to ambiguity about the social acceptability of sexual motives, and reductions in any perceived 

consequences. This is consistent with findings from several previous studies. For example, 
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individuals who perceive romantic or intimate intentions on the part of harassers often have 

difficulty conceptualizing their conduct as victimizing, and conclude that such interactions do not 

constitute mistreatment (Bursik, 1992). Popovich et al. (1992) also showed that sexually 

harassing behaviors attributed to sexual attraction were rated more positively (i.e. as 

complimentary, friendly, charming, appropriate, humorous, socially acceptable) by third parties. 

Further still, in the presence of a prior romantic relationship, perpetrators are seen as less 

responsible for their conduct, and are given more lenient punishments (Summer & Myklebust, 

1992). In essence, witnesses apply different standards in judging what constitutes acceptable 

behavior when intimacy, attraction, or other relational factors color the interaction (e.g. Levine, 

1999), concluding that such socio-sexual conduct is more appropriate and justifiable. Thus, while 

harassment perceived to be rooted in sexual desire may be upsetting to targets, assumptions that 

such conduct reflects the inappropriate display of more generally acceptable inclinations and 

expressions (i.e. sexual desire; flirtation) leading to conventionally desirable outcomes (i.e. 

romance, sexual relations, feelings of desirability), should create ambiguity around the behaviors’ 

appropriateness, and reduce perceptions of resulting harm. As such, I hypothesize that when 

observed male SH is attributed to sexual desire, this harassment will be evaluated as less 

unethical. 

Hypothesis #5a: Attributions of sexual desire will be negatively related to evaluations of 

observed male SH as unethical.  

 

Going beyond Jones’ (1991) model of moral intensity, I suggest that witness’ ideologies 

about sexuality and gender will also influence their evaluations of how ethical any harassment 

might be; in this case, by moderating the relationship between perceived sexual desire motives 

and ethical evaluations. Gender-role ideologies represent expectations about men’s and women’s 

behaviors and roles in relationships, the home, and in the workplace (Hamburger et al., 1996), 
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and vary in the extent to which they are contemporary (i.e. view men and women as equals) or 

more traditional (i.e. view men as dominant, women as subordinate) in nature. People with 

traditional gender-role ideologies, who adhere to exaggerated stereotypic notions of what it 

means to be male and female, are often referred to as hypermasculine (Mosher & Sirkin, 1984) or 

hyperfeminine (Murnen & Byrne, 1991) - gender-typed manifestations of a broader constellation 

of attitudes referred to as hypergender ideologies (Hamburger et al., 1996). 

As hypergender men and women support (a) rigid sex-role stereotypes, (b) hetero-

normativity, and (c) beliefs that males should be the aggressive initiators and females the passive 

objects of sexual activity (Hamburger, et al., 1996; Mosher & Sirkin, 1984; Murnen & Byrne, 

1991), hypergender witnesses should view cases of sexually-motivated male harassment (whether 

female- or male-initiated) as particularly threatening, and thus more unethical. First, as female 

initiation and expression of sexual interest violates the submissive role that women are meant to 

fulfill within this gender paradigm, female-perpetrated acts of sexual desire should be seen as a 

threat to the patriarchal social system that hypergender beliefs uphold. Second, because 

homosexuality directly violates hetero-normativity, sexual advances initiated by one man towards 

another should be seen as disrupting the valued social order of hypergender individuals (Whitley, 

2001). Thus, when seen through a hypergender lens, the perceived consequences and 

inappropriateness of male-targeted, sexually motivated harassment should be greater, and thus so 

too beliefs that this behavior is unethical. 

Hypothesis #5b: Witnesses’ hypergender ideologies will weaken the negative relationship 

between perceived sexual desire motives and evaluations of observed male SH as 

unethical.  

 

Power Motives and Evaluations of Unethicality 

The belief that a perpetrator is exerting harm for the instrumental, egocentric purpose of 

self-advancement could raise concerns about the relative power of different actors, and thus 
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exacerbate the negative evaluations of such conduct. More specifically, as power reflects control 

over other’s valuable resources (Fiske & Berdahl, 2007) and independence from others in 

obtaining important outcomes (Galinsky, Magee, Gruenfeld, Whitson, & Liljenquist, 2008), an 

increase in power for one individual (i.e., perpetrator) may result in decreases in the autonomy 

and influence of others in the environment (i.e., witnesses), thus augmenting the perceived 

magnitude of its consequences for observers. Moreover, unlike sexual desire where a 

perpetrator’s motivations are target-specific (i.e. a perpetrator is attracted to a particular peer), 

harassment believed to be motivated by power suggests that the pool of potential targets is much 

broader. Reducing the social status or positive social image of numerous individuals in the 

workplace, may well serve the motivations of harassers seeking power gain. Thus, in signaling 

witness’ own vulnerability to victimization, perceived power motives should also increase the 

social and psychological proximity between observers and targets (Jones, 1991). As such, I 

predict that perceived power motives should increase evaluations of male SH’s unethicality 

among witnesses. 

Hypothesis #6a: Attributions of power desire will be positively related to evaluations of 

observed male SH as unethical. 

 

I also hypothesize that holding more extreme and traditional gender role ideologies will 

exacerbate the relationship between perceived power motives and unethical evaluations in the 

case of witnessed female-on-male harassment. As hypergender men and women believe that 

males should hold authority and control in society (Hamburger, et al., 1996; Mosher & Sirkin, 

1984; Murnen & Byrne, 1991), witnesses characterized by hypergender ideologies should find 

cases of female-on-male harassment attributed to power motives to be particularly unsettling and 

threatening: Women seeking power represents a direct challenge to the patriarchal social order 

and violates the beliefs upheld by those who support it.  
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Hypothesis #6b: Witnesses’ hypergender ideologies will strengthen the positive 

relationship between perceived power motives and evaluations of observed male SH as 

unethical in the case of female-on-male harassment. 

 

Male Camaraderie Motives and Evaluations of Unethicality  

Male mistreatment viewed as rooted in the gender affiliative (i.e. male camaraderie) goals 

of a perpetrator should be evaluated less harshly given the social acceptability of this motivation. 

The centrality of male bravado and camaraderie in the enactment and establishment of 

masculinity is indeed assumed and expected within society (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005). 

For example, cases of male SH have been dismissed by the courts after the conduct in question 

was interpreted as “mere instances” of male horseplay, locker room antics, or “boys being boys” 

(e.g., Franke, 1997; Oncale v. Sundowner). Moreover, male bonding behavior is often 

encouraged and even institutionalized in organizational settings (e.g., Gregory, 2009; Morgan & 

Martin, 2006; Williams, 1997). These findings are especially important, given that one’s social 

environment signals which attitudes and behaviors are acceptable and valued, thereby guiding 

individuals in their evaluation of events (Salancik, & Pfeffer, 1978). Beliefs that harassing 

conduct is motivated by male camaraderie should thus create ambiguity among observers about 

the moral offensiveness of this behavior. Further, because conduct enacted to express gender, 

reinforce gender group memberships and connect males together promises a number of identity-

based and relational benefits, such an assessment should also lead witnesses to perceive the 

magnitude of harassment’s consequences to be less. While this behavior may be distressing for 

male targets (Berdahl et al., 1996; Waldo et al., 1998), this perceived potential for affiliation and 

identity expression may be sufficient to offset such perceived harm in the minds of witnesses. 

Therefore, I hypothesize that observers who attribute male SH to male camaraderie should in 

turn, evaluate this mistreatment as less unethical.  
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Hypothesis #7a: Attributions of male camaraderie will be negatively related to 

evaluations of observed male SH as unethical. 

 

While male bonding motives are likely to reduce witnesses’ negative evaluations of 

harassment, I predict that observers’ gender role ideologies will again moderate this relationship, 

but only in cases of male-on-male SH harassment. Because individuals characterized by 

hypergender ideologies believe that “true” masculinity is consistent with male bravado, lewd and 

vulgar displays, aggression, the display of sexuality and/or the objectification of women 

(Hamburger, et al., 1996; Mosher & Sirkin, 1984; Murnen & Byrne, 1991), the belief among 

hypergender witnesses that a male perpetrator is displaying stereotypical male behavior, and 

doing so to solidify and encourage male bonds that protect the patriarchal social order (Connell, 

2005; Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005; Gregory, 2009), should increase the perceived benefits 

and appropriateness of this behavior. This motive should also increase the social and 

psychological proximity felt by hypergender observers towards perpetrators, given assumptions 

of shared value systems. Thus, I suggest that when the perpetrator is male, harassment attributed 

to male camaraderie will be perceived as even less unethical, by hypergender witnesses. 

Hypothesis #7b: Witnesses’ hypergender ideologies will strengthen the negative 

relationship between perceived male camaraderie motives and evaluations of observed 

male SH as unethical, in cases of male-on-male harassment. 

 

3.2 Method 

Experimental Design 

The present study used a 2 (type of harassment: unwanted sexual attention vs. gender 

harassment) X 2 (gender of perpetrator: female vs. male) between-subjects design. Participants 

read a single scenario depicting a case of male-targeted SH in which one of four conditions were 

manipulated, and then answered questions related to perceived motives and ethicality of male SH. 

This vignette approach has been used in many studies assessing reactions to harassment and 

aggression (e.g., Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1999; Bursik & Gefter, 2011; Hershcovis & Barling, 
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2010), and is particularly useful for eliciting participant perceptions and attitudes, and 

manipulating situational variables in a controlled manner (Greenberg & Eskew, 1993). 

Sample and Recruitment  

Participants for this research were recruited through SocialSci 

(https://research.socialsci.com) - an online database comprised of individuals who have agreed to 

be contacted for survey research. All participants were compensated with SocialSci points that 

could be redeemed for Amazon.com gift cards or to make donations to scientific organizations. 

Data were collected at two time points given concerns about survey length and to avoid demand 

characteristics and/or priming that may result from asking participants about their attitudes 

concerning gender and gender-related behaviors (i.e. hypergender ideologies). Participants 

provided data on their hypergender ideologies as well as relevant demographic data at Time 1. At 

Time 2, the vignettes were presented and information pertaining to the dependent variables was 

collected. The 195 full- or part-time male and female employees from the USA who provided 

data at both Time 1 and Time 2 comprised the final sample for this study (M age = 31.23 years, 

SD = 9.30, range = 19 – 60 years; 54% male; 79.6% Caucasian; 89.4% heterosexual).  

Procedure 

Participants were sent an online survey to collect demographic data as well as ratings of their 

gender role attitudes (i.e. hypergender ideology) (Time 1). Approximately five weeks after 

completing this questionnaire, respondents were sent a link to an online survey that contained one 

of four different descriptions of male SH (Time 2). Participants were randomly assigned to 

conditions, and were asked to read and respond to one of these scenarios. Each scenario described 

the harassing behaviors that a coworker “John” was experiencing at the hands of another 

coworker “Patrick” (or “Patricia”), and depending on the experimental condition, depicted 

several instances of unwanted sexual attention or gender harassment. The vignettes read as 
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follows, with the italicized wording reflecting the changes between scenarios: 

You work as a data entry specialist at a local insurance company. There are many clerks at this 

company with whom you work with closely every day. You have been at this company for three 

years and you work full time. 

 

One month ago, you noticed that your coworker John, seemed to be upset. When you asked John 

what was bothering him, he told you that your mutual work peer Patrick (Patricia) had been 

treating him poorly.  

 

When you asked for more details, he said that Patrick (Patricia) had repeatedly asked him to go 

out on a date with him (her), despite him consistently saying “no” / repeatedly joked that he was 

not a “real man” because he consistently turned down the invitation from his male colleagues to 

join them at a strip club for drinks after work.  

 

He also said that Patrick (Patricia) had been touching him in a way that made him 

uncomfortable, and was always leering at him in a sexually suggestive way from across the office 

/ called him a “pussy” who lacked the “balls” the other men had to stare at naked women behind 

his wife’s back. 

 

John had no idea why Patrick (Patricia) was doing this to him, but one thing was for certain – he 

did not like the way he was being treated! 

 

While you believed what John had told you, last week you saw what he was talking about with 

your own eyes. As you were packing up your things to head home for the evening, you happened 

to look across the office towards John’s desk. Patrick (Patricia) was in John’s cubicle.  

 

He (She) was stroking John’s back and brushing up against his buttocks! / He (She) was teasing 

John for not being “man enough” to satisfy his wife’s needs! John looked upset.  

 

Shocked at what you had just witnessed, you quickly gathered your things and left the office. 

That evening, you couldn’t stop thinking about what you had seen transpire between Patrick 

(Patricia) and John. Why was this happening? 

 

The specific behaviors chosen to reflect unwanted sexual attention and gender harassment 

were based closely on prior definitions of these phenomena (Berdahl et al., 1996; Fitzgerald et 

al., 1995; Waldo et al., 1998), as well as on the items of the Sexual Harassment of Men scale 

(SHOM; Waldo et al., 1998). Given that the purpose of this experiment was to assess how 

observers interpret unambiguous acts of male SH, it was made clear in all vignettes that John did 

not like his treatment and felt uncomfortable as a result of Patricia’s (Patrick’s) behavior. 

Eliminating this ambiguity was important to ensure that any between-group differences were not 

the result of participants’ interpretations of target response.  
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 After reading the assigned vignette, participants were asked to report on their perceptions 

of the perpetrator’s motive, as well as to evaluate how unethical they believed the conduct in 

question was, using the measures outlined below. To confirm the gender manipulation I asked 

participants whether the person responsible for the mistreatment depicted in the scenario was a 

man or a woman. Similarly, to verify that a situation of male SH was perceived, participants were 

asked whether the coworker being mistreated in the scenario was male or female. Two cases were 

removed from analyses for failing to correctly identify the sex of the perpetrator in their assigned 

condition, and three cases were removed from analyses for failing to identify the victim as male. 

Finally, two cases were randomly deleted to ensure equal numbers in the four experimental 

conditions. As such, a total of 188 participants were left for the final analyses.  

Construct Validity of Male Sexual Harassment Vignettes 

A pilot test was conducted prior to the launch of this study to ensure that both unwanted 

sexual attention and gender harassment were properly captured in the corresponding vignettes. 

Fifty-two undergraduate participants (M age = 19.84, SD = 1.03, range = 18-22 years; 57% male; 

58% Caucasian) were randomly assigned to review and rate one of the harassment scenarios 

created for this study. After reading their assigned vignette, students were given definitions of 

gender harassment and unwanted sexual attention (Fitzgerald, et al., 1995; Waldo et al., 1998), 

and rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) the extent to which each 

definition was descriptive of Patrick’s (Patricia’s) behavior in their assigned scenario. For 

discriminant validity purposes, participants also rated whether the behaviors fit the definitions for 

sexual coercion (Fitzgerald, et al., 1995; Waldo et al., 1998) and abusive supervision (Tepper, 

2000). Participants were then asked to choose the one definition that most strongly reflected the 

scenario they were assigned. Finally, participants were given gender harassment and unwanted 

sexual attention items from the SHOM (Waldo et al., 1998) and rated the extent to which each of 
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the items occurred in the scenario they received on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). Several items pertaining to sexual coercion were again included for discriminant validity 

purposes.  

First, participants in the unwanted sexual attention condition were significantly more 

likely to agree that the incident represented unwanted sexual attention (M = 4.40, SD = 0.58) than 

were those in the gender harassment condition (M = 3.26, SD = 1.43), t(50) = 3.72, p < .001. 

Likewise, participants in the gender harassment scenario were more likely to agree that the 

incident represented gender harassment (M = 4.70, SD = 0.47) than were those in the unwanted 

sexual attention condition (M = 2.32, SD = 1.46), t(50) = 8.04, p < .001. There were no 

significant differences in the endorsement of sexual coercion and abusive supervision definitions 

by condition, and all mean scores for the endorsement of these definitions fell below the scale’s 

midpoint.  

Second, when comparing definition choice, 89% of those in the unwanted sexual attention 

condition agreed that the experience was unwanted sexual attention, and 96% of those in the 

gender harassment condition agreed that the experience was gender harassment.  

Third, when asked to rate the extent to which each scenario reflected the unwanted sexual 

attention and gender harassment sub-scales of the SHOM, those in the unwanted sexual attention 

condition scored substantially higher on the unwanted sexual attention sub-scale (M = 4.12, SD = 

0.49) than did those in the gender harassment condition (M = 1.78, SD = .68), t(50) = 14.51, p < 

.001, while those in the gender harassment condition scored higher on the gender harassment sub-

scale (M = 3.37, SD = 0.45) than those in the unwanted sexual attention condition (M = 2.05, SD 

= .79), t(50) = 7.46, p < .001. It should also be noted that the variance in responding in each of 

these groups was relatively low. Once again, there were no significant differences in the 

endorsement of the sexual coercion sub-scale, and mean scores for each condition fell below the 
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scale midpoint. 

Measures 

A complete list of items for all scales can be found in Appendix B. 

Perpetrator Motives. As no relevant measures of perpetrator motives were available, I 

first developed separate scales assessing sexual desire motives, power motives, and male 

camaraderie motives. Two pilot tests were conducted to aid in the selection of items. In the first 

pilot test (N = 49 undergraduate students; M age = 19.53, SD = 1.34, range = 17-22 years; 55% 

male; 39% Caucasian), each participant rated the extent to which 24 motive items (sexual desire 

=7; power = 10; male camaraderie = 7) and 8 bogus items created for the purposes of this study, 

reflected one of three perceived motive categories  (i.e. sexual desire; power, male camaraderie, 

other) on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Sample items included “person 

X is physically attracted to person Y” (i.e. sexual desire motive), “person X is trying to become 

more powerful” (i.e. power motive),  “person X is trying to bond with male colleagues (i.e. male 

camaraderie motive), and “person X is unhappy” (i.e. bogus item). Items receiving a mean 

endorsement less than five for its corresponding category were deleted, as were items that 

received a mean endorsement greater than five for a category to which it theoretically did not 

belong. This resulted in the removal of two male camaraderie and two power items. 

In the second pilot test (N = 43 undergraduate students; M age = 19.12, SD = 1.07, range 

= 18-22 years; 40% male; 49% Caucasian) participants categorized each of the remaining motive 

items according to the one motivation they believed it best represented (i.e. sexual desire, power, 

male camaraderie, other). All items classified correctly in 80% or more cases were retained. As 

all items met this criterion, the final motive measure consisted of 7 sexual desire, 8 power, and 5 

male camaraderie motive items. Exploratory factor analysis using maximum likelihood with 

varimax rotation confirmed the validity of these three sub-scales (see Table 3-1). 



 

 106 

In the main study, participants were asked to evaluate the extent to which they believed 

that Patrick’s (Patricia’s) behavior in their assigned vignette was motivated by each of these 

items on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicating 

greater endorsement of the motive. Each of the three motive scales yielded acceptable internal 

consistency (see Table 3-2). 

Unethical Evaluations. The perceived unethicality of harassment was assessed using 

Bowes-Sperry and Powell’s (1999) ethicality scale. Participants rated 5 items such as “Patrick’s 

(Patricia’s) behavior has the potential to cause harm” and “Patrick’s (Patricia’s) behavior is 

immoral” on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with higher 

scores indicating that observed male SH was seen as more unethical.  

Hypergender Ideology. Participants’ hypergender ideologies were assessed using the short 

version of the Hypergender Ideology Scale (Hamburger et al., 1996). This 19-item gender-neutral 

measure provides information about the endorsement of attitudes and behaviors reflecting 

adherence to extreme stereotypic gender beliefs. Sample items include “Effeminate men deserved 

to be ridiculed” and “I believe some women lead happy lives without having male partners 

(reverse coded)”.  Participants responded to each item on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 

(strongly agree), with higher scores indicating a stronger hypergender ideology. 

Control Variables. Given previous research showing that men and women tend to 

perceive instances of sexual harassment differently (Berdahl, et al., 1996; 2007; DeSouza & 

Solberg, 2004; Katz, Hannon, & Whitten, 1996), and that women are often more ethically 

sensitive than men (e.g., Loe et al., 2000; Nguyen, Basuray, Smith, Kopka & McCulloh, 2008), 

gender was controlled for in this study. Furthermore, as age is associated with ethical assessments 

(Borkowski  & Ugras, 1998; Deshpande, 1997), I also controlled for this demographic variable. 

3.3 Results 
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Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations and reliabilities for all study variables appear in 

Table 3-2.  

Before conducting any analyses I assessed whether attrition could threaten the validity of 

my results. To do so I conducted t-tests on interval and continuous study variables (i.e. age and 

hypergender ideology) and chi-squared tests on categorical variables (i.e. sex, race, and sexual 

orientation) collected at Time 1, comparing participants who responded at both time periods with 

those who only provided data at Time 1. No significant differences emerged between participants 

in these groups.  

Harassment Type, Perpetrator Gender and Perceived Motivations  

To test Hypotheses 1 to 4, I computed a full factorial multivariate MANCOVA with 

sexual desire motivation, power motivation, and male camaraderie motivation as the dependent 

variables, and type of male SH (unwanted sexual attention vs. gender harassment) and perpetrator 

sex (male vs. female) as the independent variables; observer sex and age were controlled in all 

analyses (see Table 3-3 and Table 3-4). A significant multivariate effect emerged for type of male 

SH (i.e., unwanted sexual attention vs. unwanted sexual attention), Pillai’s Trace F (3, 179) = 

77.63, p < .01.
 
Inspection of univariate 2 x 2 ANOVAs showed that harassment type had a 

significant effect on sexual desire, F (1, 181) = 88.14; p < .01; power, F (1, 181) = 49.06; p < .01; 

and male camaraderie, F (1, 181) = 25.36; p < .01 scores. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported as 

participants in the unwanted sexual attention condition were significantly more likely to make 

attributions of sexual desire for male SH (M = 4.49, SD = .65) than those in the gender 

harassment condition (M = 3.47, SD = .87) (Figure 3-1). In addition, participants in the gender 

harassment condition were significantly more likely to make attributions of power for male SH 

(M = 5.21, SD = 1.40) than those in the unwanted sexual attention condition (M = 3.75, SD = 

1.44) (Hypothesis 2) (Figure 3-2).  
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The next set of analyses examined hypothesis 3a, 3b and 3c. A multivariate significant 

harassment type X perpetrator sex interaction effect emerged, Pillai’s Trace F (3, 179) = 8.05, p < 

.01. However, planned simple contrasts revealed that while participants in the male-on-male 

gender harassment condition were significantly more likely to attribute this harassment to male 

camaraderie motives (M= 4.49, SD = 1.03) than witnesses in the male-on-male (M= 3.62, SD = 

1.00; p < .01) and female-on-male (M = 3.75, SD = .70; p < .01) unwanted sexual attention 

conditions, thus supporting Hypothesis 3b and 3c respectively (Table 3-5), no support emerged 

for Hypothesis 3a; witnesses of male-on-male gender harassment were no more likely than 

witnesses of female-on-male gender harassment (M= 4.26, SD = .87; p > .05) to attribute this 

mistreatment to male camaraderie (Figure 3-3).  

Finally, as predicted, harassment type interacted with perpetrator sex in the case of sexual 

desire motives (F (1, 181) = 5.48; p < .05). In support of Hypothesis 4, participants in the female-

on-male gender harassment condition (M = 3.73, SD = .88) were significantly more likely to 

make attributions of sexual desire than those in the male-on-male gender harassment condition 

(M = 3.22, SD = .79) (Table 3-3 and 3-4; Figure 3-1).  

Perceived Motivations and Ethical Evaluations 

Hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 were tested using moderated regression procedures as 

recommended by Aiken and West (1991). Predictor variables (perpetrator motivation, 

hypergender ideology) were centered and cross products created for interaction terms. Observer 

sex and age were controlled in Step 1; harassment type was entered on Step 2; the three perceived 

motives and perpetrator sex were entered on Step 3; 2-way interaction terms were entered on Step 

4; and 3-way interaction variables entered on the final step. Table 3-6 displays the results of the 

regression analyses.  

Hypotheses 5a, 6a, and 7a posited main effects of sexual desire motives, power motives, 
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and male camaraderie motives (respectively) on ethical evaluations. Contrary to expectations 

(Hypothesis 5a), sexual desire motives were positively related to the belief that male SH was 

unethical (ß = .15, p < .05). However, perceived power motives were positively related (ß = .29, p 

< .01) to unethical evaluations of observed male SH. Similarly, perceived male camaraderie 

motives were negatively related (ß = −.40, p < .01) to beliefs that male SH is unethical. As such, 

support for Hypotheses 6a and 7a (respectively) was found.  

Support also emerged for Hypothesis 5b. The relationship between perceived sexual 

desire motives and evaluations of male SH as unethical was moderated by observers’ 

hypergender ideologies (ß = .16, p < .05) such that the relationship was stronger for observers 

with more traditional hypergender ideologies than those with more progressive ideologies. Thus, 

ratings of unethicality increased when observers characterized by hypergender ideologies 

believed that harassment was motivated by sexual desire. Results were plotted based on the 

recommendations of Dawson and Richter (2006; see Figure 3-4).  

Hypothesis 6b and 7b proposed 3-way interaction effects (power motive x hypergender 

ideology x perpetrator sex; male camaraderie motive x hypergender ideology x perpetrator sex, 

respectively).  As neither of the predicted interactions was significant, no support emerged for 

these hypotheses. 

3.4 Discussion 

I investigated what male and female employees believe motivates male SH, and how such 

perceived motives influence whether third parties deem this mistreatment to be unethical.  The 

results of this study showed that harassment type (i.e. unwanted sexual attention versus gender 

harassment) matters when it comes to perceiving harassment’s root causes: Observers believed 

that sexual desire motivated perpetrators of unwanted sexual attention, and that both power 

desires and male camaraderie influenced the enactment of male-directed gender harassment. In 
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addition, perpetrator gender in combination with harassment type impacted perceived motivations 

such that attributions of sexual desire were more likely to be made following the encounter of 

female-on-male gender harassment.  

My results also showed that beliefs about male SH motives impact ethical evaluations of 

this mistreatment. While harassment believed to be rooted in male camaraderie was negatively 

related to evaluations of its unethicality, believing that sexual or power desires were behind 

mistreatment led observers to rate observed harassment as more unethical. This was especially 

the case when observers’ were characterized by hypergender ideologies and were exposed to 

male harassment they believed was motivated by sexual desire. My research thus begins to 

explain lay interpretations of male SH motives, and the ethical evaluations that observers make 

about this less-often studied form of workplace mistreatment. 

Theoretical Implications 

A primary contribution of this research is in furthering our understanding of how third 

parties view and assess male SH. While we know that harassment is a problem for many male 

employees (e.g., Berdahl et al., 1996; Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Stockdale et al., 1999; Waldo et 

al, 1998), and that this form of workplace mistreatment can result in severe negative 

consequences for male victims (e.g., Cortina et al. 2002; Street et al., 2007; Vogt, Pless, King, & 

King, 2005), very little knowledge exists about how witnesses understand and evaluate this 

workplace issue. I identified several plausible perpetrator motivations that may be perceived by 

male SH witnesses (i.e. sexual desire, power, male camaraderie), and showed how inferences 

about these motives are associated with the form that male SH takes. The importance of these 

perceived motivations is emphasized by the findings showing how they influence ethical 

assessments of workplace SH. These results suggest that male SH’s perceived harmfulness is not 

the same in every case, thus revealing more about the perceived nature of male SH and the 
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factors that are critical in the formation of its judgment. These findings may be particularly 

important when developing theory pertaining to bystander intervention (Bowes-Sperry & 

O’Leary- Kelly, 2005; Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1999) and may also contribute to the vicarious 

SH literature (Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004; 2007) by suggesting possible contributors to third 

party suffering.  

My focus on SH’s perceived ethicality in this research also contributes to the literature 

conceptualizing this form of mistreatment as an ethical issue (e.g., Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 

1996; O’Leary-Kelly & Bowes-Sperry, 2001). While the potential role of ethical decision-making 

in bystander intervention processes has been highlighted (Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 

2005), and research has demonstrated how observers’ ethical ideologies and the perceived moral 

intensity of female-targeted harassment relates to ethical evaluations and intentions to intervene 

in this mistreatment (Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1999), research applying ethics-based frameworks 

to male-targeted harassment remains sparse. By expanding the ethical framework to this 

workplace phenomenon, my research demonstrates the relevance of an ethics-based approach 

across genders. Furthermore, my findings extend these ideas by pointing to the role of perceived 

perpetrator motives in ethical evaluations of harassment.  

Like previous research (Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1999) my results also showed that in 

some cases, observers’ ideologies predict harassment’s ethical assessment; witnesses 

characterized by more traditional and extreme gender role beliefs (i.e. hypergender ideology) 

were more likely to rate male SH seen to be rooted in sexual desire, as unethical. These results 

suggest the usefulness of exploring how personal attitudes interact with contextual factors to 

impact ethical assessments of behavior more generally, and how gender-based beliefs can 

influence ethical responses to socio-sexual conduct, specifically. As observers’ ideologies were 

not a consistent predictor of harassment’s ethical assessment, my findings also suggest that in 
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many cases, the perceived causes of aggression may be enough to bring about judgments of 

ethicality on their own.  

In line with studies highlighting the need for more research focusing on the perpetrators 

of aggression (e.g., Hershcovis & Barling, 2009; Hershcovis, Parker & Reich, 2010; Hershcovis 

& Reich, 2013), one aim of this study was to determine whether perpetrator gender impacts 

assessments of male SH. While this variable was important in the case of female-perpetrated 

gender harassment, perpetrator gender did not consistently predict the perceived motivations 

behind male mistreatment. This finding is particularly interesting given that perpetrator gender 

was not influential to witnesses’ beliefs about male camaraderie motives. While the kinship and 

social connection derived through behaviors often deemed to be gender-harassing (e.g. anti-social 

talk and put-downs, the exchange of pornography, the sexual objectification of others; Berdahl, 

2007; Waldo et al., 1998) are traditionally seen to be enjoyed by males (Flood, 2008; Kimmel 

1994; Muir & Seitz, 2004), the enactment of these behaviors by females may be perceived as a 

strategic decision to garner acceptance and rewards within a workplace context where female 

equality has been a struggle (e.g., Barreto, Ryan, & Schmitt, 2009). In essence, within a 

patriarchal system, “being one of the boys” may have utility for men and women, and thus be a 

harassment motive that spans gender boundaries. While this notion warrants further empirical 

testing, the implications resulting from male harassment being seen by the public as a means for 

socialization or as behavior that has relational benefits, are significant and concerning. 

Furthermore, as perpetrator gender did not play a role in the perceived motivations underlying 

unwanted sexual attention, this study suggests that when it comes to its sexualized forms, 

sexually-harassing behaviors themselves are what impact witnesses’ perceptions, not who is 

enacting this behavior. These findings thus shed more light on the influence of perpetrator-
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specific variables on the vicarious experience of SH, and suggest the need for further theorizing 

about when such variables may have an impact.  

Finally, these findings help to expand theory concerning SH’s unique sub-types, 

underscoring the importance of respecting the qualitative and conceptual differences of SH’s 

various forms. While researchers often examine this phenomenon as a global construct by 

aggregating across its sub-types (e.g., Huerta, Cortina, Pang, Torges, & Magley, 2006; Munson, 

Hulin, & Drasgow, 2000), doing so may obscure important conceptual differences that could be 

useful as when addressing this workplace problem. As my findings demonstrate, sexually-

charged and gender-based forms of male SH were viewed as a function of different motivations. 

Based on these results, I recommend that researchers continue to investigate SH’s unique sub-

types, and how each may lead to variable witness responses (i.e. bystander intervention) and 

outcomes (i.e. vicarious suffering). 

Practical Implications  

This study has important implications for organizations and their leaders. The fact that not 

all forms of male SH are seen by observers to be equally wrong, or motivated by anti-social 

objectives, highlights the need for more education about the nature and consequences of sex-

based harassment, particularly in the case of male-targeted mistreatment. While witnesses may 

assume that various forms of socio-sexual behavior directed at males is nothing more than 

“horseplay” or normative bonding behavior, studies revealing the significant consequences of 

male SH suggest otherwise, and reinforce the need to view this behavior for what it is – a form of 

victimization. While public recognition of the unethical nature of workplace SH is growing, lay 

understandings of this issue tend to center around female victimization. The time is ripe for 

organizational stakeholders, the media, and lobbyists to emphasize how SH spans gender 

boundaries, and negatively affects both males and females, as well as targets and third-party 
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witnesses. By clearly articulating the unacceptability and immorality of male SH through 

workplace policies, procedures, and practices, counter-productive perceptions of male SH may be 

discouraged. Similarly, as the perceived magnitude of consequences impacts moral assessments 

(Jones, 1991; Morris & McDonald, 1995), efforts should also be taken by organizational 

stakeholders to educate employees about the harm that can ensue from male SH (e.g., Magley et 

al., 1999; Street et al., 2007).  

From a practical perspective, perceptions of harassment’s ethicality may also contribute to 

the prevalence of this workplace issue. As previous conceptual and empirical research has 

highlighted the role of perceived wrongdoing to pro-social observer responses (e.g., Bowes-

Sperry & Powell, 1999; Latané & Darley, 1970; Miceli & Near, 2005), beliefs that harassment is 

wrong may encourage the bystander intervention behaviors critical to addressing this workplace 

problem. Furthermore, as secondary spirals of mistreatment (in which observed aggression 

spreads throughout the organization as witnesses model the behaviors they observe; Andersson & 

Pearson, 1999) are less likely if those witnessing male SH perceive this conduct as unethical, SH 

may occur less frequently if observers are encouraged to see this issue as an ethical priority. 

Thus, these findings suggest a possible point of intervention for organizational stakeholders 

looking to reduce male SH.  

Future Directions and Study Limitations 

Several directions for future research can be suggested. First, although the vignette 

approach is used frequently in research on workplace aggression (e.g., Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 

1999; Bursik & Gefter, 2011; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010) and workplace ethics (e.g., Groves & 

LaRocca 2011; McKinney, Emerson & Neubert, 2010; Valentine & Hollingworth 2012), and is 

particularly useful for gaining insight into basic psychological processes such as perception and 

judgment (Greenberg & Eskew, 1993), it is limited in ecological validity. Thus, results need to be 
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replicated in settings that will allow for generalizability of these findings before definitive 

conclusions can be drawn. Given that my data are cross-sectional in nature, future research 

should also replicate these findings with a longitudinal methodology that enables causal 

inferences. 

 Second, I do not suggest that sexual desire, power, and male camaraderie motives reflect 

all perceived motivation possibilities for male SH. Future research might benefit from qualitative 

approaches in which employees provide their own views on why they believe individuals enact 

male SH, and what factors lead them to such conclusions. In addition, while the motivations I 

studied were unambiguously perpetrator-focused, one question that remains to be answered is 

whether witnesses ever attribute responsibility for sexually harassing behavior to male targets 

themselves. Research on victim precipitation (Aquino, 2000) suggests that in some cases, for 

example when a target himself has enacted aggression against others in the workplace, observers 

may conclude that retaliation is the motivation behind this target’s mistreatment (i.e. targets have 

brought victimization upon themselves). Although this raises concerns about minimizing 

perpetrator culpability and invalidating victim suffering, when it comes to perceptions of 

sexualized mistreatment, victim blaming is unfortunately widespread (e.g., Abrams, Viki, 

Masser, Bohner, 2003; Davies & Rogers, 2006; George & Martinez, 2002). As such, the need to 

investigate this possibility as it pertains to male SH remains.  

Harassment may also be seen as behavior triggered by organizations. Adopting an 

injustice perspective, Bates, Bowes-Sperry, and O’Leary-Kelly (2006) suggested that some SH 

may be enacted to release frustration or anger, or to restore feelings of equity following unfair 

treatment at work. Future research could thus investigate if male SH is perceived to be 

organizationally-induced by its observers. Evaluations of ethicality when harassment is seen as 

the result of the victim’s own behavior, or of organizational actions, should also be investigated.  
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Third, an assessment of the contextual factors influencing observers’ beliefs about male 

SH motives could extend our understanding beyond the nature of the harassing incident itself 

(Jones, 1991). For example, competitive, achievement-oriented cultures (Cook & Rousseau; 

Judge & Cable, 1997) might increase the likelihood that power is seen as an important motivator 

of workplace SH, while male camaraderie or sexual desire motives may be stronger within 

masculine job contexts (i.e. job gender context; Fitzgerald, Swan, & Magley, 1997; Sheffey & 

Tindale, 1992). As cues in the environment provides key information about what is appropriate, 

desirable, and normative within that context (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), SH climate (Kath et al., 

2009) is also likely to effect ethical judgments made by observers of this mistreatment, and thus 

should be considered in future research.   

Additional moderators of the relationships discovered in this study should also be 

investigated, for example the role of other actor characteristics. While I explored the impact of 

perpetrator sex on harassment’s perceived motivations, perpetrator power and/or status may also 

be important to consider, particularly regarding perceived power motives. For example, gaining 

power may not be seen as a concern for those who already hold positions of authority, compared 

to those who hold lower status positions. Previous research showing how perpetrator power 

influences the determination that socio-sexual behavior constitutes harassment (Bursik & Gefter, 

2011) also suggests that perpetrator power may influence ethical assessments of male 

mistreatment. The moderating effect of witness characteristics such as perspective-taking is also 

worth exploring. As placing oneself in “another’s shoes” increases the understanding of a peer’s 

experiences and emotions (Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006), observers high in 

perspective-taking may evaluate harassing situations from the victim’s point of view, and thus 

determine that harassment is unethical. However, observers high in perspective-taking could also 

adopt the views of harassment perpetrators - a situation that may lead to very different 
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conclusions regarding the perceived ethicality of this behavior. Unraveling the complex 

conditions under which observers embrace the outlook of targets versus perpetrators, and in turn, 

how such perspective-taking moderates ethical assessments of harassment, remains an important 

and interesting question for future research.  

Finally, I focused on one outcome related to perceived harassment motivations in this 

study (i.e. ethical evaluations), and future research should account for a broader array of 

consequences resulting from witnesses’ harassment attributions. One possibility is that witnesses’ 

emotional reactions to observed male SH are contingent upon their beliefs about its causes. Fear 

for example, may be likely among witnesses who believe harassment is motivated by goals that 

increase their own vulnerability to victimization (i.e. power motives), while anger may be 

experienced by witnesses who believe that another is being harmed for the purpose of sexual 

gratification. In revealing how third parties conceptualize and evaluate male SH, these findings 

may also be useful in understanding why witnesses of male mistreatment are vicariously affected 

by it; conduct that is not deemed harmful, wrong, or unethical should not produce high levels of 

distress among witnesses, and in turn, negative vicarious consequences. Perceived ethicality may 

thus be an important mediator in the relationship between exposure to male-targeted harassing 

conduct and witness suffering. 

Conclusion 

This study identifies lay perceptions about the motivations underlying male SH, and how 

such perceived motives impact witnesses’ ethical assessment of this mistreatment. While 

knowledge about male SH more generally is increasing, a more refined understanding of the 

factors contributing to third party conceptualizations and evaluations of male SH is needed. My 

findings suggest that the form harassment takes, and in some cases the gender of the perpetrator, 

influence the perceived causes of male SH. Moreover, perceived perpetrator motivations impact 
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ethical assessment of male mistreatment. While the need to replicate these findings with 

longitudinal field data, and extend the focus to include a broader range of contextual and actor-

focused moderators remains, important conceptual, empirical and practical contributions for both 

harassment and ethics-focused research, have been identified.  
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Table 3-1: Varimax rotated factor analysis of perceived perpetrator motives   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Pow = power motive items; SD = sexual desire motive items; MC = male camaraderie motive items.  

 

 

Factor 

 

1
a 

 

2
b
 

 

3
c
 

…is trying to maintain his (her) power. (Pow_1) .86 -.16 .22 

…wants to maintain his (her) socially powerful position. (Pow_3) .86 -.20 .23 

…is attempting to maintain his (her) dominance. (Pow_8) .85 -.20 .20 

…wants to keep the influence (s)he has over others. (Pow_4) .84 -.20 .26 

…is trying to keep his (her) status in the office. (Pow_7) .82 -.21 .22 

…is trying to protect his (her) power.(Pow_6) .81 -.28 .24 

…is attempting to increase his (her) dominance. (Pow_5) .78 -.13 .26 

…is trying to increase his (her) status in the office. (Pow_2) .76 -.19 .20 

…sexually desires John. (SD_7) -.22 .90 -.23 

…is physically attracted to John. (SD_3) -.21 .90 -.27 

…wants to have sex with John. (SD_1) -.14 .89 -.28 

…hopes to encourage physical intimacy with John. (SD_6) -.16 .89 -.28 

…is trying to show John (s)he is interested in having a romantic 

relationship with him. (SD_5) 

-.27 .84 -.15 

…wants to be intimate with John. (SD_4) -.21 .83 -.24 

…wants to become romantically involved with John. (SD_2) -.24 .82 -.26 

…is attempting to demonstrate his (her) masculinity. (MC_5) .40 -.36 .83 

…wants to be seen as “manly”/ “masculine”. (MC_4) .36 -.40 .80 

…is trying to encourage male camaraderie. (MC_2) .20 -.25 .49 

…wants John to be “one of the boys”. (MC_3) .21 -.29 .45 

…is trying to bond with male peers. (MC_1) .17 -.10 .40 

    

% var. 55% 17% 9% 
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Table 3-2: Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations for all Study 2 variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Internal consistency (α) data appear in boldface on the diagonal; N = 188. 
a
 1 = male, 2 = female. 

b 
1 = gender harassment, 2 = unwanted sexual attention. 

c
 1 = male, 2 = female. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 

 
 

 

 

 

  

Variables 

 

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Observer Sex
a
 1.46 0.50 -         

2.  Observer Age (yrs) 

 

31.2

3 

9.30 .07 -        

3. Harassment Type
b
 

 

1.50 0.50 -.06 .06 -       

4.  Perpetrator Sex
c
 

 

1.50 0.50 -.02 -.01 .00 -      

5.  Sexual Desire Motive 

 

3.98 0.92 .02 -.00 .56** .14 .98     

6.  Power Motive 

 

4.48 1.59 .05 -.13 -.46** .02 -.07 .96    

7.  Male Camaraderie 

Motive 

4.03 0.97 .07 -.16* -.35** -.02 .18* .91** .87   

8. Observer Hypergender 

Ideology 

1.90 0.82 -.34** -.17* .15* .05 .18* -.06 .05 .94  

9 Harassment Unethicality 4.36 0.58 .22** .05 -.14 -.03 -.05 .23** .12 -.43** .75 
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Table 3-3: Multivariate analysis of covariance for perceived perpetrator motives  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. SD = sexual desire; POW = power; MC = male camaraderie. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 

 

Predictor 

Variable 

Dependent 

Variable 

F Multivariate F 

(Pillai’s Trace) 

Harassment type SD Motive 88.14**  

 POW Motive 49.06**  

 MC Motive 25.36**  

   77.63** 

Perpetrator sex SD Motive 5.76*  

 POW Motive .07  

 MC Motive .15  

   8.06** 

Observer sex SD Motive 1.45  

 POW Motive .26  

 MC Motive .76  

   .51 

Observer age SD Motive .46  

 POW Motive .13  

 MC Motive 4.22*  

   2.00 

    

Harassment type 

X Perpetrator sex 

SD Motive 5.48*  

 POW Motive .85  

 MC Motive 1.66  

   8.05** 
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Table 3-4: Descriptive statistics for perceived perpetrator motive by group 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

Motive Harassment 

Type 

Perpetrator 

Sex 

M SD 

Sexual Desire 

 

Unwanted 

Sexual 

Attention 

Male 4.49 .70 

Female 4.50 .61 

Total 4.49 .65 

 

Gender 

Harassment 

Male 3.22 .79 

Female 3.73 .88 

Total 3.47 .87 

Power 

 

Unwanted 

Sexual 

Attention 

Male 3.60 1.59 

Female 3.86 1.24 

Total 3.73 1.43 

 

Gender 

Harassment 

Male 5.28 1.49 

Female 5.14 1.32 

Total 5.21 1.40 

Male Camaraderie 

 

Unwanted 

Sexual 

Attention 

Male 3.62 1.00 

Female 3.75 .70 

Total 3.68 .86 

 

Gender 

Harassment 

Male 4.49 1.03 

Female 4.26 .87 

Total 4.38 .96 
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Table 3-5: Planned comparisons for male camaraderie motive  

  

 

 

 

 

Note. GH = gender harassment; USA = unwanted sexual attention. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Reference 

Group 

Comparison 

Group  

Mean 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of Difference 

Male-Male GH Female-Male GH -.22 -.59 to .15 

 Male-Male USA -.84** -1.21 to -.47 

 Female-Male USA -.72** -1.09 to -.35 
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Table 3-6: Regression coefficients of perceived perpetrator motivations on ethicality ratings 

 

Variables Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 

 ß t ß t ß t ß t ß t 

Observer Sex .25** 3.05 .25** 2.95 .12 1.45 .15 1.81 .15 1.79 

Observer Age .00 .45 .00 .57 -.00 -.28 -.00 -.41 -.00 -.36 

Harassment Type   -.15 -1.78 -.10 -.90 -.06 -.57 -.06 -.57 

Sexual Desire Motive (SDM)     .16* 2.30 .15* 2.21 .15* 2.14 

Power Motive (PM)     .29** 3.88 .29** 3.77 .29** 3.74 

Male Camaraderie Motive 

(MCM) 

    -.41** -3.09 -.40** -2.96 -.40** -2.97 

Observer Hypergender 

Ideology (HGI) 

    -.24** -4.77 -.01 -.07 -.05 -.31 

Perpetrator Sex     -.09 -1.18 -.08 -.96 -.06 -.78 

SDM x HGI       .17* 2.41 .16* 2.15 

PM x HGI       .17 1.87 -.01 -.03 

MCM x HGI       -.25 -1.74 .06 .14 

Perpetrator Sex x HGI       -.14 -1.45 -.12 -1.12 

PM x Perpetrator Sex x HGI .        .10 .69 

MCM x Perpetrator Sex x HGI         -.19 -.85 

           

R
2
  .05  .07  .27  .30  .31 

ΔR
2
  .05**  .02  .21**  .03  .00 

Adjusted R
2
  .04  .05  .24  .26  .25 
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Note. N=188. 
*p < .05. **p < .01.

F  4.89**  4.35**  8.36**  6.31**  5.42** 



 

 140 

Figure 3-1: Estimated marginal means of perceived sexual desire motivations  

  

 

 
 

 

Note. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: sex = 1.46; age = 31.34; GH = gender harassment; USA 

= unwanted sexual attention. 
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Figure 3-2: Estimated marginal means of perceived power motivations  

 

 
 

 

Note. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: sex = 1.46; age = 31.34; GH = gender harassment; USA 

= unwanted sexual attention. 
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Figure 3-3: Estimated marginal means of perceived male camaraderie motivations  

  

 

 
 

Note. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: sex = 1.46; age = 31.34; GH = gender harassment; USA 

= unwanted sexual attention. 
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Figure 3-4: Sexual desire motives and observer hypergender ideology on harassment unethicality 

 

 

Note. SD Mot = sexual desire motive; HypGen = hypergender ideology. 
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Chapter 4 - To Help or To Harm?: Witnesses’ Behavioral Responses to Male-on-Male 

Gender Harassment (Study 3) 

 

 

Abstract 

 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the behavioral responses of witnesses to male-on-

male gender harassment. More specifically, I explore when witnesses will choose to help male 

victims of gender harassment (i.e., report harassment, confront the perpetrator, offer social 

support to the victim), or in fact, participate in (i.e. join in) the harassment witnessed. I suggest 

that leadership role, emotions (i.e. anger and fear), empathy and gender role attitudes will affect 

these reactions. I test my predictions with a survey of male and female employees who have 

witnessed at least one instance of male-on-male gender harassment. The results show that formal 

leadership role is positively related to all forms of victim-supportive intervention. Further, 

witnesses’ emotions predict observer behavior; fear of SH was positively related to reporting 

harassment and to joining in observed mistreatment, and anger was positively related to reporting 

harassment and confronting perpetrators. Empathy was also positively related to providing social 

support to victims, and negatively related to joining in observed mistreatment. Last, the 

likelihood of responding to observed male gender harassment by confronting the perpetrator was 

higher for witnesses characterized by empathy and traditional gender role ideologies. 

Implications for theory, research, and practice are considered. 
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4.1 Introduction 

Victims of sexual harassment (SH) often respond passively to their mistreatment, either 

ignoring, denying, or dismissing harassment, or trying to avoid the perpetrator (e.g., Cortina & 

Wasti, 2005; Wasti & Cortina, 2002). Even when victims of SH do respond more assertively, 

they often still experience adverse consequences (e.g., Bergman, Langhout, Palmieri, Cortina, & 

Fitzgerald, 2002; Cortina, & Magley, 2003). Given this, the potential importance of bystanders 

becomes clear. If victims themselves are unable to put an end to the harassment that they face, 

any hope of stopping this mistreatment may lie in the hands of witnesses who choose to 

intercede. While the issue of observer intervention has been dealt with more generally (e.g., 

Latané & Darley, 1970; Levine, Cassidy, Brazier, & Reicher, 2002), relatively little research 

exists exploring observer intervention regarding SH specifically (for notable exceptions see 

Benavides-Espinoza & Cunningham, 2010; Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005). Further, as 

the SH of males is only beginning to gain attention in the literature (e.g., de Haas, Timmerman & 

Höing, 2009; Settles, Buchanan, & Colar, 2012), no research has explored how observers 

respond when a male coworker is being sexually harassed. The goal of this study is to investigate 

the behavioral responses of witnesses to male SH. In particular, I ask whether formalized 

leadership role, emotions (i.e. anger and fear), empathy and gender role attitudes affect whether 

witnesses choose to help the victim (i.e., report harassment, confront the perpetrator or offer 

social support to the victim), or alternatively, to participate in (i.e. join) the harassment that they 

witness. 

Sexual Harassment: Not Solely a Woman’s Problem 

 Although SH is still most commonly targeted against female employees (Cortina & 

Berdahl, 2008), this form of workplace mistreatment also affects the lives of many men (e.g., de 
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Haas, et al., 2009; Street, Gradus, Stafford, & Kelly, 2007; Stockdale, Visio, & Batra, 1999). 

Specifically, this mistreatment adversely impacts the psychological (anxiety, depression, PTSD 

symptoms), health (physical well-being, health satisfaction) and job-related (satisfaction, 

commitment, productivity) well-being of males who are victimized (de Haas, et al., 2009; 

Magley, Waldo, Drasgow, & Fitzgerald, 1999; Settles et al., 2011; Street et al., 2007).  

 While female- and male-targeted SH share many similarities (i.e. consequences, 

manifestation; Cortina et al., 2002; Magley et al., 1999), SH directed against men is also unique 

in some ways. First, unlike women, men are not typically harassed by someone of the opposite 

sex. Men are most likely to experience same-sex harassment, and are most upset when 

harassment occurs at the hands of other men (Stockdale et al., 1999; Waldo, Berdahl, & 

Fitzgerald, 1998). Moreover, while SH can materialize in similar ways for men and women (i.e. 

gender harassment, unwanted sexual attention, sexual coercion; Fitzgerald, Gefand, & Drasgow, 

1995; Waldo et al., 1998), men uniquely indicate that being punished for deviating from 

masculine gender roles is sexually harassing (Berdahl et al., 1996). In fact, “not-man-enough” 

gender harassment (Berdahl & Moore, 2006) is now believed to be among the most common 

forms of male SH (Stockdale, et al., 1999; Waldo, et al., 1998), and is characterized by insulting 

and degrading behaviors that revolve around policing gender role performances – or in other 

words, ensuring that men are behaving as “real men” by bullying them for their “inadequate” 

masculinity (Berdahl, 2007; Berdahl & Moore, 2006).  As discussed in Study 1, a number of 

court cases reveal that male employees have filed complaints against coworkers for being called 

names that challenge their status as “prototypical” males (e.g., “dick sucker,” "sweetie pie," 

"bitch”; Vandeventer v. Wabash National Corp, 1995; Martin v. Runyon, 1994), and for being 

exposed to comments, questions, and/or symbolic behavior that reinforce patriarchal 
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expectations of masculinity (e.g., being forced to look at pictures of nude women; Goluszek v. 

H.P. Smith, 1988).  

Despite what we know about the existence of male SH more generally, and male gender 

harassment in particular, very little is understood about the behavioral responses of those who 

witness this form of workplace mistreatment. This is a critical omission in the literature given the 

central role that third party reactions to mistreatment can play in discouraging perpetrators (e.g., 

Czopp & Monteith, 2003), as well as reducing target suffering through the tangible assistance 

victims receive and/or the positive psychological and health-related consequences that result 

from social support and helping behavior (e.g., Cohen & Wills, 1985; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). 

As such, identifying factors that may encourage witnesses of male-on-male gender harassment to 

(a) engage in behaviors that help male victims - for example by telling the perpetrator to stop, 

reporting the incident to authorities, or providing social support to the victim (i.e. victim-

supportive intervention); or alternatively (b) join in the harassment witnessed (i.e. perpetrator-

supportive intervention), is the primary goal of this study.  

Third Party Responses to Sexual Harassment 

Observers’ responses to mistreatment can take on a variety of forms (e.g., reporting 

mistreatment, offering social support to victims, participating in aggression; Bowes-Sperry & 

O’Leary-Kelly, 2005; Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1996, 1999). While a number of typologies and 

theoretical frameworks describe the ways in which bystander intervention can materialize (e.g., 

Smithson & Amato, 1982), the article by Bowes-Sperry and O’Leary-Kelly (2005) is particularly 

useful in conceptualizing witnesses’ responses to SH. According to these researchers, the form of 

helping behavior in the context of SH consists of two overarching dimensions: immediacy of 

intervention and level of involvement. Immediacy differentiates between assistance that is given 
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during the harassing event in question (high immediacy; e.g., observer interrupts the incident), or 

assistance that is given after the harassing episode has ended (low immediacy; i.e. observer 

reports harassment to the authorities or provides social support to the victim). Further, level of 

involvement refers to the extent to which witnesses publically assert themselves into the 

harassing situation. On the one hand, people who are highly involved are willing to intervene on 

the “social stage,” immersing themselves in the sexually harassing episode (e.g., confronting the 

harasser). On the other hand, low-involvement intervention strategies take the form of more 

private, “behind the scenes” support for the victim. Importantly, these categories are not 

mutually exclusive (Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005), and observers may choose to 

engage in any combination of these behavioral responses. 

Witnesses’ responses to mistreatment can also be enacted with various beneficiaries in 

mind (Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005). For example, although some employees may 

respond to observed mistreatment in an effort to alleviate victim suffering (e.g., Banyard, 2008; 

Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1999), others may offer assistance to benefit an organization (e.g., 

organizational citizenship behavior; Organ, 1988), to relieve their own suffering or sense of guilt, 

or to foster a desirable social image (e.g., Latané & Darley, 1970). Bystander responses may 

even be enacted to help the perpetrator of mistreatment (Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005). 

While existing research tends to focus on victim-supportive helping behavior, studies 

documenting the collective or group-based nature of aggression (e.g., Goldstein, 2002) suggest 

that more attention be directed towards hostile third party responses to mistreatment. O’Connell 

and colleagues (1999) and Salmivalli and colleagues (1996) each found that approximately 85% 

of bullying situations occur in a peer or group context, and that anywhere from 23 to 40% of 

observers to aggression assume co-bullying or bully-supportive roles. More specifically, 
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witnesses can function as “assistants” who participate and help escalate the attack from an 

individual to a group encounter, or as “reinforcers” who encourage, shout approval or “egg on” 

the attack (Salmivalli et al., 1996). Court cases involving male SH support the notion that 

witnesses may respond to harassment with aggression, by demonstrating the prevalence of male 

harassment committed at the hands of multiple individuals concurrently (Goluszek v. H.P. Smith, 

1988; McWilliams v. Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, 1996; Polly v. Houston Lighting & 

Power, 1993; Wrightson v. Pizza Hut of America, 1995, 1996). Thus, while observers of male 

gender harassment may well respond by providing aide to a victim in need, observers could also 

respond by joining in the aggression.  

The goal of this study is to determine the factors that encourage (or discourage) 

publically overt (observer confronts the harasser) and covert (observer reports harassment) 

responses to observed harassment (i.e. high and low involvement; Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-

Kelly, 2005), as well as responses that are enacted during the harassing incident (observer joins 

in mistreatment) or after it has ended (observer offers social support to victim) (i.e. high and low 

immediacy; Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005). Further, by considering that observers of 

male gender harassment may in fact respond by joining in said mistreatment, both victim-

supportive and perpetrator-supportive responses to observed male SH are explored.   

To Help or to Harm? 

Previous research on prosocial behavior has identified several individual characteristics 

(e.g., agreeableness, altruistic or prosocial personality, religiosity; Eisenberg et al., 2002; 

Graziano, Habashi, Sheese & Tobin, 2007; Hardy & Carlo, 2005; Penner et al., 1995) that 

encourage helping. Previous research has also described bystander intervention as a cognitive 

decision-making process, with witnesses contemplating their responsibility and ability to act 



 

 150 

(e.g., Dozier & Miceli, 1985; Latané & Darley, 1970), and the costs and benefits associated with 

acting (e.g., Dovidio, Piliavin, Gaertner, Schroeder, & Clark, 1991). The current study draws 

upon this tradition, further identifying bystander characteristics that predict whether and how 

witnesses of male gender harassment choose to intervene when observing this mistreatment.  

Formalized Leadership Role and Witnesses’ Responses to Male Gender Harassment 

Latané and Darley’s (1970) bystander intervention model is among the most well-known 

and well-cited frameworks for conceptualizing when and why observers will help someone else 

in need (see Dovidio, Piliavin, Schroeder, & Penner, 2006 for a review). According to this 

model, a primary determinant in the decision to intervene rests in perceiving oneself as 

responsible for action. Not only do circumstances minimizing this perception (i.e. the presence of 

multiple witnesses; diffusion of responsibility) reduce the likelihood of providing aid to victims 

(e.g., Garcia, Weaver, Moskowitz, & Darley, 2002), but perceived responsibility to act 

encourages intervention in numerous contexts. Burn (2009) and Banyard and Moynihan (2011) 

for example, found that responsibility was one of the most significant correlates of self-reported 

bystander action in relation to sexual violence, while Chaurand and Brauer (2008) found that felt 

responsibility was a significant predictor of intentions to intervene in uncivil behavior. 

Moreover, Trevino and Victor (1992) showed how experimentally manipulating the degree of 

role responsibility for reporting peer wrongdoing significantly and positively predicted the 

perceived acceptability of, and inclination to, engage in reporting behavior. Finally, Dozier and 

Miceli (1985) and Bowes-Sperry and O’Leary-Kelly (2005) highlight the central role of feeling 

personally responsible for taking action when whistle-blowing and intervening in SH, 

respectively. 
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As several frameworks of prosocial behavior also highlight, the extent to which witnesses 

believe that they will be effective in their helping behavior, or view the situation as potentially 

under their control, is also integral to the decision to help in troubling situations (e.g., Dozier & 

Miceli, 1985). For example, higher levels of self-efficacy increase the willingness to help among 

whistle-blowers of workplace ethics violations (e.g., MacNab & Worthley, 2008) and bystanders 

to interpersonal violence (e.g., Banyard, 2008), while possessing situation-specific skills for 

intervention are important to witnesses contemplating action (Burn, 2009; Laner, Benin, & 

Ventrone, 2001). Locus of control also predicted helping behavior among people who served as 

“rescuers” during the Holocaust (Midlarsky, Jones, & Corley, 2005). 

While very few studies have empirically explored the effect of formal leadership role in 

bystanders responses to workplace mistreatment
8
, when taken together the literature noted above 

suggests that those in organizational positions of authority will be prone to engage in victim-

supportive forms of intervention after witnessing male gender harassment. In line with Latané 

and Darley’s (1970) model and empirical evidence from several contexts, those holding a 

supervisory role should experience increased feelings of responsibility to act against SH given 

the formal requirements of their leadership position (Baumeister et al., 1988; Bowes-Sperry & 

O’Leary-Kelly, 2005; Paetzold & O’Leary-Kelly, 1994); protecting employee well-being and 

maintaining a safe workplace is a core responsibility of their prescribed role, which is directly 

undermined by male-targeted SH. Further still, leaders may be more likely to possess the self-

confidence and sense of efficacy that encourages a prosocial response to mistreatment. Leaders 

should not only have a greater awareness and familiarity with harassment complaint channels 

                                                        
8
 For an important exception see Baumeister, Chesner, Senders and Tice (1988) who experimentally show 

that those who are assigned a leadership role are more likely to help in an emergency situation compared 

to those assigned assistant roles. The authors argue that leadership’s inherent responsibility acts as a cue 

for these individuals to similarly take responsibility in other, unrelated situations.  
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and procedures, but they should also have greater access to these and other organizational 

resources needed to address harassment. Organizational leaders’ influence on organizational 

outcomes, and the authority to address male gender harassers themselves, would also increase 

their self-confidence and self-efficacy to respond appropriately to male SH.  

Variables reflecting bystander power also predict prosocial responding (Gundlach, 

Douglas, & Martinko, 2003; Miceli et al., 1991), lending further support to the notion that 

leaders will be more likely to help victims of male-targeted mistreatment. For example, whistle-

blowing has at times been positively associated with education, age, years of service in the 

organization, and pay (e.g., Miceli & Near, 2005), while self-perceptions of strength influence 

responding to violent scenarios (Laner, Benin, & Ventrone, 2001). Similarly, children with 

higher social status are more likely to be victim “defenders” (i.e. support and console victims; 

take active efforts to stop bullying), while those of lower social status are apt to be “bullies” (i.e., 

leader-like bullying behavior), “assistants” (i.e., follower-like bullying behavior) and/or 

“reinforcers” (i.e., incite bullying behavior by laughing, providing an “audience” for the bully; 

Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996). 

One explanation for the link between power and prosocial responding is the impact that 

status can have on the cost-benefit analysis that is central to bystander decision-making (Dovidio 

et al., 1991; Latané & Darley, 1970; Miceli & Near, 1985). Specifically, people in positions of 

power have less to fear when it comes to retaliation from perpetrators and peers (given their 

relative control over these parties). Moreover, as those with power have unique skills and 

knowledge upon which the organization depends, leaders should also be afforded greater 

freedom to report male-targeted harassment without the threat of organizational retaliation 

(Pheffer & Salancik, 1978). Should negative ramifications result from prosocial responding, 
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organizational leaders may also have greater opportunities for alternative employment, given 

their power, status, and associated skills. Thus, the power possessed by leaders may result in the 

perception of fewer consequences for intervention.  

Taken together, as leaders should perceive themselves as more responsible for, and capable 

of intervening, and perceive fewer consequences associated with such intervention given their 

power, I expect that organizational leaders who observe male gender harassment will be more 

likely to engage in victim-supportive forms of intervention. 

Hypothesis 1: Witnesses of male-on-male gender harassment residing in leadership / 

managerial roles will be more likely to (a) report observed harassment; (b) confront the 

harassment perpetrator; (c) provide social support to the victim. 

 

Fear of SH and Witnesses’ Responses to Male Gender Harassment 

 

As a powerful discrete emotion (e.g., Ekman, 1992; Ohman & Wiens, 2001) fear occurs 

when individuals believe that a situation is counter to their goals, is uncontrollable, and/or poses 

a high degree of danger (Frijda, 1986; Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Plutchik, 2003). As aggression 

represents a primal threat to safety and well-being (Ohman & Mineka, 2001), it is not surprising 

that fear exists among targets of mistreatment (e.g., Barling, Rogers & Kelloway, 2001), and that 

witnessing the victimization of another is associated with the fear of being victimized oneself 

(Chaudoir & Quinn, 2010; Rogers & Kelloway, 1997; Schat & Kelloway, 2000). As such, those 

who witness male gender harassment at work may experience fear concerning their own 

mistreatment (as found in Study 1). Importantly, as a natural form of protection against potential 

threats (Dozier, 1999; Ohman & Mineka, 2001; Seligman, 1971), fear motivates behaviors that 

are meant to eliminate the fear-inducing stimuli, or remove oneself from the fear-evoking 

situation (Kreitler, 2004; Ohman & Wiens, 2001; 2003). As such, when considering the 

behavioral responses of employees who witness male gender harassment, the experience of fear 
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may have important implications. 

The arousal cost-reward model of helping (Dovidio et al., 1991) postulates that following 

exposure to the suffering of another, bystanders will not only experience feelings of distress, but 

will choose to respond to the situation in ways that maximize the probability of rewards and 

minimize the probability of costs. Thus, bystanders are most likely to render assistance directly 

to the victim when the costs of helping are low, and when the costs for not helping are high. 

Further, as the costs for both direct helping and not helping increase, bystanders are more likely 

to engage in indirect forms of helping behavior (Dovidio et al., 1991).  

I suggest that fear of SH will play a central role in the cost-benefit analysis undertaken by 

those who witness male-targeted gender harassment, and thus predict witnesses’ responses to this 

mistreatment. First, fear of personal victimization should increase the perceived cost of 

intervention taking the form of confrontation. Specifically, the risks associated with directly 

immersing oneself within a harassment incident, potentially drawing attention to oneself as a 

viable target and provoking a perpetrator to engage in further aggression, may be particularly 

salient among those afraid of experiencing this mistreatment first hand. As such, for those who 

fear becoming the victims of SH, the costs associated with publically-overt forms of intervention 

such as confrontation may outweigh the benefits of trying to stop male mistreatment in this way. 

Indeed, while fear of harassment has primarily been investigated as an outcome, the fear of 

retaliation has been found to be a critical barrier to confronting perpetrators of other forms of 

discrimination and derogatory behavior (e.g., Swim & Hyers, 1999; Kaiser & Miller, 2001), 

including among those who confront perpetrators on behalf of another (Good, Moss-Racusin, & 

Sanchez, 2012). In addition, anticipation of experiencing high costs deters women from 

confronting the perpetrators of SH (e.g., Kaiser & Miller, 2002; Shelton & Stewart, 2004). As 
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such, in line with the withdrawal and avoidance action tendency often associated with fear 

(Epstein, 1972; Lazarus, 1991), observers characterized by the fear of SH should be motivated to 

avoid direct forms of harassment intervention, and thus be less likely to confront the perpetrators 

of male gender harassment.  

Hypothesis 2a: Witnesses of male gender harassment characterized by fear of sexual 

harassment will be less likely to confront the harassment perpetrator. 

 

 While fear of SH should increase the perceived costs of direct intervention, this fear 

should also increase the perceived costs of non-intervention. For witnesses who are afraid of 

becoming the victims of sex-based mistreatment, a failure to take action against this behavior 

when it is seen occurring does little to reduce or eliminate the fear-evoking stimulus, and may in 

fact, increase the perceived risk to their safety. A perpetrator whose harassing behavior goes 

unpunished or unaddressed is free to continue enacting mistreatment, leaving fearful observers 

feeling more vulnerable to personal victimization. Thus, consistent with others who have 

conceptualized the perceived costs of non-intervention (Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly), and in 

line with the arousal cost-reward model of helping (Dovidio et al., 1991), as fearful witnesses 

should perceive the costs of direct intervention and non-intervention to be high, they should be 

more likely to respond to observed male gender harassment indirectly. Further still, when 

considering that fear is typically a response to stimuli that are perceived to be beyond one’s 

control, reporting observed gender harassment to those in the organizational environment who do 

have the power to address this stimuli, is likely to be an attractive option for fearful witnesses. 

While fear has been offered as an explanation for employee silence in the face of illegal 

or unethical acts (e.g., Henik, 2008; Kish-Gephart, Detert, Treviño & Edmondson, 2009), it 

should be noted that in such cases, fear pertains to the potential outcomes of reporting behavior 

itself (e.g., Meser-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005) - in other words, fear of retaliation or 
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punishment as a result of reporting an incident. In such cases, employees may conclude that 

staying silent will better ensure their safety when compared to the consequences of blowing the 

whistle (e.g., job loss, career threats, defamation of character). Yet, in cases such as those 

considered here, where fear is rooted in concerns of personal victimization apart from the 

reporting process, staying silent will do little to bolster one’s sense of personal safety, and may 

even increase the likelihood that the behaviors one fears, persist.  

Previous research supports the notion that concerns for personal well-being will motivate 

bystanders to report male-targeted SH. For example, third party witnesses were more likely to 

say that they would report a peer’s unethical behavior when they believed that they would 

personally suffer negative consequences as a result of the misconduct (Trevino & Victor, 1992).  

Meser-Magnus and Viswesvaran’s (2005) meta-analysis further showed how the perception that 

blowing the whistle is in one’s best interest is positively related to whistleblowing intent, while 

Miceli and Near (1985) have long argued that organizational members are more motivated to 

blow the whistle on organizational wrongdoing when such a response is perceived to be 

personally beneficial. Thus, lending support to the notion that concerns about personal well-

being can increase the perceived costs of staying silent in the face of wrongdoing, these studies 

further suggest that fear of SH among witnesses of male gender harassment will positively 

predict the reporting of this mistreatment.   

Hypothesis 2b: Witnesses of male gender harassment characterized by fear of sexual 

harassment will be more likely to report observed harassment. 

 

However, fear of mistreatment may in some cases, also elicit more antisocial, perpetrator-

supportive behavior. According to the applied fear response model (AFR; Ireland 2003, 2005), 

while a variety of behavioral reactions to threatened victimization (e.g., avoidance, disruptive 

behavior, self-isolation; McCorkle, 1992) are possible, fear of victimization often motivates 
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bullying. This form of precautionary, pre-emptive aggression may be enacted by the fearful in an 

attempt to prevent harm, by communicating to others that provocation will be met with 

aggression (Chan & Ireland, 2010). While research for the AFR model was initially conducted 

within prison populations, others have acknowledged the role of fear and threat in human 

aggression more generally (e.g., Vitiello & Stoff, 1997), and within conflict situations more 

specifically (e.g., Huddy, Feldman, Taber, & Lahav, 2005; Spanovic, Lickel, Denson & Petrovic, 

2010). Recent reports have also revealed that students who have been bullied are almost twice as 

likely to bring weapons to school, compared to peers who have not experienced aggression 

(Anderssen, 2014) – a finding which may be explained by fears of further victimization among 

these students. 

Fear-induced aggression has also been documented in cases of domestic violence. 

According to George and colleagues (2004), violent perpetrators enact verbal and physical 

aggression in response to a perceived threat and accompanying feelings of fear (George et al., 

2000) – a process that involves a complex set of interactions between the environment and 

various structures in the central nervous system. The connection between fear and the “fight” as 

opposed to “flight” response is also well documented among mammalian species within the 

animal literature (e.g., Halász Liposits, Kruk & Haller, 2002; Weinshenker & Siegel, 2002). 

When taken together, I argue that fear of SH may also encourage witnesses of male-targeted 

mistreatment to respond by participating in harassment themselves. 

Hypothesis 2c: Witnesses of male gender harassment characterized by fear of sexual 

harassment will be more likely to join in observed harassment. 

 

 Moreover, I suggest that such an aggressive response will be even more likely among 

those with a propensity to enact and/or accept aggressive behavior, and those who may find the 
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experience of fear itself, to be threatening – factors which are all present among male witnesses 

characterized by traditional gender role ideologies.  

Fear of SH, Gender Role Ideologies and Witnesses’ Responses to Male Gender Harassment  

Gender role ideologies represent specific expectations about how men and women ought 

to behave, and the roles that they ought to fulfill in relationships, at home, and in the workplace 

(Hamburger, Hogben, McGowan, & Dawson, 1996). Residing along a continuum, individuals’ 

gender-role ideologies can vary in the extent to which they are contemporary (i.e. belief that men 

and women are equally capable of assuming any role or engaging in any behavior) or more 

traditional (i.e. belief that fundamental differences between the sexes warrant different - and 

separate - social roles and spheres; e.g., Baber & Tucker, 2006; Davies & Greenstein, 2009) in 

nature. Moreover, stemming from more traditional gender role ideologies is the endorsement of a 

number of gender-stereotypic characteristics (Eagly & Steffen, 1984), for example that women 

are compassionate, warm and passive, while men are competitive, aggressive and dominant (e.g., 

Bem 1981). 

Previous research has demonstrated a link between traditional gender role ideologies and 

aggressive behavior, such as sexual aggression (Murnen, Wright, & Kaluzny, 2002), bullying 

behavior (e.g., Gini & Pozzoli, 2006), verbal, physical and indirect acts of aggression (e.g., 

Kinney, Smith, & Donzella, 2001; Parrott & Zeichner, 2003; Walker, Richardson, & Green, 

2000), impulsive personality patterns and various forms of delinquency (i.e. law breaking, 

alcohol and drug use; Mosher & Sirkin, 1984). Likewise, traditional gender role ideologies are 

associated with the tolerance for, and acceptance of, aggression’s use (e.g., Hamburger et al., 

1996; Warkentin & Gidycz, 2007). As fear-induced aggressive responses to perceived threat are 
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higher among those with aggressive tendencies (e.g., Ireland, 2011), traditional gender ideologies 

may encourage fearful witnesses to join in the harassment they observe. 

Moreover, fearful male witnesses characterized by traditional gender roles may be 

particularly likely to respond to observed harassment with aggression, given the threat that 

experiencing the emotion of fear itself presents for this group. According to the gender role strain 

paradigm (Pleck, 1995), discrepancies between schemas of traditional masculinity and a man’s 

own behaviors and emotions can create masculine gender role stress (Eisler & Skidmore, 1987), 

which in turn, results in masculinity-linked dysfunctional behaviors. As traditional male gender 

roles dictate that men should be powerful, tough, in control, and emotionally unexpressive (e.g., 

Bem, 1981), being in a vulnerable state, including the experience of vulnerable emotions 

(Jakupcak, 2003) creates an aversive discrepancy between socially proscribed masculine 

characteristics and one’s actual feelings. In an effort to avoid or terminate this identity-threat, 

men who endorse such ideologies may attempt to reassert their masculinity through the overt 

display of aggression (Jakupcak, Lisak, & Roemer, 2002; Jakupcak, 2003; Reidy, Shirk, Sloan, 

& Zeichner, 2009) – a central component of traditional masculine gender roles (Hamburger et 

al., 1996; Mosher & Shirkin 1984). When applied to witnessing male SH, the experience of 

harassment-related fear may be particularly upsetting to male witnesses holding traditional 

notions of masculinity. As such, joining in harassment may serve as an emotion-regulation 

strategy (Jakupcak, 2003), providing these male witnesses an opportunity to reassert their 

masculinity in the face of threat, through the use of aggression. 

Hypothesis 2d: Fearful male witnesses of male gender harassment characterized by 

traditional gender role ideologies will be more likely to join in observed harassment. 

 

Anger and Witnesses’ Responses to Male Gender Harassment 

Anger is a discrete social emotion that manifests in response to another’s wrongful 
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actions and is thus outwardly directed (Averill, 1982; Weiner, 1995). Being treated unfairly by 

others or perceiving another’s behavior as unjust (e.g., Clore, Ortony, Dienes, & Fujita, 1993; 

Weiner, 1995) are among the primary causes of anger. Sensing that another person has been 

offended or injured can also be associated with the experience of anger (e.g., Batson, Kennedy, 

Nord, Stocks, et al 2007; Lazarus, 1991). Theories of “deontic justice” (Cropanzano, Goldman, 

& Folger, 2003) suggest that anger or “deontic rage” (Gibson & Callister, 2010) may be a viable 

response to a colleague’s mistreatment (see Study 1 for a detailed explanation). Previous 

experimental research on female-targeted SH confirms this notion, as individuals exposed to the 

gender harassment of other females report greater levels of anger towards men in general 

(Chaudoir & Quinn, 2010) as well as towards the perpetrators of harassment (Williams, Brown, 

Lees-Haley, & Price, 1995). As such, as shown in Study 1, those who encounter male gender 

harassment at work may indeed respond with anger. As anger can motivate individuals to “right 

wrongs”, seek revenge, and/or strive to prevent subsequent injustices (Batson et al., 2007; Lerner 

& Tiedens, 2006; Tripp & Bies, 2010), I suggest that anger will help to explain how people 

choose to respond to observed male gender harassment. 

 Feeling angry is associated with the beliefs that another person (rather than the self or a 

situational force) has caused a negative event, and that one can personally address or rectify the 

wrong that has occurred (e.g., Lazarus, 1991; Lerner & Tiedens, 2006). Thus, the behavioral 

responses motivated by anger often involve “moving against” (e.g. opposing, conquering) the 

source of the transgression (Frijda, Kuipers, & ter Schure, 1989). According to Plutchik (2003, p. 

326) unlike fear, ‘‘the purpose of anger is not to enable us to escape threatening or injurious 

situations but to destroy them or drive them away.’’ Thus, once triggered, anger motivates an 

approach-based or fight response (Frijda, 1986), readying the individual to re-establish the 
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conditions that existed prior to the offense (Lerner & Tiedens, 2006). 

While numerous studies have revealed how feelings of anger following personal 

mistreatment are related to retaliation (e.g., Barclay, Skarlicki, & Pugh, 2005; Chow, Tiendens & 

Govan, 2008), previous research on third-party punishment (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004) and 

anger-related sanctioning responses to observed normative and/or moral transgressions, are 

useful in understanding reactions to observed mistreatment. Fehr and Gachter (2002) for 

example, have shown how free riding (a social norm violation) causes strong negative emotions 

such as anger among third parties, and that such emotions trigger punishment against the 

defectors. Similarly, Lotz and colleagues (2011) demonstrated how individuals are willing to 

sacrifice their own resources to socially sanction those who behave unjustly towards another, and 

that moral outrage meditated this effect. Further, Nelissen and Zeelenberg (2009) experimentally 

demonstrated how both inciting and inhibiting anger in the context of norm violations, increases 

and reduces third-party sanctioning, respectively.  

Such sanctioning behavior may serve to either restore or rebalance the scales of justice 

that are perceived to have been disrupted by transgressions by (a) ensuring perpetrators receive 

their “just desserts” and/or (b) deterring future transgressions of a similar nature (Carlsmith, 

Darley, & Robinson, 2002). Thus, while much research exploring third-party punishment has 

focused on economic outcomes (e.g., Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004), these same underlying 

psychological motivations may be present in the current context, and I suggest, may be satisfied 

through reporting observed mistreatment. More specifically, in an effort to punish the perpetrator 

of observed male gender harassment and/or ensure that such harassment does not occur again in 

the future, witnesses angered by this mistreatment may feel they are able to right a perceived 

wrong, by exposing the observed mistreatment to organizational authorities.  
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Hypothesis 3a: Witnesses’ anger will be positively related to reporting observed male-on-

male gender harassment. 

 

As anger often instills a sense of control, optimism, and empowerment in the person 

experiencing this emotion (Lerner & Tiedens, 2006; Lerner & Keltner, 2000; 2001), I also 

suggest that angry witnesses will respond to the observed mistreatment of a male colleague with 

more overt, highly involved forms of intervention. According to the appraisal-tendency 

framework (Lerner & Keltner, 2000), discrete emotions predispose individuals to evaluate the 

environment in particular ways. By creating a perceptual lens through which events are assessed, 

the “appraisal tendencies” associated with each emotion also direct the judgments and choices 

that individuals make in a specific manner. One consistent finding in the literature is that anger 

impacts the perception of, and response to, risk. As anger activates cognitions of certainty (i.e., 

future events are seen as more predictable) and control (i.e., individuals are perceived to have 

control over outcomes; Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985), this emotion often 

leads people to make more optimistic assessments of risky situations (e.g., perceive the 

likelihood of negative events occurring as low; Lerner, Gonzalez, Small, & Fischhoff, 2003; 

Lerner & Keltner, 2000). Moreover, angry people de-emphasize the significance and potential 

impact of negative events on the self (Hemenover & Zhang, 2004), and are more likely to make 

risky decisions (Lerner & Keltner, 2001). 

Anger’s impact on self-perception may help explain its link with more precarious 

decision-making. Not only do angry people feel that they control and can change the situations 

that they face (Lerner & Tiedens, 2006), but they also experience reduced feelings of 

vulnerability and dependency (Lemay, Overall, & Clark, 2012). When considering these self-

perception biases, it is not surprising that anger increases the propensity to engage in risky 

behaviors (e.g., Deffenbacher, Deffenbacher, Lynch, & Richards, 2003; Eftekhary, Turner, & 
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Larimer, 2004; Fessler, Pillsworth, & Flamson, 2004) – an effect mediated by the perception of 

risky situations as less dangerous and more beneficial (Gambetti & Giusberti, 2009).  

As those experiencing anger perceive fewer risks when assessing situations, are more 

likely to knowingly take risks, feel less vulnerable in doing so, and are more confident in their 

ability to control the environment, I suggest that angry witnesses may also be more inclined to 

engage in high-risk forms of intervention. As a clear and direct form of resistance to 

mistreatment, confrontation indeed poses such risks, often resulting in personal (e.g., harassment, 

ostracism, or uttering of threats) or work-related (e.g., discharge, demotion or poor performance 

appraisals) reprisals from wrongdoers or peers (Cortina & Magley, 2003). Thus, I hypothesize 

that this form of victim-supportive intervention should be greater among angry witnesses. 

Hypothesis 3b: Witnesses’ anger will be positively related to confronting the perpetrators 

of observed male-on-male gender harassment. 

 

Empathy and Witnesses’ Responses to Male Gender Harassment 

Empathy represents a multidimensional, “other-oriented emotional reaction including 

feelings of compassion, sympathy, and concern” (Sturmer et al., 2006, p. 943; Davis, 1994; 

Davis et al., 1999), and is a significant predictor of helping behavior (see Dovidio, et al., 2006, 

for a review). The cognitive component of empathy (i.e. perspective-taking) reflects the ability to 

perceive and understand others’ points of view, while its emotional aspect (i.e. empathetic 

concern) is characterized by the tendency to experience feelings of concern towards a target 

(e.g., sympathy and compassion; Davis, 1994) and to share the emotional state of the other 

(Cohen & Strayer, 1996; Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972). Thus, the positive link between empathy 

and many forms of prosocial action including whistle-blowing (Singer, Mitchell, & Turner, 

1999), volunteerism (Davis et al., 1999), the allocation of resources to stigmatized groups 

(Batson et al., 2002), and the willingness to offer time, money, and/or other resources to help a 
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person in need (Batson et al., 1997; Cialdini et al., 2007; Pavey et al., 2012) is not surprising. 

Given the current study’s focus, previous research exploring the role of empathy in the 

face of aggression provides some important insights. Gini, Albiero, Benelli, and Altoe, (2007, 

2008) for example, showed a negative relationship between empathy and pro-bullying behavior 

(i.e., engaging in bullying, helping or otherwise encouraging a bully), and a positive relationship 

between empathy and victim defense among adolescents. Similarly, empathetic concern is 

related to children's roles as “defenders” of bullying victims (Nickerson, Mele, & Princiotta, 

2008), and to reductions in habitual, violent and indirect bullying (Jollifee & Farrington, 2006). 

Men with less empathy also exhibit higher levels of aggression in the form of administering 

electric shocks to opponents after consuming alcohol (Giancola, 2003), while empathy is 

negatively linked to other forms of violent and serious offending (e.g., Broidy, Cauffman, 

Espelage, Mazerolle, & Piquero, 2003; Burke, 2001). Moreover, clinical interventions aimed at 

increasing empathy can reduce the likelihood of violence and antisocial behavior (Day, Casey, & 

Gerace, 2010; Schewe & O’Donohue, 1993).  

Thus, empathy may play a role in how witnesses of male gender harassment choose to 

respond. As gender harassment results in emotional distress among male victims (e.g., Haas et 

al., 2009; Settles et al., 2011), the ability to perceive and understand such distress, and to take on 

this emotional state oneself could increase the motivation to engage in target-supportive 

intervention. However, those high in empathy are also more sensitive to the long-term 

consequences of their helping for recipients (Sibicky, Schroeder & Dovido, 1995). As such, 

while empathy should increase victim-supportive intervention, empathetic observers should be 

more inclined to choose helping strategies that will minimize the attention drawn to the target, 

and the likelihood of retribution or further harassment from perpetrators against this individual. 



 

 165 

Thus, I suggest that upon witnessing the gender harassment of a male colleague, empathetic 

observers are more likely to engage in victim-supportive intervention, but will be apt to choose 

more “behind the scenes” or “low-involvement” responses (Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelley, 

2005) such as providing social support to the victim. 

Hypothesis 4a: Empathetic witnesses will be more likely to offer social support to victims 

of observed male-on-male gender harassment.  

 

I also hypothesize that empathy will reduce the likelihood of joining in the harassment 

witnessed. Not only does empathy increase one’s ability to understand and tolerate the opinions 

and behaviors of others’ that conflict with one’s own (through role-taking), and thus reduce 

potentially hostile reactions that such incompatibilities can elicit (Gini et al., 2007), but empathy 

can also inhibit or reduce aggressive behavior by increasing the understanding of how one’s 

actions may detrimentally impact another. Empathy enables individuals to appreciate the 

psychological and emotional consequences of their behaviors on others, personally identify with 

these negative effects, and in turn, curtail their negative conduct (Hoffman, 2000). Thus, 

empathy should increase witnesses’ awareness of how joining in harassing behavior could result 

in further pain and suffering for the target. As a result, empathy should reduce the likelihood of 

witnesses joining in observed male mistreatment. 

Hypothesis 4b: Empathetic witnesses will be less likely to join in observed male-on-male 

gender harassment.  

 

Empathy, Gender Role Attitudes and Witnesses’ Responses to Male Gender Harassment 

Empathy may be especially important among witnesses characterized by traditional 

gender role ideologies. Specifically, while empathy may increase the social support given to 

victims more generally, it may guide witnesses for whom the moral nature of SH is ambiguous, 
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and a sense of connection with the perpetrator is salient (i.e. witnesses with traditional gender 

role ideologies), towards perpetrator confrontation. 

Previous research highlights how the perceived magnitude of an action’s consequences 

and/or the perceived unethicality of behavior positively impact bystander intervention (e.g., 

Bowes-Sperry & O’ Leary-Kelly, 2005; Bowes-Sperry & Powell, 1999; O’Leary-Kelly & 

Bowes-Sperry, 2001; Jones, 1991). Research has also revealed the influence of perceived group 

memberships on helping behavior. Consistent with social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 

1986), individuals display a bias towards helping in-group members (Dovido, Gaertner, Validzic, 

Matoka, & Johnson, 1997; Flippen & Hornstein, Siegal, & Weitzman, 1996; Levine, Prosser, 

Evans, & Reicher, 2005; Stürmer & Snyder, 2009). These two literatures become important in 

the current context when considering the nature and purpose of male gender harassment. 

As male-on-male gender harassment is generally undertaken to punish and correct male 

gender role performances that do not adhere to notions of traditional masculinity (Berdahl, 

2007a; Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Franke, 1997; Stockdale, 2005), this mistreatment reaffirms the 

same norms and stereotypes held by individuals characterized by traditional gender role 

attitudes. As behavior that endorses their belief system, I suggest that male gender harassment 

may in fact serve the interests of “traditional” witnesses, thus creating ambiguity around the 

harmfulness and ethicality of observed male gender harassment. These witnesses may also 

identify with, or feel a sense of connection to, those perpetrating this behavior, perceiving that 

these individuals belong to their ideological in-group.  

However, for “traditional” but empathetic witnesses, the suffering of a victim may be 

difficult to ignore; empathy increases the ability to perceive, understand, and adopt the distress of 

another. Thus, competing obligations may be present for empathetic, “traditional” witnesses – 
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while these individuals may feel compelled to provide aide to a victim, they should not do so at 

the risk of selling out an in-group member. Thus, I suggest that for these observers, intervention 

strategies that simultaneously help the victim and protect the perpetrator will be the behavioral 

response of choice. Confrontation can arguably accomplish this goal - confrontation provides 

witnesses with a unique way to aide a suffering victim in a manner that does not jeopardize the 

well-being of an in-group member (as would be the case were these observers to report the 

perpetrator’s conduct to organizational authorities). Moreover, given perceived in-group 

affiliation with perpetrators, “traditional” witnesses may feel protected against any negative 

consequences (e.g., perpetrator retribution) of this high-involvement intervention. Thus, 

Hypothesis 4c: Witnesses of male gender harassment characterized by empathy and 

traditional gender role ideologies will be more likely to confront perpetrators of observed 

harassment. 

 

4.2 Method 

Sample and Recruitment 

Participants were recruited through Qualtrics Panel Service - an online survey software 

tool that provides a platform for designing and distributing online surveys, and offers a panel 

service that allows researchers to connect with individuals willing to take part in research 

(Qualtrics, 2010). Participants were sent a link by Qualtrics to an online questionnaire, and were 

compensated with $2.00 and a chance to win a $35.00 Starbucks gift card for their participation. 

Data were collected from 320 full-time or part-time employees in the U.S.A., working in blue-

collar professions (e.g., automotive, construction, manufacturing). The decision to limit the 

sample to those employed in these industries was made given the higher likelihood of capturing 

instances of male SH within organizations that are dominated by more masculine cultures 

(Stockdale et al., 1999). As only respondents who observed male gender harassment would have 
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the ability to respond to the questions of concern, analyses were limited to a subsample of 150 

participants (M age = 39.1 years, SD = 12.33, range = 18 – 71 years; 57% male; 71% Caucasian; 

92.6% heterosexual) who indicated witnessing at least one instance of this mistreatment over the 

last 12 months.  

Measures 

A complete list of items for all scales can be found in Appendix C. 

 Observed Male-on-Male Gender Harassment. Items taken from the Sexual Harassment of 

Men scale (SHOM; Waldo et al., 1998) were revised to reflect the goals of this study. More 

specifically, the 11-item gender harassment subscale was altered to capture the extent to which 

participants had witnessed the gender harassment of a male peer on a scale ranging from 1 

(never) to 5 (many times). This procedure has been used successfully in previous research on 

vicarious harassment experiences (e.g., Hitlan et al., 2006). Sample items include “During the 

past 12-months, how often have you observed or heard about a male supervisor or coworker… 

pressuring another male coworker into doing things he did not want to do, by accusing him of 

not being a “real man?”; and “…insulting another male coworker by saying he was a “fag” or 

“gay?”. Any participant who selected a response choice of 1 on all 11 items (thus indicating they 

had not witnessed any male gender harassment) was excluded from analyses. This resulted in a 

final sample of 150 respondents.
9
  

Measures: Predictor Variables 

Leadership Role. Leadership role was assessed with a single item asking participants 

whether they held a managerial or supervisory position (0 = no leadership role; 1 = leadership 

role). 

                                                        
9
 Although these data are derived from a non-representative sample of male employees, 47% of the 

sample observed at least one instance of male-on-male gender harassment over a 12-month time period. 
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Fear of Sexual Harassment. Participants were asked to report on their fear of SH using a 

modified version of a scale previously developed by Barling, Rogers and Kelloway (2001), 

indicating their agreement with statements such as “I am afraid that I will be told suggestive 

stories or offensive jokes while I’m at work”; and “I am afraid that someone at work will make 

offensive remarks about my appearance, body, or sexual activities,” on a scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher scores on this 9-item measure indicated greater 

fear of harassment.  

Anger. Anger was assessed using a measure implemented in previous research exploring 

anger-based reactions (e.g., Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; van Zomeren, Spears, Fischer & 

Leach, 2004). Participants indicated on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely), the 

extent to which the gender harassing behavior they reported observing made them feel 

“irritated”, “furious”, “angry”, or “displeased”. Higher scores indicated higher levels of anger.  

 Empathy. Empathy was measured using the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1980; 

1983) that captures individuals’ cognitive and emotional responsiveness to the experiences of 

others. The 14-item scale assesses attempts to adopt the perspectives of other people (e.g., 

“Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place”) and 

feelings of warmth, compassion, and concern for others (e.g., “Other people's misfortunes do not 

usually disturb me” (reverse coded). Responses were collected on a scale ranging from 

1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) with higher scores indicating higher levels of empathy. 

Measures: Outcome Variables 

Reporting. The extent to which observers reported male gender harassment was assessed 

using a scale consisting of 3 items taken from Bowes-Sperry and Powell’s (1999) Intention to 

Intervene scale and from the intervention examples provided by Bowes-Sperry and O’Leary-
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Kelly (2005). Participants were asked to respond to statements such as “I reported the incident to 

someone in a higher position” on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree). Higher scores indicate more reporting of observed harassment. 

 Confronting. Participants indicated whether they had confronted the perpetrators of male 

gender harassment using a 3-item scale created with two intervention examples provided by 

Bowes-Sperry and O’Leary-Kelly (2005) and one developed specifically for this study. For 

example, participants responded to items such as “I told the harasser to stop the harassing 

conduct” on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher 

scores reflect more confrontation of the perpetrator.  

Social Support. The extent to which observers provided social support to the victims of 

male gender harassment was assessed with three items, one of which was taken from Bowes-

Sperry and Powell (1999), one from Bowes-Sperry and O’Leary-Kelly (2005), and one that was 

created for the purposes of this study. An example of these items is “I provided emotional 

support to the target” on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

Higher scores indicate more social support given to targets of observed male gender harassment. 

Joining In.  Observers’ decision to join in the male gender harassment they witnessed 

was evaluated using three items developed for the purposes of this study, for example “I 

participated in the incident / behavior”. Responses were provided on a 5-point scale ranging from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores reflect more participation in observed 

harassment. 

Measures: Moderating Variable 

Gender Role Attitudes. The gender-linked subscale of the Social Roles Questionnaire 

(SRQ; Baber & Tucker, 2006) was used to assess participants’ traditional gender role ideologies. 
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This 8-item scale captures subtle beliefs that support gender inequality, the extent to which 

individuals view gender as a dichotomous category setting men and women in opposition to one 

another, and beliefs that there are particular roles and responsibilities that are appropriate for 

each gender group. Sample items include “For many important jobs, it is better to choose men 

instead of women” and “Men are more sexual than women”. Responses were collected on a scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) with higher scores reflecting more 

traditional gender role attitudes.   

Finally, several variables were included to reduce the possibility of plausible, rival 

hypotheses. Given that gender has been linked to differences in helping behavior (Burn, 2009; 

Banyard, 2008; George, Carroll, Kersnick, & Calderon, 1998) and females are less likely to 

enact aggression (Baron, Neuman, & Geddes, 1999), gender of the observer is included as a 

control variable in all analyses where gender is not explicitly part of a prediction. In addition, as 

younger employees are more likely to display workplace aggression (Baron et al., 1999), and 

older individuals are more likely to intervene in instances of harassment (e.g., Ryan & Wessel, 

2011), observer age is included as a control variable. Finally, as harassment severity (i.e. 

frequency and/or duration of experienced harassment) has been shown to predict responses to 

this form of mistreatment (e.g. Bergman et al., 2002; Lee et al., 2004), the frequency of male 

gender harassment observed over the last 12 months, was controlled. 

4.3 Results 

 Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations and reliability data for all study variables appear in 

Table 4-1. 

Hypotheses were tested using moderated regression procedures as recommended by 

Aiken and West (1991). Predictor variables (i.e. fear of SH, anger, empathy, and gender role 
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attitudes) were centered and cross products created for interaction terms. Four separate 

regression analyses were computed, one for each outcome variable (i.e., intervention type). In 

each, observer age and the frequency of male GH witnessed were controlled in Step 1 (as was 

observer sex in analyses for reporting, confrontation, and social support). Individual predictor 

variables were entered on Step 2, any two-way interactions were entered on Step 3, and in the 

case of joining in harassment, the three-way interaction was entered on the final step.  

Hypotheses 1a through 1c suggested that leadership role would predict victim-supportive 

forms of intervention. In support of these hypotheses, leadership role positively predicted 

reporting observed male gender harassment (Hypothesis 1a; ß = .53, p < .01; see Table 4-2), 

confronting the perpetrator of observed male gender harassment (Hypothesis 1b; ß = .69, p < .01; 

see Table 4-3), and providing social support to the victim of observed male gender harassment 

(Hypothesis 1c; ß = .40, p < .05; see Table 4-4).   

Hypotheses 2a through 2d were concerned with the relationship between fear of SH and 

witnesses’ responses. Contrary to expectations, fear of SH was not related to perpetrator 

confrontation (Hypothesis 2a; ß = .07, ns; see Table 4-3). Observers’ fear of SH was however, 

positively related to reporting this mistreatment (Hypothesis 2b; ß = .19, p < .01; see Table 4-2) 

and to joining in harassment (Hypothesis 2c; ß = .33, p < .01; see Table 4-5). No support 

emerged for Hypothesis 2d, as the three-way interaction between fear of SH, gender role 

attitudes, and observer sex on perpetrator-supportive intervention was non-significant (ß = .02, 

n.s.; see Table 4-5).  

The next set of analyses focused on the role of witnesses’ anger in responding to 

observed male gender harassment. Consistent with predictions, witness anger positively 

predicted reporting observed harassment (Hypothesis 3a; ß = .16, p < .01; see Table 4-2), as well 
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as confronting perpetrators of this mistreatment (Hypothesis 3b; ß = .24, p < .01; see Table 4-3). 

Finally, support emerged for all hypotheses involving empathy. More specifically, 

witness empathy was positively related to providing social support to harassment victims 

(Hypothesis 4a; ß = .47, p < .01; see Table 4-4), and negatively related to joining in mistreatment 

(Hypothesis 4b; ß = -.28, p < .05; see Table 4-5). Support also emerged for Hypothesis 4c, as the 

relationship between witness empathy and confrontation was moderated by gender role attitudes 

(ß = .42, p < .01; see Table 4-3): The relationship between empathy and perpetrator 

confrontation was stronger for observers with more traditional gender ideologies than those with 

more progressive gender ideologies. Results were plotted in line with the recommendations of 

Dawson and Richter (2006; see Figure 4-1).  

4.4 Discussion 

My third study investigated the behavioral responses of witnesses to male-on-male 

gender harassment, and the factors that encourage (or discourage) both victim- (reporting 

harassment, confronting perpetrator, providing victim social support) as well as perpetrator- 

(joining in harassment) supportive reactions. The results of this study showed that formal 

leadership role predicted all forms of victim-supportive intervention. Witnesses’ emotions also 

predicted observer behavior; fear of SH was positively related to reporting and to joining in 

observed mistreatment, while anger was positively related to reporting harassment and 

confronting perpetrators. Empathy was positively related to providing social support to victims, 

and negatively related to joining in observed mistreatment. Last, the likelihood of responding to 

observed male harassment by confronting the perpetrator was higher for witnesses characterized 

by empathy and traditional gender role ideologies. Thus, the importance of one’s organizational 
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role, affective experiences and attitudes when responding to male gender harassment, are 

emphasized. 

Theoretical Implications 

 A primary contribution of this research is the conceptualization and testing of third-party 

responses to an understudied form of workplace mistreatment, namely male SH. While there has 

been much research on SH over the last several decades, and several studies have explored 

victim and/or bystander responses to female-targeted SH (e.g., Benavides-Espinoza & 

Cunningham, 2010; Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005; Wasti & Cortina, 2002), we know 

very little about how witnesses of male-targeted SH respond to this workplace problem. The 

current study showed that witnesses’ formalized organizational power, affect, attitudes, and 

empathy are important predictors of third party behavior in this unique context. These results 

support previous theorizing about bystander intervention in other settings (e.g., the cost-reward 

model of bystander intervention; Dovidio et al., 1991), and provide additional insights into the 

social processes involved in the phenomenon of male gender harassment. As such, the current 

findings represent an important contribution to both the bystander intervention as well as 

workplace SH literatures.  

 Second, by investigating multiple types of intervention, this study further contributes to 

both the intervention and SH literatures. Incorporating several victim-supportive intervention 

strategies not only respects the need to consider responses to SH that vary in immediacy and 

involvement (Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005), and goes beyond prior research that only 

focused on reporting harassment or confronting the harasser (e.g., Adams Roy & Barling, 1998), 

but also provides support for the unique nature of such responses, given their varying correlates. 

Further, conceptualizing third party reactions as those that can be either helpful (e.g., victim-
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supportive) or harmful (e.g., perpetrator-supportive) brings attention to the potentially negative 

side of bystander responding - something that has rarely been considered. This study’s findings 

show that in some cases, witnesses of male gender harassment respond by joining in the 

aggression – results consistent with previous research showing that young observers to 

aggression often serve in co-bullying roles (O’Connell et al., 1999; Salmivalli et al., 1996). 

While mean levels of joining in observed male gender harassment in this study were relatively 

low (a finding which may reflect actual rates of this behavior, or rather underreporting among 

participants given concerns of social desirability and/or fear of negative consequences for 

disclosed deviant behavior; Lee, 1993), these findings nonetheless suggest that at times, 

observers of male gender harassment may respond in an aggressive manner, and as such, that 

future research should explore both pro- and anti-social responses to observed workplace 

mistreatment.  

 Third, the current results may contribute to our understanding of the nature of male gender 

harassment. More specifically, the finding that some observers respond to this mistreatment by 

joining in suggests that in certain cases, male gender harassment could be a cooperative or 

collective phenomenon. While researchers are increasingly turning their attention to team-level 

consequences of SH (e.g., Raver & Gelfand, 2005), a similar group-based focus on SH’s 

perpetration is absent from the literature. Thus, when looking to understand the antecedents of 

male SH, conceptualizing this form of mistreatment as group-based (as well as a dyadic) 

behavior may be a promising avenue. 

Fourth, the current findings emphasize the role of witnesses’ own emotions and their 

perception of victims’ emotions (i.e. empathy) to their responses. In so doing, this research 

supports previous theorizing about the possible function of emotion in workplace mistreatment 
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(e.g., Barling, 1996; Miner-Rubino, & Cortina, 2007) and bystander intervention (e.g., Dovidio 

et al., 1991) processes. Further, given that fear predicted both positive (i.e. reporting) and 

negative (i.e. joining in harassment) behavioral responses, the complexity of emotion’s role in 

the reactions of third parties to harassment is emphasized. Additional research is needed to 

develop a deeper understanding of when and how observers’ affect leads to different forms of 

intervention.  

Practical Implications  

This research has important implications for organizations and their leaders. First, the 

results of this study indicate that in some circumstances, witnesses of male gender harassment 

may choose to respond to this mistreatment by joining in the aggression. Such an antisocial 

response reaffirms the need for organizations to educate their employees about the harmful and 

damaging nature of male gender harassment. Communicating the unacceptability of this form of 

workplace mistreatment through organization-wide training initiatives, and the creation of 

policies and organizational norms, is especially important given the perception of many 

employees that male gender harassment is rooted in socially acceptable and/or relatively benign 

perpetrator motives (see Study 2). That witnesses of male gender harassment may at times 

respond by participating in mistreatment can also inform organizations investigating and 

responding to situations of harassment; when addressing cases of male-targeted mistreatment, 

organizations should be mindful that harassing exchanges can involve two or more people, and 

thus interventions and inquiries into such incidents may need to be directed at larger groups of 

employees.  

Second, while people in leadership positions are more likely to engage in the three forms 

of victim-supportive intervention investigated here, employees in subordinate positions are less 
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likely to help victims of male mistreatment. As such, when it comes to SH training, incorporating 

information about the role and responsibility of all witnesses to address male SH is 

recommended. By doing so, organizations can help their employees to better recognize and 

understand male SH, and reduce ambiguity surrounding their role when witnessing such 

mistreatment (O’Leary-Kelly, Tiedt, & Bowes-Sperry, 2004).  

 Third, by highlighting the positive impact of empathy on the behavioral responses of male 

gender harassment witnesses, this study suggests a direction for SH interventions. As previous 

research has demonstrated that empathy can be taught (e.g., Day et al, 2010; Goldstein & 

Winner, 2012), incorporating this approach into workplace initiatives is a promising practical 

avenue for organizations. 

Future Directions and Study Limitations 

Several directions for future research can be suggested. First, my data are cross-sectional, 

limiting any causal inferences. It remains possible for example, that engaging in victim- and/or 

perpetrator-supportive forms of intervention leads witnesses of male SH to be fearful of being 

victimized themselves. While it is implausible that behavioral reactions to observed mistreatment 

would alter one’s gender role attitudes, the tendency towards perspective-taking, or one’s 

organizational position (i.e. leadership role), and anger in this study was harassment-specific, 

future research should still replicate these findings with longitudinal data. 

Second, as was the case in this study, most research on SH continues to use survey-type 

methodologies (e.g., Bitton & Shaul, 2013; Holland & Cortina 2013; Liu, Kwan, & Chiu, 2013) 

because of the ethical and practical difficulties associated with exposing people to SH. However, 

given concerns associated with mono-method bias, social desirability and issues of recall - 

particularly when it comes to reporting one’s own pro- and anti-social behavior - future research 
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should replicate the present findings using experimental methodologies wherever possible. 

Experimental paradigms such as those developed by Dall’Ara and Maass (1999; Maass, Cadinu, 

Guarnieri, & Grasselli, 2003) and Mitchell and colleagues (2004) may be particularly useful in 

manipulating male-targeted gender harassment, and capturing real-time responses of witnesses in 

a safe and controlled environment that respects ecological validity.  

Third, although a primary conceptual strength of this study was its focus on different 

responses to observed male gender harassment, future research should investigate the decision 

not to intervene, in order to further enrich the taxonomy of responses to this form of 

mistreatment  (Bowes-Sperry & O’Leary-Kelly, 2005; O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2004). However, as 

failure to enact a particular behavior (i.e. reporting) does not necessarily imply that a witness did 

nothing in the face of observed mistreatment (for example, observers may do something other 

than report – they may ostracize), operationalizing nonintervention may best be accomplished 

though experimental methodologies that overtly measure behavior (or lack thereof).  

Fourth, to test the generalizability of these findings, future research should focus on 

witness responses and their associated antecedents following exposure to other forms of male-

on-male SH (e.g., unwanted sexual attention) and female-on-male SH. Given that perpetrator sex 

influences the perceived motivations for certain types of male SH (Study 2), the perceived guilt 

of SH perpetrators (Wayne, Riordan & Thomas, 2001), and has also been theorized to impact 

bystander responses to SH (Reich & Hershcovis, 2012), the importance of extending the current 

line of inquiry in this manner, should be a priority.  

Given the “blue collar” nature of the current sample, findings should also be replicated 

within more gender-egalitarian contexts. As pressures to conform to hypermasculine, 

heterosexist norms are greater in traditionally masculine job-gender contexts (Stockdale et al., 
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1999), penalties for opposing, and rewards for supporting this conduct might be higher within 

these environments. Thus, while the current study might provide a strong test of the hypotheses 

regarding victim-supportive intervention, organizational culture may help to partially explain the 

results obtained regarding perpetrator-supportive intervention. Before definitive conclusions can 

be drawn, determining the generalizability of these findings in multiple work environments is 

needed.  

Fifth, research should continue exploring individual-level factors that predict or moderate 

the relationships between observed male gender harassment and various forms of intervention. 

For example, bystander efficacy (Bandura, 1977; Banyrd & Moynihan, 2011; Parrott et al., 2012) 

may make it more likely that witnesses of male SH intervene in a prosocial manner. Further, 

while I did not focus on perpetrator or victim characteristics, a more refined understanding of 

bystander responding may be achieved by incorporating such variables into future models. For 

example, exposing the harassing behavior of a powerful employee may raise the perceived (or 

actual) costs, and thus reduce likelihood, of victim-supportive intervention. This echoes the 

research of O’Reilly and Aquino (2011) identifying how third parties’ positional and absolute 

resource power relative to perpetrators, can enable or constrain the perceived ability to intervene 

in mistreatment. Moreover, as research has revealed the influence of similarity and perceived 

group membership on helping behavior (e.g., Levine et al., 2005; Stürmer & Snyder, 2009) 

victim and/or perpetrator characteristics that signal likeness to observers, or foster a sense of 

connection with these parties (e.g., race, age, sexuality, religion) may also be important to 

consider in future studies.  

Finally, an assessment of contextual factors could extend our understanding of witnesses’ 

behavioral responses to male SH. One avenue for research is the organization’s SH climate - or 
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the policies, procedures, and practices that an organization has in place for dealing with this form 

of aggression (e.g., Kath, Swody, Magley, Bunk, & Gallus, 2009). Previous research has shown 

how organizational responsiveness to, and policies banning wrongdoing (e.g., Miceli & Near, 

2002; Sims & Keenan, 1998), as well as climates encouraging whistle-blowing (e.g., Miceli & 

Near, 1985) predict the likelihood that employees will intervene in situations involving 

wrongdoing. Furthermore, as previous studies support the role of SH climate (or lack thereof) in 

the enactment of SH (e.g., Williams, Fitzgerald & Drasgow, 1999; Willness, Steel & Lee, 2007), 

this contextual variable may predict both victim- as well as perpetrator-supportive witness 

responses. 

Conclusion 

This study identifies both helpful (i.e. victim-supportive) and harmful (i.e. perpetrator-

supportive) ways that observers of male gender harassment respond to this workplace 

mistreatment, identifying the role of several witness characteristics in predicting such behavior. 

Witnesses’ formal leadership role predicted victim-supportive intervention, and witnesses’ 

emotional experiences (fear and anger) predicted victim- and perpetrator-supportive behavior. In 

addition, witnesses’ empathy and gender role ideologies played a role in helping male victims. 

While the need to replicate these findings with longitudinal and/or experimental data, determine 

their generalizability within multiple workplace contexts, and extend the focus to include 

additional forms and sources of male SH remains, important conceptual, empirical and practical 

contributions for both harassment and bystander intervention research have been identified.  
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Table 4-1: Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations for all Study 3 variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Internal consistency (α) data appear in boldface on the diagonal; N=142. 
a
 1 = male, 2 = female.

  b 
0 = no leadership role; 1 = leadership role. 

*p < .05. **p < .01.
 

 
 

Variables 

 

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Observer 

Sex
a
 

1.43 0.50 -            

2.  Observer 

Age (yrs) 

 

39.10 12.33 -.12 -           

3. Observed 

Male Gender 

Harassment 

 

1.76 0.81 -.15 -.20* .91          

4.  Leadership 

Role
b
 

 

1.3 0.45 -.02 -.04 .10 -         

5.  Fear of SH 

 

2.45 1.46 -.05 -.14 .53** .16 .95        

6.  Anger 

 

3.47 1.70 .07 -.00 .33** .11 .30** .93       

7.  Empathy 

 

3.68 0.57 .26** -.08 -.15 .05 .01 .21* .84      

8. Gender 

Role Ideology 

3.14 0.99 -.38** -.16 .19* .17* .37** -.01 -.12 .80     

9. Confront 2.72 1.16 -.02 .01 .24** .30** .28** .42** .15 .03 .89    

10.  Social 

Support 

2.79 1.16 .11 -.01 .30** .21** .33** .43** .20* .01 .72** .90   

11. Report 2.39 1.09 -.01 -.03 .31** .28** .41** .38** .12 .17* .76** .76** .85  

12. Join In 1.75 .86 -.18* -.06 .43** .06 .45** -.04 -.26** .24** .22** .23** .28** .82 
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Table 4-2: Regression coefficients for reporting observed male gender harassment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. N=142. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 

  

Variables Step 1 Step 2 

 ß  t ß  t 

Observer Sex .05 .26 -.04 -.22 

Observer Age .00 .51 .00 .47 

Observed Gender Harassment  .42** 3.85 .11 .91 

Leadership Role   .53** 3.00 

Fear of SH   .19** 3.00 

Anger   .16** 3.10 

     

R
2
  .10  .28 

ΔR
2
  .10**  .18** 

Adjusted R
2
  .08  .25 

F  5.04**  8.75** 
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Table 4-3: Regression coefficients for confronting perpetrators of observed male gender harassment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. N=142. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 

Variables Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

 ß  t ß  t ß  t 

Observer Sex .05 .24 -.18 -.89 -.24 -1.20 

Observer Age .01 .80 .01 .65 .01 .72 

Observed Gender Harassment  .36** 3.00 .11 .85 .14 1.04 

Leadership Role   .64** 3.32 .69** 3.63 

Fear of SH   .09 1.23 .07 .93 

Anger   .22** 3.84 .24** 4.27 

Empathy   .25 1.44 .23 1.35 

Gender Role Attitudes (GRA)   -.05 -.42 -.08 -.78 

Empathy x GRA     .42** 2.92 

       

R
2
  .06  .27  .32 

ΔR
2
  .06*  .21**  .04** 

Adjusted R
2
  .04  .23  .27 

F  2.99*  6.19**  6.76** 
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Table 4-4: Regression coefficients for providing social support to victims of observed male gender harassment  

  

Variables Step 1 Step 2 

 ß  t ß  t 

Observer Sex .39* 2.03 .22 1.16 

Observer Age .01 .92 .01 1.18 

Observed Gender Harassment  .47** 4.04 .49** 4.32 

Leadership Role   .40* 2.04 

Empathy   .47** 2.67 

     

R
2
  .12  .19 

ΔR
2
  .12**  .07** 

Adjusted R
2
  .10  .16 

F  6.03**  6.22** 

Note. N=142. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table 4-5: Regression coefficients for joining in observed male gender harassment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. N=142. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. 

Variables Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 

 ß  t ß  t ß  t ß  t 

Observer Age .00 .41 .00 .31 .00 .13 .00 .11 

Observed Gender Harassment .45** 5.47 .22* 2.40 .17 1.76 .17 1.77 

Observer Sex   -.12 -.83 -.16 -1.08 -.17 -1.10 

Fear of Sexual Harassment 

(SH) 

  .18** 3.43 .32* 2.02 .33* 2.00 

Empathy   -.24* -1.95 -.27* -2.15 -.28* -2.16 

Gender Role Attitudes (GRA)   .06 .72 -.18 -.77 -.17 -.71 

Fear of SH x GRA     .09* 2.17 .06 .45 

Fear of SH x Sex     -.11 -1.09 -.11 -1.11 

GRA x Sex     .15 .97 .14 .91 

Fear of SH x GRA x Sex        .02 .25 

         

R
2
  .18  .30  .34  .34 

ΔR
2
  .18**  .12**  .04*  .00 

Adjusted R
2
  .17  .27  .29  .29 

F  15.19**  9.50**  7.46**  6.68** 
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Figure 4-1: Observer empathy and gender role attitudes on confrontation  

 

 

Note. GRA = gender role attitudes. 

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

5

Low Empathy High Empathy

C
o

n
fr

o
n

ta
ti

o
n

 

Low GRA

High GRA



 

 207 

Chapter 5 - General Discussion 

 The goal of my dissertation was to examine the experiences of men and women vicariously 

exposed to male SH. In Study 1, I sought to determine how witnessing the gender harassment of 

a male colleague impacts one’s psychological and physical well-being, negative and positive job-

related outcomes, and the role that emotions and collective self-esteem play in explaining these 

relationships. In Study 2, I investigated what observers of male SH believe motivates an 

aggressor to harass a male colleague (i.e. sexual desire, power, or male camaraderie), and how 

these beliefs are impacted by the form of harassment witnessed and the gender of the perpetrator. 

I also investigated whether these perceived motivations are linked to ethical evaluations of male 

SH. Finally, I explored the behavioral responses of witnesses to male-on-male gender harassment 

in Study 3, identifying whether formal leadership position, negative emotions, empathy and 

traditional gender role ideologies influence whether observers choose to intervene on behalf of 

the target, or participate in the male gender harassment they witness. When taken together, the 

three studies in my dissertation generally suggest that exposure to male SH is costly to those who 

encounter it (Study 1), that third parties believe male SH is rooted in a variety of perpetrator 

motivations that themselves influence how unethical male SH is perceived to be (Study 2), and 

that men and women may respond to male SH in both helpful and harmful ways, depending on 

role-based, affective and attitudinal factors (Study 3). 

Theoretical Contributions 

The results of my dissertation contribute to the literatures on male SH and vicarious SH. 

First, these studies bring renewed attention to this understudied form of workplace mistreatment, 

highlighting the seriousness and pervasiveness of this workplace problem. My results show that 

this form of SH is negatively related to psychological and physical well-being, is associated with 
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destructive workplace behaviors such as behavioral withdrawal and deviance, and is linked to 

negative emotions such as anger and fear among witnesses of this victimization. Moreover, the 

link between observing male-on-male gender harassment and collective self-esteem, particularly 

among females, lends support to the notion that even when directed at men, SH communicates 

implicit and pervasive patriarchal messages that are demeaning and damaging to women. In so 

doing, the results of my dissertation emphasize the destructive nature of male SH as well as its 

far-reaching, vicarious effects. 

 Second, by (a) showing a direct positive relationship between observed male gender 

harassment and discrete negative emotions (Study 1), (b) demonstrating how anger serves as a 

mediating mechanism between this observed mistreatment and psychological, physical and job-

related costs (Study 1) and (c) highlighting the role that emotions can play in encouraging 

behavioral responses to observed male mistreatment (Study 3), my dissertation emphasizes the 

centrality of emotions to the vicarious experience of male SH. While researchers have speculated 

about the function of emotions in the vicarious harassment process (e.g., Miner-Rubino & 

Cortina, 2007), little empirical research has existed to support this link. Moreover, given that 

different discrete emotions had different relationships with the dependent variables of concern, 

support for the importance of differentiating between discrete negative emotions (Lerner & 

Keltner, 2000), and theorizing their unique nature and role in the observed mistreatment process, 

is obtained.  

Third, my dissertation contributes to the male and vicarious SH literatures by showing 

how third parties conceptualize and evaluate this form of workplace mistreatment. By focusing 

on the perceived motivations behind male SH, and how these perceived motives impact the 

ethical assessments that witnesses make for this mistreatment, we learn more about the lay 
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understandings of this workplace problem. While previous research has focused on third-party 

beliefs concerning what constitutes SH, or who is to blame for this mistreatment (e.g., De 

Judicibus & McCabe, 2001; Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett, 2001; Weiner & Hurt, 2000), less 

attention has been given to what lay people believe causes this mistreatment, particularly in the 

case of male SH. Moreover, given the relatively recent emphasis in the SH literature on 

understanding the victimization experiences of males, knowledge has not been generated about 

the extent to which men and women believe that male gender harassment is unethical. As 

observers’ judgments of ethicality may be critical to their intentions to intervene (Bowes-Sperry 

& Powell, 1999), such knowledge is sorely missing. The results of my dissertation begin to shed 

light on these issues, revealing that observers may believe that a perpetrator’s desire for sex, 

power and/or male camaraderie underlie male SH, and that these attributions influence whether 

witnessed male SH is believed to be an ethical concern.  

Fourth, my dissertation results contribute to the male SH, vicarious SH, and bystander 

intervention literatures by demonstrating how witnesses to the gender harassment of a male 

colleague may respond behaviorally to this mistreatment -- an as yet unexplored issue. My 

results contribute to our understanding of the individual-level correlates of both helpful (victim-

supportive intervention) and harmful (perpetrator-supportive intervention) responses to male SH. 

Moreover, by examining these diverse third party reactions and revealing their varying 

correlates, my dissertation provides support for the unique nature of such responses and brings 

attention to the potentially negative side of bystander involvement - something that has rarely 

been considered in either the SH or bystander intervention literatures. 

Directions for Future Research and Research Limitations 

Several directions for future research can be suggested, and in some cases, are based on 
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limitations inherent in the studies of my dissertation. First, given the research methodologies 

used, it is not possible to make causal inferences about the relationships that emerged. Although 

my theoretical arguments suggest causal ordering, the cross-sectional nature of the data do not 

permit causal inferences. Thus, while data were collected in some cases in two waves to address 

concerns with survey length and/or to minimize demand characteristics, future research should 

replicate all findings with a true longitudinal design, or possibly an experimental methodology 

that would permit causal inference. For example, having employees complete daily or weekly 

diaries over the course of several months about their encounters with male SH, how seeing this 

victimization made them feel, what they believed motivated this behavior, and how they 

responded in each case, would begin to help isolate causal effects. Moreover, by implementing 

longitudinal designs, how the vicarious effects of male SH may change over time could also be 

explored. While observed male gender harassment may at first elicit anger, after prolonged 

exposure witnesses could become desensitized to this mistreatment, or may experience different 

emotions such as guilt (i.e. if they chose not to intervene), or pride (i.e. if they intervened 

successfully).  

Second, I relied solely on single-source, self-report data in this dissertation. While the 

personal and perceptual nature of the questions and variables I explored necessitated obtaining 

data from focal participants themselves, common methods or mono-source bias remains a 

concern, as co-variation between constructs could be due to the fact that the same respondent 

was used to gather all of the data related to that case (e.g., Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). However, in line with Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) recommendations for reducing 

common method bias, I ensured that in all studies (a) respondents’ anonymity was protected; (b) 

in many cases questionnaire instructions emphasized that there were no right or wrong answers 
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to the questions being asked; (c) different scale endpoints were used in several places; and (d) 

verbal labels were given for most scale midpoints. In addition, trait affectivity was controlled and 

the measurement of predictor and criterion variables were temporally separated in Study 1. As 

such, the likelihood that the relationships uncovered in my dissertation are inflated by such 

threats to validity, is minimized somewhat. 

Nonetheless, one way of avoiding problems associated with mono-source and common 

methods bias in the future would be to use external sources of data for the outcome variables 

wherever possible. For example, employee health may be measured by obtaining information 

about the number of sick days taken, and while not without its own potential shortcomings, 

assessments of behavioral responses to harassment could be collected from participants’ 

supervisors or colleagues. In certain cases, obtaining more objective measures of harassment 

itself may also be possible, for example by collecting unit or group-level harassment data (e.g., 

Glomb, Richman, Hulin, Drasgow, Schneider, & Fitzgerald, 1997; Raver & Gelfand, 2005) 

which allows for the assessment of male SH as an ambient workplace stressor.   

Third, future research should replicate the findings of my studies using diverse samples in 

multiple organizational contexts to determine their generalizability. As Studies 1 and 3 used 

samples consisting of male and female employees from “blue collar” organizations, future 

research should determine whether similar results are obtained among samples of “white collar” 

employees or within more gender-egalitarian workplaces. Determining the generalizability of 

results in such workplace contexts may be particularly important given that within “blue collar” 

environments the behaviors constituting male SH may not only be more pervasive, but may also 

be considered more acceptable (Stockdale, Visio, & Batra, 1999). On the one hand, such 

pervasiveness could lead to higher levels of fear among observers who witness this mistreatment 
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occurring all around them. At the same time, male SH could also be less upsetting (i.e. angering) 

for observers employed in environments wherein such conduct is normative. Moreover, as 

pressure to conform to hypermasculine, heterosexist behavior is greater in traditionally 

masculine job-gender contexts (Stockdale et al., 1999), rewards for supporting and penalties for 

opposing male SH may be higher within these environments, thus impacting the behavioral 

responses of witnesses in unique ways. 

 In addition, heterosexual, white employees were overrepresented in all of my samples. 

The findings of my dissertation must be replicated using more racially diverse participants, and 

participants characterized by a wider range of sexual identities. Obtaining such samples may be 

especially important given the general focus of my dissertation, and the fact that minority 

participants may be particularly familiar with, perceptive of, and sympathetic to peer SH, given 

the higher rates of personal SH that those belonging to such groups experience (e.g., Berdahl & 

Moore, 2006; Konik & Cortina, 2008). Moreover, while obtaining data using online computer 

surveys increased the ease of data collection and accessibility to a larger pool of participants, 

such a methodology limits my samples to those who have access to such technologies. As such, 

coverage bias may be a concern and should be addressed in future research. 

Fourth, further investigations should be undertaken to determine other costs, cognitions 

and behavioral responses that may be associated with observing male SH. While the results of 

this study provide some insights into each of these areas, expanding the investigative lens to 

include other consequences (e.g., work-family conflict), emotions (e.g., guilt), perceived 

motivations (e.g., retribution), and forms of intervention (e.g., enlisting the help of additional 

observers) would add to the knowledge already generated. Future research could also focus on 

the costs, cognitions and behavioral responses of witnesses to other forms of male-on-male SH 
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(e.g., sexual coercion), and in the case of Studies 1 and 3, additional victim-perpetrator 

combinations (i.e. female-on-male). The incorporation of different methodologies might also be 

useful when doing so. For example, qualitative approaches may help uncover additional 

perceptions and evaluations of male SH by third parties.  

Finally, a closer look at the impact of contextual and environmental factors on the 

vicarious experience of male SH is needed. To this end, future research could consider how the 

characteristics of the organization may influence vicarious consequences, witness perceptions, 

and third party responses to observed male SH. Previous research has identified the role of 

workplace climate and/or perceived organizational tolerance for mistreatment in the vicarious 

outcomes of other forms of workplace harassment (e.g., Chrobot-Mason, Ragins, & Linnehan, 

2013; Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2007), suggesting that there may be merit in exploring the 

moderating role of organizational policies, procedures and practices in the relationship between 

observed male gender harassment, its associated negative emotions, and subsequent costs to 

well-being. As environmental cues provide key information about what is appropriate, desirable, 

and normative within that context (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), SH climate and workplace culture 

may also affect the ethical judgments and behavioral responses of male SH observers. 

Presumably, the more that behavior constituting male SH has become a taken-for-granted or 

even endorsed form of social interaction in the workplace (e.g., sexualized workplace culture; 

Guiffre & Williams, 1997; Williams, Giuffre, & Dellinger, 1999), the less likely it will be that 

witnesses will evaluate this behavior as unethical, or intervene in victim-supportive ways. An 

assessment of contextual factors such as job-gender context (i.e. gendered nature of the 

workgroup, workplace sex ratio; Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand, & Magley, 1997; Miner-

Rubino & Cortina, 2004) and/or organizational leadership (e.g., Offermann & Malamut, 2002) 
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could also further our understanding of the vicarious consequences, perceptions, and responses 

of observers. 

When contemplating the role of environmental factors, future research could also 

consider macrosystems - the “blueprints” or overarching patterns of social organization, belief 

systems and lifestyles inherent within particular cultures (Bronfenbrenner, 1977) - in the 

relationships found in my dissertation. For example, broader societal attitudes about gender 

and/or socio-sexual conduct may influence how observers perceive and evaluate male SH. Some 

cultures are more strongly characterized by traditional notions of masculinity (e.g. Latino culture 

and machismo; Asencio 1999), culture predicts discrimination enacted against “feminine” men 

(Lobel, Mashraki-Pedhatzur, Mantzur, & Libby, 2000), and perceptions of gender-based 

aggression and mistreatment (e.g., DeSouza, Solberg, & Elder, 2007; Nayak, Byrne, Martin, & 

Abraham, 2003; Pryor et al., 1997) as well as traditional gender role attitudes vary across 

countries (e.g., Shafiro, Himelein, & Best, 2003). These cultural differences may very well 

impact how male SH is interpreted and experienced emotionally by witnesses, and how 

observers choose to respond to this workplace conduct. Moreover, studies showing cross-cultural 

differences in helping behavior (e.g. Knafo, Schwartz, & Levine, 2009; Levine, Norenzayan, & 

Philbrick, 2001) further suggest that future research consider how culture impacts responses to 

male SH. There may also be utility in contemplating the potential role of specific cultural 

dimensions such as individualism versus collectivism (i.e. a focus on the self, one’s individual 

rights and personal autonomy vs. a focus on group norms, group memberships, social roles and 

obligations; Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1995) (e.g., Luthar & Luthar, 2002; Sigal, Gibbs, 

Goodrich, Rashid, Anjum, et al., 2005) and/or cultural tightness versus looseness (i.e. the 
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strength of social norms and the level of tolerance for deviant behavior; Gelfand, Nishii & Raver, 

2006) in the vicarious experience of male SH.  

Organizational Implications  

While my dissertation has important theoretical implications, the knowledge generated 

about vicarious exposure to male SH is also important for organizations and their leaders. First, 

the results of my dissertation suggest that organizational stakeholders need to be more aware of, 

and concerned about, this under-acknowledged form of workplace mistreatment. My research 

revealed relationships between observed male gender harassment and employee behavior that 

may impair organizational effectiveness (e.g., withdrawal, workplace deviance, lowered 

commitment to the organization). Moreover, that observed male gender harassment is related to 

declines in psychological and physical well-being suggests that employees vicariously 

encountering this mistreatment may not only be less capable of performing their work role in an 

optimal way, but that such mistreatment may be putting the health of one’s employees at risk. 

While many organizations may be aware of the negative consequences that result from the 

personal experience of SH, my dissertation reaffirms that the harm (both to organizations and to 

employees) associated with any one instance of this mistreatment is in all likelihood 

exponentially greater, when considering the number of people exposed to such conduct second-

hand.  

Second, the results of my dissertation highlight the need for more education about the 

nature and consequences of SH, particularly male-targeted mistreatment. As Study 2 revealed, 

not all forms of male SH are seen by observers to be equally unethical, or motivated by anti-

social objectives – perceptions that do not align with the significant consequences experienced 

by targets of male SH (e.g., de Haas, Timmerman, & Höing, 2009; Settles, Buchanan, & Colar, 
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2012; Street, Gradus, Stafford, & Kelly, 2007). Moreover, the results of Study 3 suggest that in 

some cases, witnesses of male gender harassment may choose to respond to this mistreatment by 

joining in the aggression. Such harmful perceptions, evaluations, and behavioral responses 

reaffirm the need for educating employees about the damaging nature of male SH, emphasizing 

how this mistreatment spans gender boundaries, can negatively affect targets as well as third-

party witnesses, and communicates demeaning and discriminatory gender-based messages that 

should not be tolerated in the workplace. In addition, as secondary spirals of mistreatment (i.e. 

third parties modeling the aggression they observe; Andersson & Pearson, 1999) may be less 

likely if those witnessing male SH perceive this conduct as unethical, male SH itself may occur 

less frequently, if employees are encouraged to see this issue as an ethical priority in 

organizations.  

Third, my dissertation has important practical implications for the development of 

appropriate and sufficient interventions. More specifically, the findings from my research 

highlight the need for organizational supports not only for the direct targets of male SH, but for 

their workplace peers as well. Important questions are also raised regarding the form that 

organizational interventions should take (e.g. group-based counseling versus counseling for 

targets and witnesses alone). My results suggest that organizations may need to tailor 

interventions to specific groups of employees (e.g., women; Study 1), and in some cases, point to 

specific proficiencies (e.g., empathetic concern; Study 3) and/or misconceptions (e.g., male SH is 

“horseplay”; Study 2) that could be targeted by workplace initiatives. The finding that witnesses 

of male gender harassment may join in observed mistreatment also indicates that interventions 

and investigations into such incidents may need to be directed at larger groups of employees.  
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Finally, the need for primary prevention strategies cannot be ignored. Communicating the 

unacceptability of male SH through organization-wide harassment prevention initiatives or 

interpersonal skills training (e.g., Pearson, Andersson & Porath, 2000), the creation of policies 

and organizational norms that discourage this workplace conduct (Williams, Fitzgerald & 

Drasgow, 1999; Willness, Steel & Lee, 2007), and leadership development that includes 

education about the nature and consequences of male SH (Kelloway & Barling, 2010), offer 

several tangible ways that organizations can work towards preventing this workplace problem.  

Conclusion 

 My dissertation examined the correlates, attributions, ethical evaluations, and behavioral 

responses of third parties exposed to the SH of male colleagues. What I have learned from the 

three studies I conducted is that (a) exposure to male SH can result in psychological, physical 

and job-related costs, often via negative emotion and collective self-esteem, (b) the perceived 

motivations underlying male SH impact ethical assessments of this conduct, and that these 

perceived motivations can be influenced by the form of male SH and the gender of the 

perpetrator; and finally (c) employees may respond to male SH in both helpful and harmful 

ways, depending on role-based, affective and attitudinal factors. While the need to replicate these 

findings with longitudinal and/or experimental methodologies, establish their generalizability 

within multiple workplace and cultural settings, and extend the focus to include a broader range 

of third party outcomes, perceptions and behavioral responses remains, important conceptual 

developments, empirical questions and practical contributions to the workplace SH and 

mistreatment literatures have been identified. This represents an important step on the way to the 

development of healthier, harassment-free workplace environments.  
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Appendix A – Study 1 Scales 

 

Please see the following 13 pages for the scales included in Study 1. 
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Observed Male-on-Male Gender Harassment 

Waldo, Berdahl and Fitzgerald’s (1998) Sexual Harassment of Men Scale (Adapted) 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please tell us about your experiences at work. Some of these questions may 

seem very personal, but we ask them because they are important to understanding the dynamics 

of workplace relationships. Remember that your answers are CONFIDENTIAL and 

ANONYMOUS, and that there are no right or wrong answers. 

 

 

During the past 12-months at work, have you 

*OBSERVED* or *HEARD ABOUT* any of your 

*MALE* supervisors or co-workers: 
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1.  Telling offensive or dirty stories / jokes to a male 

coworker that he did not approve of?  
1 2 3 4 5 

2.  Saying crude or gross sexual things to a male coworker 

that appeared to bother him? 
1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Saying offensive things about how a male coworker 

looked, his body, or his sex life?  
1 2 3 4 5 

4.  

 

Showing, using, or handing out sexually suggestive 

pictures or stories (for example, pornography)?  
1 2 3 4 5 

5. Making a male coworker feel like he was not a “man” 

for doing something that “women” usually do (i.e. 

taking care of his children)?  

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Insulting a male coworker by saying he was a “fag” or 

“gay”?  
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Saying a male coworker wasn’t “man enough”?  1 2 3 4 5 

8. Encouraging a male colleague to treat women badly in 

some way, even though he appeared not to want to?  
1 2 3 4 5 

9. Pressuring a male colleague into doing things he did not 

want to do by accusing him of not being a “real man”?  
1 2 3 4 5 

10. Making negative comments about men (for example 

saying that men only have one thing on their minds)? 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. Saying things to put men down (for example, that men 

don’t make good parents)? 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Anger 

Watson and Clark’s (2004) PANAS-X (Hostility sub-scale) 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe different 

feelings and emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to 

that word.  

  
 

 

Please indicate to what extent you 

have felt this way *AT WORK* 

during the PAST YEAR 
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1. Angry 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Scornful 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Disgusted 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Loathing 1 2 3 4 5 
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Fear of Sexual Harassment 

Barling, Rogers and Kelloway (2001) 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: For the following items, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement 

with the following statements.  
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1.   I am afraid that I will be told suggestive 

stories or offensive jokes while I’m at 

work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.   I am afraid that I will be drawn into a 

discussion of personal or sexual matters 

while I’m at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.   I am afraid that someone at work will 

make offensive remarks about my 

appearance, body, or sexual activities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.   I afraid that someone at work will 

display, use, or distribute sexist or 

suggestive materials (e.g., pictures, 

stories, or pornography). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  I am afraid that I will be stared at or 

ogled by someone at work, in a way that 

makes me feel uncomfortable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.  I am afraid that someone at work will 

continued to ask me out for dates, drinks, 

dinner, etc., even though I keep saying 

"no." 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7.  I am afraid that someone at work will 

touch me (lay a hand on my bare arm, put 

an arm around my shoulders) in a way 

that makes me feel uncomfortable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.  I am afraid that someone at work will 

fondle me (e.g., stroke my leg or neck, 

touch my breasts), even though I don’t 

want them to. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9.  In general, I am afraid of experiencing 

some form of sexual harassment at work. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Collective Self-Esteem 

Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: We are all members of different social groups or categories. One such category 

is gender. We would like you to consider your membership in the gender group of 

“Females/Women” (“Males/Men”) and respond to the following statements on the basis of how 

you feel about this group and your membership in it. 

 

There are no right or wrong answers to any of these statements; We are interested in your 

honest reactions and opinions.  
 
 

 

Please read each statement carefully, 

and respond using the following 

scale: 
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1. I often regret that I belong to the 

female (male) gender. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. In general, I’m glad to be a woman 

(man) / be a member of the female 

(male) gender. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Overall, I often feel that being female 

(male) is not worthwhile. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I feel good about being a woman 

(man). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Overall, being female (male) is 

considered good by others. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Most people consider being a woman 

(man) to be less desirable than being a 

man (woman). (R) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. In general, others respect the female 

(male) sex. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. In general, others think that women 

(men) are unworthy. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Note. Items #1-4 reflect private collective self-esteem scale; Items #5-8 reflect public collective 

self-esteem scale; R = reverse coded.   
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Psychological Health Symptoms 

Goldberg’s (1972) General Health Questionnaire
10

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Using the scale provided, please indicate the frequency with which the 

following have occurred over the last 4 months (i.e. since you completed part 1 of this survey). 

 
 

 

To what extent over the last 4 

months…. 
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1.  Have you been able to concentrate 

on whatever you’re doing? (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.  Have you lost much sleep from 

worry? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.  Have you felt you’re playing a 

useful part in things? (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Have you felt under strain? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  Have you felt that you couldn’t 

overcome your difficulties? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Have you been able to enjoy your 

normal day-to-day activities? (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Have you been able to face up to 

your problems? (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Have you been feeling unhappy 

and/or depressed? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Have you been losing confidence 

in yourself? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Have you been thinking of 

yourself as a worthless person? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Have you been feeling reasonably 

happy all things considered? (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Note. R = reverse coded.   

                                                        
10

 One item was mistakenly omitted from what should have been a 12-item questionnaire. 
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Physical Health Symptoms 

 Spector and Jex’s (1998) Physical Symptoms Inventory 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Over the last 4 months (i.e. during the time since you completed part #1 

of this survey), how often have you experienced each of the following symptoms? 
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1. An upset stomach or nausea 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Trouble sleeping 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Headache 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Acid indigestion or heartburn 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Eye strain 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Diarrhea 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Stomach cramps (not menstrual) 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Constipation 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Ringing in the ears 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Loss of appetite 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Dizziness 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Tiredness or fatigue 1 2 3 4 5 
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Withdrawal 

Barling, Rogers and Kelloway (2001); Kammeyer-Mueller and Wanberg (2003) 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: The statements below describe actions that employees take from time to time in the 

workplace. Please indicate the frequency with which the following describe your actions AT WORK 

over the last 4 MONTHS (i.e. during the time since you completed part 1 of this study).  

 

Please remember that no one from your workplace will have access to these responses. They are 

completely confidential and anonymous. 
 
 

In the past 4 months at work, how often 

have you...... 
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1.   Hoped that any work-related problems 

would resolve themselves? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.   Not passed on messages to others? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.   Stayed out of sight to avoid work? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.   Worked slower than you should have? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  Called in sick to avoid dealing with what 

is happening at work? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.  Come in late to work to avoid problems? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7.  Become less interested in work? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.  Made more errors at work? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Been late for work? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Left work early? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Taken an extended a break? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Taken an extended lunch? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Done poor quality work? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Failed to attend scheduled meetings? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Allowed others to do your work for you? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Note. Items #1-12 from Barling, Rogers and Kelloway (2001); Items #13-15 from Kammeyer-

Mueller and Wanberg (2003).  
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Workplace Deviance 
Bennett and Robinson (2000) 

INSTRUCTIONS: The following represent behaviors that people often engage in at work. To 

what extent have you engaged in the following behaviors IN THE LAST 4 MONTHS (i.e. 

during the time since you completed part 1 of this survey)? 

Please remember your answers are anonymous and confidential, and that we are interested 

in your honest responses. No one from your workplace will have access to these responses. 

 
 

 

N
ev

er
 

O
n
ce

 o
r 

tw
ic

e 

O
n
ce

 a
 m

o
n
th

 

S
ev

er
al

 t
im

es
 a

 

m
o
n
th

 

O
n
ce

 a
 w

ee
k

 

S
ev

er
al

 t
im

es
 a

 

w
ee

k
 

D
ai

ly
 

1.   Made fun of someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.   Said something hurtful to someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.   Made an ethnic, religious, or racial remark at 

work. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.   Cursed at someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  Played a mean prank on someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.  Acted rudely toward someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7.  Publicly embarrassed someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.  Taken property from work without permission. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Spent too much time fantasizing or daydreaming 

instead of working. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Falsified a receipt to get reimbursed for more 

money than you spent on business expenses. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Taken an additional or longer break than is 

acceptable at your workplace. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Come in late to work without permission. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Littered your work environment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Neglected to follow your boss's instructions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Intentionally worked slower than you could have 

worked. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Discussed confidential company information with 

an unauthorized person. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. Used an illegal drug or consumed alcohol on the 

job. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. Put little effort into your work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. Dragged out work in order to get overtime. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Affective Commitment 

Allen and Meyer (1990) 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 

statements using the scale provided 
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1.   I would be happy to spend the rest of my career 

with my current employer. 
1 2 3 4 5 

2.   I enjoy discussing my job with people outside of 

it. 
1 2 3 4 5 

3.   I feel as if this company’s problems are my own. 1 2 3 4 5 

4.   I think I could easily become as attached to 

another company as I am to this one. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

5.  I do not feel “like a part of the family” in this 

company. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

6.  I do not feel “emotionally attached” to this 

company. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

7.  This company means a lot to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

8.  I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to this 

company. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

Note. R = reverse coded.   
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

Lee and Allen (2002) 

  

 

INSTRUCTIONS: How often have you engaged in the following behaviors at work in the last 4 

months (i.e. during the time since you completed part 1 of this study)? 
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1.   Help others who have been absent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.   Willingly give your time to help others who have 

work-related problems. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.   Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other 

employees’ requests for time off. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.   Go out of the way to make newer employees feel 

welcome in the work group. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  Show genuine concern and courtesy towards 

coworkers, even under the most trying business or 

personal situations. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.  Give up time to help others who have work or non-

work problems. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7.  Assist others with their duties. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.  Share personal property with others to help their work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Attend functions that are not required but that help the 

organizational image. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Keep up with developments in the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Defend the organization when other employees 

criticize it. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Show pride when representing the organization in 

public. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. Offer ideas to improve the functioning or the 

organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. Express loyalty toward the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Take action to protect the organization from potential 

problems. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. Demonstrate concern about the image of the 

organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Personal Gender Harassment (Females) 
 Fitzgerald, Gelfand and Drasgow’s (1995) Sexual Experiences Questionnaire 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate the extent to which YOU have experienced each of the 

following at work from a supervisor or co-worker over the last 12 months. 

 

How often during the past 12 months has a SUPERVISOR 

OR CO-WORKER... 
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1. Treated you differently because of your sex? 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Displayed, used, or passed around sexist or sexually suggestive 

materials (e.g. pictures, stories, pornography)? 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. Made offensive sexist remarks (e.g. suggesting that women are 

too emotional to be leaders)? 
1 2 3 4 5 

4.  Put you down or was condescending to you because of your 

sex? 
1 2 3 4 5 

5.   Habitually told sexually suggestive / "dirty" stories or jokes that 

were offensive to you? 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. Made crude and offensive sexual remarks either publicly (for 

example, while working) or to you privately? 
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Made offensive remarks about your appearance, body, or sexual 

activities? 
1 2 3 4 5 

8.   Made gestures or used body language of a sexual nature which 

embarrassed or offended you? 
1 2 3 4 5 

9.   Made unwelcome attempts to draw you into a discussion of 

sexual matters? 1 2 3 4 5 
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Personal Gender Harassment (Males) 
Waldo, Berdahl and Fitzgerald’s (1998) Sexual Harassment of Men Scale 

 

 

INSTRUCITONS: Please indicate the extent to which YOU have experienced each of the 

following at work from a supervisor or co-worker over the last 12 months. 

 

 

How often during the past 12 months has a 

SUPERVISOR OR CO-WORKER... 

 

N
ev

er
 

O
n
ce

 o
r 

T
w

ic
e 

S
o
m

et
im

es
 

O
ft

en
 

M
an

y
 T

im
es

 

1.  Told offensive or dirty stories / jokes?  1 2 3 4 5 

2.  Said crude or gross sexual things either in front of 

others or to you more privately? 
1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Said offensive things about how you look, your body, 

or your sex life?  
1 2 3 4 5 

4.  

 

Showed, used, or handed out sexually offensive / 

“dirty” pictures or stories (for example, 

pornography)?  

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Made you feel like you were not a “man” for doing 

something that “women” usually do (i.e. leaving work 

for child care, doing housework)?  

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Insulted you by saying you were a “fag” or “gay”?  1 2 3 4 5 

7. Said you weren’t “man enough”? 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Made you treat women badly when you did not want 

to?  
1 2 3 4 5 

9. Pressured you into doing things you did not want to 

do by accusing you of not being a “real man”?  
1 2 3 4 5 

10. Made negative comments about men (for example 

saying that men only have one thing on their minds)? 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. Said things to put men down (for example, that men 

don’t make good supervisors)? 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Trait Affectivity 

 Scheier and Carver’s (1985) Life Orientation Test 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 

statements: 
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1.   In uncertain times, I usually expect the best. 1 2 3 4 5 

2.   It's easy for me to relax. (F) 1 2 3 4 5 

3.   If something can go wrong for me, it will. (R) 1 2 3 4 5 

4.   I always look on the bright side of things. 1 2 3 4 5 

5.  I'm always optimistic about my future. 1 2 3 4 5 

6.  I enjoy my friends a lot. (F) 1 2 3 4 5 

7.  It's important for me to keep busy. (F) 1 2 3 4 5 

8.  I hardly ever expect things to go my way. (R) 1 2 3 4 5 

9.  Things never work out the way I want them to. 

(R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. I don't get upset too easily. (F) 1 2 3 4 5 

11. I'm a believer in the idea that "every cloud has a 

silver lining". 
1 2 3 4 5 

12. I rarely count on good things happening to me. 

(R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

Note. F= filler items included as part of the original scale to disguise the underlying purpose of 

the test; R = reverse coded.  
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Appendix B – Study 2 Scales 

 

Please see the following 4 pages for the scales included in Study 2. 
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Perpetrator Motives 

Items written for this study 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please think about the scenario you just read.  Why do you think Patrick 

(Patricia) is behaving this way towards John? 

 

 

 

 

Patrick (Patricia) is behaving this way 

towards John because (s)he..... 
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1.   …wants to have sex with John. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.   ...wants to become romantically involved with 

John. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.   …is physically attracted to John. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.   …wants to be intimate with John. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  …is trying to show John (s)he is interested in 

having a romantic relationship with him. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.  …hopes to encourage physical intimacy with 

John. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7.  …sexually desires John. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.  …is trying to maintain his (her) power. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9.  .…is trying to increase his (her) status in the 

office.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10.  …wants to maintain his (her) socially powerful 

position. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 

11.  …wants to keep the influence (s)he has over 

others.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 

12. …is attempting to increase his (her) 

dominance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 

13.  …is trying to protect his (her) power.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14.  …is trying to keep his (her) status in the office. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15.  .…is attempting to maintain his (her) 

dominance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 

16.  …is trying to bond with male peers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. …is trying to encourage male camaraderie. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. …wants John to be “one of the boys”. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. …wants to be seen as “manly”/ “masculine” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. …is attempting to demonstrate his (her) 

masculinity. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Note. Items #1-7 reflect sexual desire motive; Items #8-15 reflect power motive; Items #16–20 reflect 

male camaraderie motive; Items were presented in mixed order. 
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 Unethical Evaluation 

Bowes-Sperry and Powell’s (1999) Ethicality Scale 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please think about the scenario that you just read. Using the scale below, 

please evaluate Patrick’s (Patricia’s) behavior. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. R = reverse coded.   

 

 

 

Patrick’s (Patricia’s) behavior…. 
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1.   … is harmful. 1 2 3 4 5 

2.   … has nothing to do with ethics. (R) 1 2 3 4 5 

3.   … has the potential to cause harm. 1 2 3 4 5 

4.   … is unethical. 1 2 3 4 5 

5.  … is immoral. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Hypergender Ideology 

Hamburger, Hogben, McGowan and Dawson’s (1996) (Short Version)  

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following 

statements.  

 

Please remember that there are *NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS* and that your 

responses will be kept confidential and anonymous. 
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1.   A true man knows how to command others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2.   The only thing a lesbian needs is a good, stiff 

cock. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

3.   Men should be ready to take any risk, if the 

payoff is large enough. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

4.   No woman is obliged to provide sex for 

anybody, even her husband. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

5.  Women should break dates with female friends 

when guys ask them out. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

6.  Men have to expect that most women will be 

something of a prick-tease. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

7.  A real man can get any woman to have sex with 

him. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

8.  Women instinctively try to manipulate men. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9.  Get a woman drunk, high, or hot and she’ll let 

you do whatever you want. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. Men should be in charge during sex. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11. It’s okay for a man to be a little forceful to get 

sex. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. Women don’t mind a little force in sex 

sometimes because they know it means they 

must be attractive. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

13. Homosexuals can be just as good at parenting 

as heterosexuals. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. Gays and lesbians are generally just like 

everybody else. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

15. A girl who is “picked up” should expect to “put 

out” (i.e. engage in sexual activity). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Note. R = reverse coded. 
 

 

 

 

 
 

  

16. If men pay for a date, they deserve something 

in return. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

17. Effeminate men (i.e. men having feminine 

qualities) deserve to be ridiculed. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

18. Any man who is a man needs to have sex 

regularly. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. I believe some women lead happy lives without 

having male partners. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix C – Study 3 Scales 

 

Please see the following 6 pages for the scales included in Study 3. 
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Observed Male-on-Male Gender Harassment 

Waldo, Berdahl and Fitzgerald’s (1998) Sexual Harassment of Men Scale (Adapted) 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please tell us about your experiences at work. Some of these questions may 

seem very personal, but we ask them because they are important to understanding the dynamics 

of workplace relationships. Remember that your answers are CONFIDENTIAL and 

ANONYMOUS, and that there are no right or wrong answers. 

 

 

During the past 12-months at work, have you 

*OBSERVED* or *HEARD ABOUT* any of your 

*MALE* supervisors or co-workers: 
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1.  Telling offensive or dirty stories / jokes to a male 

coworker that he did not approve of?  
1 2 3 4 5 

2.  Saying crude or gross sexual things to a male coworker 

that appeared to bother him? 
1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Saying offensive things about how a male coworker 

looked, his body, or his sex life?  
1 2 3 4 5 

4.  

 

Showing, using, or handing out sexually suggestive 

pictures or stories (for example, pornography)?  
1 2 3 4 5 

5. Making a male coworker feel like he was not a “man” 

for doing something that “women” usually do (i.e. 

taking care of his children)?  

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Insulting a male coworker by saying he was a “fag” or 

“gay”?  
1 2 3 4 5 

7. Saying a male coworker wasn’t “man enough”?  1 2 3 4 5 

8. Encouraging a male colleague to treat women badly in 

some way, even though he appeared not to want to?  
1 2 3 4 5 

9. Pressuring a male colleague into doing things he did not 

want to do by accusing him of not being a “real man”?  
1 2 3 4 5 

10. Making negative comments about men (for example 

saying that men only have one thing on their minds)? 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. Saying things to put men down (for example, that men 

don’t make good parents)? 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Fear of Sexual Harassment 

Barling, Rogers and Kelloway (2001) 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following 

statements.  
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1.   I am afraid that I will be told 

suggestive stories or offensive jokes 

while I’m at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.   I am afraid that I will be drawn into a 

discussion of personal or sexual 

matters while I’m at work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.   I am afraid that someone at work will 

make offensive remarks about my 

appearance, body, or sexual activities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.   I afraid that someone at work will 

display, use, or distribute sexist or 

suggestive materials (e.g., pictures, 

stories, or pornography). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.  I am afraid that I will be stared at or 

ogled by someone at work, in a way 

that makes me feel uncomfortable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.  I am afraid that someone at work will 

continued to ask me out for dates, 

drinks, dinner, etc., even though I keep 

saying "no." 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7.  I am afraid that someone at work will 

touch me (lay a hand on my bare arm, 

put an arm around my shoulders) in a 

way that makes me feel uncomfortable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.  I am afraid that someone at work will 

fondle me (e.g., stroke my leg or neck, 

touch my breasts), even though I don’t 

want them to. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9.  In general, I am afraid of experiencing 

some form of sexual harassment at 

work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Anger 

Mackie, Devos and Smith’s (2000) Anger Scale 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: You indicated that you have either OBSERVED or HEARD about at least 

one of the behaviors mentioned on the last screen. 

 

How did seeing and/or hearing about this make you feel? 
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1. Irritated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Furious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Angry 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Displeased 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Empathy 

Davis’ (1980) Interpersonal Reactivity Index 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please rate how much you agree or disagree that the following statements 

describe you. 
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1.   Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel 

if I were in their place. 
1 2 3 4 5 

2.   If I'm sure I'm right about something, I don't waste much time 

listening to other people's arguments. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

3.   I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining 

how things look from their perspective. 
1 2 3 4 5 

4.   I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to 

look at them both. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5.  I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the "other guy's" 

point of view. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

6.  I try to look at everybody's side of a disagreement before I 

make a decision. 
1 2 3 4 5 

7.  When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to "put myself in 

his/her shoes" for a while. 
1 2 3 4 5 

8. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of 

protective toward them. 
1 2 3 4 5 

9. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I sometimes don't 

feel very much pity for them. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less 

fortunate than me. 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Sometimes I don't feel sorry for other people when they are 

having problems. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

13. Other people's misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great 

deal. (R) 
1 2 3 4 5 

14. I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Note. Items #1-7 reflect empathy (perspective taking); Items #8-14 reflect empathy (empathetic 

concern); R = reverse coded. 
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Gender Role Attitudes 

Baber and Tucker’s (2006) Social Roles Questionnaire (Gender-Linked subscale) 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following 

statements.  

 

Please remember that there are *NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS* and that your responses 

will be kept confidential and anonymous. 

 

We are interested in your honest opinions.  
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1.   A father’s major responsibility is to 

provide financially for his children. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

2.   Men are more sexual than women. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3.   Some types of work are just not 

appropriate for women. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

4.   Mothers should make most decisions 

about how children are brought up. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

5.  Mothers should work only if necessary. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6.  Girls should be protected and watched 

over more than boys. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

7.  Only some types of work are appropriate 

for both men and women. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

8.  For many important jobs, it is better to 

choose men instead of women. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Witness Response (i.e. Reporting, Confronting, Social Support, Joining In) 

Scale created for this study using items from Bowes-Sperry and Powell’s (1999) Intention to 

Intervene scale, examples provide by Bowes-Sperry and O’Leary-Kelly (2005) and items written 

for this study.  

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: You indicated that you have witnessed at least one of the behaviors that were 

just listed. What did you do in response to the behavior(s) you observed or heard about?  

 

Please remember that your responses are confidential. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Note. Items #1-3 reflect reporting; Items #4-6 reflect confronting; Items #7-9 reflect social 

support; Items #10-12 reflect joining in; Items were presented in mixed order. 
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1.   I reported the incident to someone in a higher 

position. 
1 2 3 4 5 

2.   I accompanied my male co-worker (i.e. the 

target of the behavior) when he reported the 

incident. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.   I advised my male co-worker (i.e. the target of 

the behavior) to report the incident. 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. I told the person acting this way to stop. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I confronted the person acting this way. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I spoke up to the person acting this way on 

behalf of my male colleague. 
1 2 3 4 5 

7. I provided emotional support to my male 

colleague experiencing this behavior. 
1 2 3 4 5 

8. I offered a listening ear to my male colleague 

experiencing this behavior. 
1 2 3 4 5 

9. I comforted my male colleague experiencing 

this behavior. 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. I participated in the incident / behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. I encouraged the behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. I showed my approval for the behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 


