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Are Men Sexually Harassed? If So, by Whom?

Craig R. Waldo,1,2 Jennifer L. Berdahl,1 and Louise F. Fitzgerald1

Research on sexual harassment has recently expanded to include examination of men's
experiences. Such research, however, has ignored the power dynamics involved in sexual
harassment and typically assumed exclusively heterosexual situations. We examine legal
cases illustrating the many forms that male-male harassment may take and the complex
array of situations in which such harassment occurs. We then report the frequencies of
experiences of harassment in three large samples of working men as well as the sex of
the perpetrators of the harassment. Finally, we examine men's evaluations of these
situations to determine the degree to which they found them to be harassing in a
psychological sense. Our results indicate that men experience potentially sexually
harassing behaviors from other men at least as often as they do from women; however,
men in all samples reported relatively few negative reactions to these experiences. Future
research should examine the predictors and outcomes of such situations to clarify the
meaning of such behavior for male targets.

• "I feel that men—not just women—can sexually harass other men."
• "I know of 10 people on my floor alone who are afraid to tell people

they are gay. I'm not afraid, and everyone knows, which has opened the
door for some harassment from straight men."

Male employees at a West Coast Public Utility Company, August 1993 and
June 1994

Are men sexually harassed? If so, by whom, how, and for what reasons? Interest
in the sexual harassment of men has increased as both researchers (e.g., Vaux,
1993) and the popular media (e.g., Gross, 1995; Lawlor, 1994) have challenged the
exclusive focus on female victims in discussions of this topic. The prototype of a
predatory female boss sexually harassing a hapless male subordinate has been cre-
ated by popular culture, as demonstrated by Crichton's 1993 bestseller Disclosure
and its subsequent movie version. This film, presumably about sexual harassment,
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was hailed by reviewers as "The hot-button date movie of the year!" and "A sexy,
suspenseful thriller."

This image, however, is not supported by empirical research and runs counter
to nearly all extant theoretical frameworks (e.g., Cleveland & Kerst, 1993; Gutek,
1985). In this paper, we argue that such a conception rests on (1) a failure to con-
sider the power dynamics involved in sexual harassment and (2) heterosexist as-
sumptions. We demonstrate, both theoretically and empirically, that the sexual
harassment of men by other men (male-male sexual harassment) is much more
common than assumed. Further, we examine the meaning of such harassment by
exploring these experiences in both their psychological and legal senses.

RESEARCH BACKGROUND

What Is Sexual Harassment for Men?

Most research has examined the sexual harassment of women by men, reflect-
ing the overwhelming majority of actual experiences (Fitzgerald Shullman, Bailey,
Richards, Swacker, Gold, Ormerod, & Weitzman, 1988; Gutek, 1985; Martindale,
1990; United States Merit Systems Protection Board [USMSPB], 1981, 1987, 1995).
Scales such as the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ; Fitzgerald, Gelfand, &
Drasgow, 1995; Fitzgerald et al., 1988; Fitzgerald & Shullman, 1985) have been
developed to assess sexual harassment based on women's experiences. The SEQ,
for example, identifies three forms of male-to-female harassment: gender harassment
(i.e., lewd comments and negative remarks about women), unwanted sexual attention
(i.e., unwanted touching and pressure for dates), and sexual coercion (i.e., sexual
bribery and threats). Although the authors emphasize that the instrument is de-
signed to assess psychologically abusive experiences, not legal liability, the parallelisms
are clear, as the first two are roughly analogous in legal terms to hostile environ-
ment harassment, whereas the last represents quid pro quo harassment.

Most researchers who have attempted to assess the prevalence of the sexual
harassment of men have employed such measures without considering their validity
for, or generalizability to, male populations (e.g., Gutek, 1985; Fitzgerald et al.,
1988; Vaux, 1993). In a previous paper (Berdahl, Magley & Waldo, 1996), we argued
that the use of scales designed to assess women's experiences of sexual harassment
with male respondents is potentially misleading for at least two reasons.

First, similar behavioral experiences are likely to have different meanings for
men and women, given gender differences in socialization and in social, organiza-
tional, and physical power. In particular, targets of unwelcome sex-related behavior
should experience it as harassing to the degree that some form of power differential
exists between the target and the perpetrator. Because, on average, men have more
social, organizational, and physical power than women, the power differential is
logically smaller between a man and his perpetrator than between a woman and
her perpetrator; thus, men are considerably less likely than women to experience
such behavior as harassing. Indeed, as Gutek (1985) demonstrated over a decade
ago, men are more likely to experience such social-sexual experiences as trivial,
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benign, or even welcome. More recently, Berdahl et al. (1996) found that men ex-
pected to experience significantly less anxiety than did women were they to expe-
rience the potentially sexually harassing behaviors identified by the SEQ.
Furthermore, Cochran, Frazier, and Olson (1997) found in a large-scale study that
women rated their experiences of unwanted sexual attention as more upsetting than
did men.

A second reason that scales based on women's experiences likely misrepresent
the sexual harassment of men is just that—they are based on what women find
harassing and thus may not capture what men actually experience as offensive (Ber-
dahl et al., 1996). As the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (1993) has
stated, an experience can be considered harassing when "a reasonable person in
the same or similar circumstances would find the conduct intimidating, hostile, or
abusive" (p. 13, emphasis added) and that the person's gender is a factor to be
included when considering the "circumstances" of alleged victims of harassment.

What do men specifically identify as harassing? When we examined this ques-
tion, male participants identified not only the familiar categories of unwanted sexual
attention and sexual coercion, but also a previously unidentified facet of gender
harassment: enforcement of the traditional heterosexual male gender role (Berdahl
et al., 1996). This form of behavior includes ridiculing men for acting too "feminine"
and pressuring them to engage in stereotypical forms of "masculine" behavior. Such
behavior can be interpreted as arising from the societal devaluation of femininity
and the complementary valorization of male heterosexuality and masculinity. Thus,
for men, gender harassment includes not only negative and derogatory remarks
about men, and the lewd and obscene comments that also offend women, but also
enforcement of the traditional male gender role.

Who Harasses Whom?

From the vantage point of typical measures of sexual harassment, designed
within a heterosexual paradigm, the sex, gender, and sexual orientation of those
who harass men are generally invisible. Because scales designed to measure
women's experiences have assumed (with good reason) a male perpetrator, re-
searchers studying the harassment of men have assumed a female perpetrator or
have not clearly specified the sex of perpetrators when reporting results (e.g.,
USMSPB, 1981, 1987, 1995; Vaux, 1993). We argue here that there are good theo-
retical reasons, as well as empirical evidence, to support the claim that men are
more likely to experience unwanted sex-related behaviors from other men than
these previous studies would indicate.

Researchers who have allowed men to specify the sex of the perpetrator have
found relatively large numbers of male perpetrators. For example, the USMSPB
(1981, 1987, 1995) tracked unwanted sexual attention experienced by federal em-
ployees in three large studies. Although the scale used to measure incidents of
harassment did not ask for the sex of the perpetrator, the "critical incident" section
in these surveys asked participants to "select the one experience that had the great-
est effect on them" and answer a variety of questions about it, including the sex
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of the perpetrator. In 1981, USMSPB reported that 22% of the male targets iden-
tified men as perpetrators, compared to 72% who reported women as perpetrators
(the remaining 6% identified both men and women). In 1995, USMSPB reported
that 21% of male targets identified men as perpetrators, compared to 65% who
reported women as perpetrators (the remaining 14% identified both men and
women). In contrast, only 3% of the women in the 1981 study, and 1% of the
women in the 1995 study, identified other women as perpetrators. Similar results
were reported by Cochran et al. (1997), who found that 96% of women in their
sample identified male perpetrators, whereas 56% of men identified female perpe-
trators and 37% identified male perpetrators (using the USMSPB unwanted sexual
attention scale and a similar "worst experience" methodology).

It is important to keep in mind, however, that the USMSPB data describe only
those people who completed the critical incident section (e.g., 59% of men reporting
harassment in 1981) and (possibly more importantly) that the survey itself examines
mainly unwanted sexual attention, with little focus on gender harassment or sexual
coercion. Nonetheless, such data indicate that when men received unwanted sexual
attention, approximately one fourth to one third of the incidents were perpetrated
by other men.

In addition to empirical issues such as these, a critical conceptual issue remains
unaddressed: what does it mean when men are sexually harassed by other men?
Do such situations reflect mainly gay men perpetrating unwanted sexual attention?
Is it sexual orientation-based harassment of effeminate or gay men by their het-
erosexual co-workers? Are men who report harassment from other men those who
find "guy talk" and sexual innuendos offensive? Are these profeminist men who
find sexist jokes about women objectionable? More generally, do men find these
experiences harassing in the psychological sense? The research literature has gen-
erally been silent on these questions; case law, however, reflects a richer under-
standing of what happens to (at least some) men when they are sexually harassed.

LEGAL CONTEXT

Existing case law includes several examples of male-male harassment, many
of which include enforcement of the heterosexual male role. Cases of female-to-
male sexual harassment (e.g., Gutierrez v. California Acrylic Industries, Inc., cited in
Lee, 1994), in fact, appear to be less common than those involving male perpetra-
tors and seem to contain unwanted sexual attention or sexual coercion when they
occur.

In Potty v. Houston Lighting and Power Company (1992), the male plaintiff was
harassed by his male co-workers because he was perceived as effeminate and there-
fore presumably not heterosexual. Polly alleged that he had been repeatedly called
a "faggot" and a "queer," that he had been "kissed by one or more of the [male]
defendants, that the other defendants exposed their genitalia to him, that his geni-
tals were grabbed and squeezed, that the defendants would pinch his buttocks and
chest, and that on one occasion, [a defendant] forced a broom handle against [his]
rectum" (p. 4). Despite such evidence, the court found in favor of the defendants,
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a decision upheld on appeal (Polly v. Houston Lighting and Power Company, 1993).
The appellate court stated that "Polly has not shown that, but for his being male,
he would not have been treated by his co-workers in the manner that he was" (p.
138, emphasis in original). The court argued that the opinion did not concern itself
with Title VII, because "Title VII does not protect homosexuals from harassment
or discrimination in the workplace, since such treatment arises from their affectional
preference rather than their sex" (p. 137). Similar cases also have been decided in
favor of the defendants (e.g., Carreno v. Ibew Local No. 226, 1990; Dillon v. Frank,
1992; Goluszek v. Smith, 1988), primarily because the sexual harassment is perceived
to be a result of the plaintiff's sexual orientation rather than his sex (Grose, 1995).

It can be logically argued, however, that gay men (and lesbians) are indeed
harassed primarily due to their biological sex. Legal scholars have argued that Title
VII should indeed apply to this type of harassment (e.g., Case, 1995; Valdes, 1995).
It is not effeminate men's gender or gay men's "affectional preference" per se that
is targeted; if it were, then perpetrators would harass everyone who appears feminine
or to prefer a male sexual partner to a female sexual partner—women as well as
men. Rather, it is the fact that the target is a man who is presumed to prefer a
male sexual partner or who looks or acts "effeminate" that the perpetrators find
objectionable; it is this interaction of biological sex and behavior that forms the
basis of their actions. In other words, but for their biological sex, their behavior
would not have made them targets for harassment. Thus, it would seem that Title
VII should indeed apply to this type of harassment because the victims are not
being harassed for their "affectional preference" per se, but because their actual or
perceived sexual orientation or gender role behavior is deemed inconsistent with
their biological sex. This reasoning has prevailed in cases in which women have
been harassed for not being feminine enough (e.g., Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins,
1989), but has curiously been overlooked in cases in which men have been harassed
for not being masculine enough (Case, 1995; Valdes, 1995).

A different picture emerges when one considers cases involving unwanted sex-
ual attention and sexual coercion of men by other men, situations that share the
underlying process of unwanted sexual pursuit. Legal cases involving male-male
unwanted sexual attention and sexual coercion have mostly found in favor of the
plaintiffs (e.g., Joyner v. AAA Cooper Transportation, 1984; Wright v. Methodist Youth
Services, 1981), although one recent ruling provides an exception (Hopkins v. Bal-
timore Gas and Electric Co., 1996). Cases involving male-male unwanted sexual at-
tention and sexual coercion are typically filed by a male employee who claims to
have experienced such behavior from a male supervisor (the sexual orientations of
the employees and supervisors are usually not specified). This form of harassment
has typically been interpreted as covered by Title VII, because it involves an abuse
of organizational power motivated by the sex of the victim, an illegal act regardless
of the sexual orientations of the persons involved.

One manifestation of these situations is harassment of a target by a "closeted"
gay or bisexual man. Such harassment may arise from the perpetrator's fear of hav-
ing his sexual orientation discovered; thus, he uses the power associated with his
organizational status to gain access to the sexuality that he fears revealing. In one
anecdotal account, Signorile (1993) describes a "closeted" U. S. Congressman who
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used his organizational power to sexually coerce one of his male staff members
(see also Boyd vs. Vonnahmen, 1995).

Harassment by an openly gay or bisexual man appears to be less common,
most likely because of the fears "out" gay men have of repercussions in mostly
heterosexual work environments. Woods (1993) describes the great lengths to which
many gay and bisexual men go to conceal their sexual orientation in the workplace.
Harassment by openly gay or bisexual men, however, may be more common in
predominantly gay environments (e.g., Swage vs. Inn Philadelphia, 1996), where fears
of persecution based on sexual orientation are somewhat allayed.

It is also possible for men to experience unwanted sexual attention and sexual
coercion from heterosexual men as an abuse of power rather than necessarily for
the purpose of sexual gratification. For example, in Showalter v. Allison Reed Group
(1991), an ostensibly heterosexual supervisor coerced the male plaintiff into engag-
ing in sexual activity with a female employee, including a menage a trois with himself
and the woman.

THE PRESENT STUDY

Despite the limited measures that have been employed, existing data provide
some evidence that men are harassed by other men, and case law provides nu-
merous examples of the different forms such harassment may take. The present
study was undertaken to investigate the relative frequency and type of men's ex-
periences of potentially sexually harassing behaviors, the sex of the perpetrators
involved, and whether the experiences constitute harassment in the psychological
sense. It provides an empirical examination of harassment in three large samples
of male employees using a measure designed to capture the full range of har-
assing behaviors that men experience. We expected that, because men have
greater access to organizational power, as well as more social and physical power
than women, male-male harassment should occur more frequently than is gener-
ally assumed or has been documented in previous research conducted using more
limited measures.

The particular ratio of male and female perpetrators is likely to vary by type
of harassment. In general, we predicted that men would be targeted by other men
at least as often as by women across all types of harassment; further, we hypothe-
sized that the proportion of male perpetrators would actually exceed the proportion
of female perpetrators for some types of gender harassment. Offensive, crude, lewd,
and obscene behavior is traditionally more the province of men than women. In
addition, men are more likely to enforce traditional masculinity (e.g., making fun
of a man for acting effeminate or for being a gay man, challenging him to "be a
man"), particularly given that men have more investment in the traditional concepts
of masculinity associated with workplace power and privilege (Berdahl et al., 1996).
Thus, we expected that men would identify male perpetrators more often than fe-
male perpetrators for these two types of gender harassment.
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METHOD

Participants and Procedure

Data from three separate organizations were collected, each as part of an or-
ganizational assessment of sexual harassment and other job-related stress and atti-
tudes. Each sample is described below.

Sample 1. The first sample of men (N = 378, modal age range of 40-44
years) was obtained from a large public utility company in the Northwest during
June 1994. Paper and pencil questionnaires were administered to groups of 20
or fewer employees in conference rooms at the organization. All employees were
contacted prior to the survey administration date by the organization's Human
Resources Department, which requested (but did not require) that they partici-
pate. They were given the opportunity to refuse to participate and guaranteed
anonymity for their responses; over 99% of the sample participated. Because the
organization was largely White/European American, racial and ethnic information
was not collected, to protect the identities of the few racial and ethnic minority
participants.

Sample 2. A second sample of male faculty and staff (N = 209, modal age
range of 40-44 years) was drawn from the campus of a large Midwestern university
in Fall 1994. Within each academic department and administrative unit selected, a
random sample of men was chosen. The head of each department initially received
a letter explaining the research project and the procedure for interviewing employ-
ees within the department; each participant subsequently received a letter explain-
ing the purposes of the research and informing them that participation in the study
was voluntary and that their unit head was aware of the study. Researchers followed
up the letter with a phone call to schedule an individual computer-administered
survey. After appointments were made, researchers went to the participants' work-
places with a laptop computer to administer the survey. The participation rate was
76%; the most frequent reason employees cited for not participating was that they
were not willing to spend the 40 min necessary to complete the interview. The
racial/ethnic group composition of the sample reflected the university population:
89.5% were White/European American.

Sample 3. The third sample of men (N = 420, modal age range of 35-39 years)
was obtained from a Western agribusiness' food processing plants in August 1995.
Unlike Samples 1 and 2, this group was ethnically diverse: 154 (36.7%) were His-
panic, 243 (57.9%) were White/European American, and 23 (5.5%) identified them-
selves as members of another racial or ethnic group. Stratified random samples of
employees were selected from three of the organization's processing plants and were
contacted before the survey administration date. The sample was stratified to ensure
that Hispanic respondents were adequately represented. Employees were invited to
participate, but were offered the opportunity to refuse and were guaranteed ano-
nymity; over 99% agreed to participate. Paper and pencil surveys were administered
at the worksite in groups of 20 or fewer employees.
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Table 1. Sexual Harassment of Men (SHOM) Scale Number of Items and Internal Consistency
Estimates for Each Sample

Subscale

Gender Harassment (overall)
Lewd Comments
Negative Remarks About Men
Enforcement of the Male Gender Role

Unwanted Sexual Attention

Sexual Coercion

Sample 1 a
(number of items)

.80(11)

.73(4)

.60(2)

.70(5)

.89(7)

.95(4)

Sample 2 a
(number of items)

.81(10)

.73(4)

.42(2)

.67(4)

.92(4)

-(2)

Sample 3 a
(number of items)

.78(10)

.75(4)

.62(2)

.67(4)

.85(8)

.82(6)

Note: Coefficient a could not be computed in Sample 2 for Sexual Coercion because no men endorsed
an item.

Materials

The principal data collection instrument was the Sexual Harassment of Men
scale (SHOM, see Appendix for scale items). The SHOM was developed by revising
SEQ items (Fitzgerald et al., 1995) to make them applicable to men. New items
were also added to reflect the additional form of harassment reported by men in
our previous study (Berdahl et al., 1996): enforcement of the traditional heterosex-
ual male gender role [e.g., "made you feel like you were not a man if you did
traditionally female activities (for example, leaving work for child care, doing house-
work)," "insulted you by calling you a 'fag' or gay"]. The scale thus contained five
subscales: three for gender harassment (lewd comments; enforcement of the tradi-
tional male gender role; and negative gender-related remarks about men); one for
unwanted sexual attention; and one for sexual coercion. Previous research on women
has not separated the forms of gender harassment on the SEQ (lewd comments
and negative remarks about women), but because we expect men to experience
lewd comments and enforcement of masculinity more from other men, and negative
remarks about men more from women, these aspects of the gender harassment
subscale were considered separately. Due to organizational constraints on the length
of the survey, each sample received SHOM scales of slightly differing length; how-
ever, the specific items are considered less important than the overall constructs.
Table 1 details the number of items for each sample as well as the scale internal
consistency estimates.

Two response scales are included in the SHOM (see Appendix). The first meas-
ures incident frequency (how many times participants had experienced each behavior
in the two years preceding the study, scaled as 1 = never, 2 = once or twice, 3 =
sometimes, 4= often, and 5 = most of the time), and the second assesses perpetrator
sex for those items that had been experienced (1 = men only, 2 - mostly men, 3
= men and women, 4 = mostly women, and 5 = women only). The same instructions
and response scales were used in each sample with two notable exceptions. First,
Sample 2 completed a third response scale as part of the SHOM, which allowed
them to indicate the degree to which they found the experience to be upsetting
(rated from 1 = not at all upsetting to 5 = extremely upsetting). The computerized
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administration of the survey allowed the questionnaire to branch to the perpetrator
sex and "upsetting" response scales each time participants indicated that they had
experienced a SHOM incident. Second, Sample 3 completed a "Specific Incident"
follow-up section to the SHOM. This section asked respondents to think of the
one experience that "had the greatest effect on [them]" and answer some specific
questions about it, including the sex and organizational status of the perpetrator
as well as how offensive they found the experience to be and how angry and upset
it made them (each of these latter three rated from 1 = not at all to 5 = extremely).

Results

Table 2 details the frequencies for each type of sexual harassment in each of
the three samples. SHOM incident frequencies were dichotomized to determine
these percentages because virtually all of the men who endorsed an item indicated
that it only occurred "once or twice." As the table illustrates, in all three samples,
just under half of the men indicated that they had experienced at least one of the
potentially sexually harassing behaviors identified at least once. Very few men (ap-
proximately 2%) had experienced any sexual coercion and a relatively small number
(between 11.5 and 29%) had experienced any unwanted sexual attention. With re-
spect to gender harassment, more men reported experiencing lewd and offensive
comments than the other two types (between 37 and 44.1%). Somewhat fewer re-
ported negative remarks about men (between 24 and 33.3%), whereas the fewest
number of men indicated that they had experienced enforcement of masculinity
(between 6.7 and 11.1%).

Because Sample 3 was considerably more ethnically diverse than Samples 1
and 2, ethnic group differences were examined in Sample 3. Results indicated that
Hispanic men were significantly less likely than non-Hispanic White men to report
lewd comments (F1,389 = 34.78, p < .001) and negative remarks about men (F1,389

= 11.07, p < .001). No differences were found between ethnic groups for any of
the other types of sexual harassment.

Frequency and Mean Comparisons Across Samples

The observed frequencies of harassment across all three samples, as indicated
by Table 2, appear remarkably similar. Chi-square analyses were not conducted,
however, because of the different number of subscale items used in each sample.
Thus, Table 2 presents the incident frequency means for each subscale in each sam-
ple with the results of one-way ANOVA analyses to test for mean differences be-
tween the samples. These analyses were conducted because it is possible that the
observed similarities and differences in proportions of men endorsing an item on
a particular subscale could have been due to the different number of items admin-
istered, rather than actual differences in incidence. The ANOVA results indicated
that men in Sample 3 had a significantly higher overall SHOM mean, primarily
attributable to the mean differences observed for the Lewd Comments and Negative
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Remarks About Men subscales. In addition, no difference was found for the Un-
wanted Sexual Attention subscale, suggesting that the presence of 8 items in Sample
3 may indeed have somewhat inflated the proportion of men endorsing at least
one item. Most of these differences had moderate effect sizes (e.g., the Cohen effect
size for the comparison between Samples 1 and 3 on the overall SHOM was .44,
with a 95% confidence interval from .30 to .58; see Hedges & Olkin, 1985).

Perpetrator Sex

Next, analyses were conducted for participants' responses to the second re-
sponse scale of the SHOM, which allowed them to indicate the sex of the perpe-
trator for each item they endorsed. Responses to the perpetrator sex scale were
summed and averaged across all of the items endorsed on the entire SHOM scale
as well as for each SHOM subscale. If the average score was equal to 1, the per-
petrator sex was classified as "men only," and if the score was equal to 5, it was
classified as "women only." If the average was between 2.5 and 3.5, the score was
classified as "both men and women." Finally, if the score was between 1 and 2.5,
it was classified as "mostly men," and scores between 3.5 and 5 were classified as
"mostly women." These scores were not weighted based on the incident frequency
because in almost all cases participants marked "once or twice" when they endorsed
any items.

Overall SHOM. In each sample, men reported that other men were more likely
than women to target them for sexual harassment. Across all types of harassment,
52.7% of the men in Sample 1 identified men or mostly men as the perpetrators,
compared to the 30.1% who identified women or mostly women as the perpetrators
and the 17.2% who identified both men and women.3 Similarly, 50.2% of the men
in Sample 2 reported that men or mostly men were the perpetrators, 31.7% re-
ported that women or mostly women were the perpetrators, and 19.1% identified
both men and women for the reported incidents. Finally, 39.8% of the men in Sam-
ple 3 reported that men or mostly men had harassed them, compared to 31.9%
who identified women or mostly women as perpetrators and 28.3% who described
both male and female perpetrators.

Types of Harassment. Table 3 reports the frequencies for the different categories
of perpetrator sex by type of harassment for each of the three samples. Men in
Sample 1 were significantly more likely to experience lewd comments and enforce-
ment of the male gender role from other men than from women. Unwanted sexual
attention and sexual coercion came equally often from men and women, and nega-
tive remarks about men were more common from women. Similar results were
found in Sample 2, with the exception that no men reported sexual coercion. In
Sample 3, a comparable pattern of results emerged, with the exception that men
in this group were more likely to report experiences of unwanted sexual attention

3When participants completed the SHOM incident frequency response scale, some skipped the follow-up
question asking about the sex of the perpetrator. Thus, due to missing data on the perpetrator sex
variables, the total numbers reported will not always correspond to the numbers presented in the section
of the results concerning frequency.
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Table 3. Perpetrator Sex Frequencies and x2 Comparisons by Type of Harassment for Each Sample

Type of harassment

Sexual Coercion

Unwanted Sexual
Attention

Lewd Comments

Negative Remarks
About Men

Enforcing the Male
Gender Role

Sample 1
Sample 2
Sample 3

Sample 1
Sample 2
Sample 3

Sample 1
Sample 2
Sample 3

Sample 1
Sample 2
Sample 3

Sample 1
Sample 2
Sample 3

Observed frequency of
perpetrator sex

Both men
and

women

3
0
2

9
1

24

18
11
40

6
3

11

6
1
4

Men or
mostly

men

2
0
3

23
7

36

86
59

112

5
3

10

24
9

15

Women or
mostly
women

1
0
7

25
14
55

15
7

17

53
47

102

6
2

13

Comparison of men or
mostly men vs. women

or mostly women

X2(df = 1)

0.33

—
1.60

0.08
2.33
3.96

49.91
40.97

100.37

39.72
38.72
75.57

10.80
4.46
0.14

p value

0.56

—
0.21

0.78
0.13
0.05

<.001
<.001
<.001

<.001
<.001
<.001

<.001
<.05
0.71

from women and were not more likely to experience enforcement of the male gen-
der role from other men.

It should be noted that many of the cell sizes in Table 3 make it difficult for
the x2 analyses to detect differences within the samples. Thus, the samples were
combined for the purpose of increasing the expected values in these analyses. The
results of comparing the frequency of men harassed by men or mostly men with
men harassed by women or mostly women yielded a significant difference for the
lewd comments, x2(df = 1) = 160.55, p < .001, negative remarks about men, x2 (df
= 1) = 153.89, p < .001, enforcement of the male gender role, x2(df = 1) = 9.33,

p = .002, and unwanted sexual attention, x2(df = 1) = 4.90, p = .027 subscales.
All differences replicated the direction found within the individual samples (i.e,
men experienced lewd comments and enforcement of the male role more often
from other men and negative remarks about men and unwanted sexual attention
more often from women).

Impact? Emotional Reactions for Sample 2

To provide reliable estimates of the respondents' reactions to their experiences
(i.e., the degree to which they found their experiences to be upsetting), a composite
of each of the responses to the "upsetting" items was created based on the SHOM
subscales; note that these data were only available for Sample 2. Thus, five estimates
were computed: one for the Unwanted Sexual Attention subscale, one for the Sex-
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for "Upsetting" Ratings for Sample
2(N = 209)

Sexual Coercion
Unwanted Sexual Attention
Lewd Comments
Negative Remarks About Men
Enforcing the Male Gender Role

N

0
24
79
54
14

Mean

2.31
2.04
2.26
2.95

SD

_
1.36
0.91
1.08
1.51

Note: Means scaled as 1 = not at all upsetting, 2 = slightly upsetting,
3 = upsetting, 4 = very upsetting, and 5 = extremely upsetting.

ual Coercion subscale, and three for the gender harassment subscales (Lewd Com-
ments, Negative Remarks About Men, and Enforcement of the Male Gender Role).
Means and standard deviations for each of these "upsetting" scales are listed in
Table 4, along with the number of men responding to each. The means in the table
suggest that the men were, on average, "slightly upset" by all types of incidents
except those representing enforcement of the traditional heterosexual male gender
role. The mean for this latter type suggests that the men generally found these
experiences to be "upsetting" on average (i.e., a score of 3 on a 5-point scale).
Effect size analyses (Cohen, 1988) indicated that this mean score was moderately
to substantially larger than the others (Cohen's effect size = .53 for the comparison
to the ratings for the Negative Remarks About Men subscale, .75 for the Lewd
Comments subscale, and .45 for the Unwanted Sexual Attention subscale).

"Specific Incident" Analyses for Sample 3

Of the 209 men in Sample 3 who endorsed at least one item on the SHOM,
108 (51.7%) chose to complete the follow-up "specific incident" section. A t test
was performed to determine if the SHOM total scores of the men who completed
this follow-up section differed from those men who did not complete this section,
but were eligible to do so (N=101). The result of this analysis indicated that the
men who completed the "specific incident" section (M = 1.42, SD = 0.45) had
experienced more incidents that the men who did not (M = 1.28, SD = 0.21), p
<.001. The magnitude of this effect was moderate (Cohen's effect size = .42).
Therefore, it is likely that the men who completed the follow-up section chose to
do so because they had experienced more harassing behaviors.

Table 5 provides a cross-tabulation of the responses to the follow-up section's
questions concerning the sex and organizational status of the perpetrator. As the
table demonstrates, the great majority of respondents (70.4%) reported that co-
workers had been the perpetrators. Among those participants identifying managers
or supervisors as perpetrators, the sex was more often male (14 of 22 instances).

Table 6 details the means and standard deviations for the three items assessing
participants' emotional perceptions of the incidents. The statistics are presented for
men who identified men as perpetrators and for those who identified women as
perpetrators. One-way ANOVAs were conducted to detect mean differences be-
tween these groups, but none of these comparisons reached statistical significance.
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Table 5. Perpetrator Sex by Perpetrator Organizational Status for the
"Specific Incident" for Men in Sample 3 (N = 420)

Organizational status of perpetrator

Perpetrator sex

Male

Female

Total

Manager or
supervisor

14
(29.2%)

8
(13.3%)

22
(20.4%)

Co-worker

32
(66.7%)

44
(73.3%)

76
(70.4%)

Other

2
(4.1%)

8
(13.4%)

10
(9.2%)

Total

48

60

108

The overall means for each of these five-point scales all fell below the midpoint
("offensive": M - 2.33, SD = 1.27; "upsetting": M = 2.25, SD = 1.29; "angry": M
= 2.34, SD = 1.30). In addition, the modal response for each item was 1 (for
participants identifying male perpetrators as well as those identifying female per-
petrators), indicating that the largest number of men found the experience to be
"not at all" offensive, upsetting, or angering.

Discussion

The results of the current study indicate that male-male sexual harassment is
far more common than typically assumed by researchers, popular media, or the
general public. Unlike previous studies, that used more limited measures, we found
male-male harassment to be at least as (and sometimes more) common than fe-
male-to-male harassment situations in three diverse samples of working men. With
the exception of unwanted sexual attention (especially in Sample 3) and negative
remarks about men, the male participants were at least as likely, and in some cases
more likely, to experience potentially harassing behaviors from other men. It is not
surprising that women are more likely to make negative gender-related remarks
about men, given—among other things—that men are not likely to disparage their
own gender. Thus, these results are consistent with our predictions, based on the
contention that men have access to greater organizational, social, and physical re-
sources than women with which to harass others—in other words, more power.

The fact that a large majority of supervisors and executives were men in each
of these three organizations facilitates a power imbalance for all of these male and
female employees (regardless of organizational status). For example, in Sample 1,
78% of the executive and supervisory positions in the organization were held by
men. Men in Sample 3 who described a "specific incident" of harassment (see Table
5) identified as perpetrators male managers and supervisors somewhat more fre-
quently than female managers and supervisors and female co-workers more often
than male co-workers. That participants identified male supervisors more often than
female supervisors is not necessarily surprising because of the base rate: those po-
sitions are more likely to be held by men. The data suggest, in fact, that there is
a trend toward female supervisors being proportionally overrepresented as perpe-
trators. The relatively large representation of female supervisors may be a reflection
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Table 6. Means for Emotional Reactions for the "Specific Incident" for Men in
Sample 3 (N = 420) by Perpetrator Sex with Tests for Mean Differences

Emotion

Angry (N = 104)
Offensive (N = 102)
Upsetting (N = 102)

Mean (SD) for
participants

identifying a male
perpetrator

2.04 (1.27)
2.31 (1.38)
2.18 (1.30)

Mean (SD) for
participants
identifying a

female perpetrator

2.42 (1.31)
2.35 (1.19)
2.47 (1.28)

F value for
test for
mean

difference

2.22
0.02
1.32

p value

0.15
0.97
0.27

Note: Scores can range from 1 = not at all to 5 = extremely:

of the fact that most of the incidents reported in this sample included unwanted
sexual attention and negative remarks about men, behaviors more often perpetrated
by women than men in this sample. Nonetheless, the very fact that men are more
likely to have those positions provides them with more access to organizational
power.

It is important to note, however, that organizational power is but one of the
types of power that perpetrators can invoke to harass others, and that social and
physical power may account for harassment by co-workers or subordinates. Al-
though men in Sample 3 identified female co-workers more often than male co-
workers as perpetrators, this finding may also be attributable to the fact that most
of the incidents included unwanted sexual attention and negative remarks about
men.

These findings from the "specific incident" section should be interpreted cau-
tiously, however, as almost half of the men who were eligible to complete the sec-
tion chose to skip it. It would be ideal to assess the organizational status of the
perpetrator for each SHOM item rather than in the "specific incident section," but
adding another response scale in the current studies would have made the SHOM
quite cumbersome (i.e., three or four response scales would be difficult to follow).
Perhaps a future study using computerized administration could "branch" the par-
ticipant to an item asking respondents about the organizational status of the per-
petrator. This methodology permitted the use of three response scales in Sample
2, and it seems feasible to extend it.

It is worth noting that the main inconsistencies that were observed in the data
for the perpetrator sex analyses were in Sample 3—that men identified women as
often as men as perpetrating enforcement of the male gender role and that they
identified women more often than men as perpetrating unwanted sexual attention.
Although no immediate explanation is obvious for these findings, the organizational
setting from which this sample was obtained is different in ways that may have
promoted these differences. For example, this setting differs from the others in that
it is a factory and is considerably more ethnically diverse; in addition, men reported
more experiences of Lewd Comments and Negative Remarks About Men (see Table
2). These contextual characteristics (e.g., organizational characteristics, cultural dif-
ferences, higher base rate of harassing behaviors) may have contributed to different
norms surrounding sex-related behavior in that workplace. Given the many differ-
ences between this environment and the others, however, it seems more notable
that only these differences were found with respect to perpetrator sex.
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But Was It Really "Sexual Harassment"?

The data from Samples 2 and 3 on men's emotional experiences of the behaviors
identified by the SHOM provide some initial answers to the question of the meaning
of these behaviors for men. Specifically, these data begin to answer the question of
the degree to which these men experience these potentially harassing behaviors as
harassing, in the psychological sense. The results of the analysis of the SHOM emo-
tional reactions scale in Sample 2 suggest that, in general, men find most of these
behaviors to be only "slightly upsetting" (see Table 4). Given that an experience is
typically considered harassing in a psychological sense only when it is appraised by a
target as offensive, threatening, or upsetting, these results call into question the idea
of automatically labeling the behaviors identified by the SHOM as sexually harassing
for men. The highest mean rating was obtained for the enforcement of the heterosexual
male gender role subscale, indicating that the men found these behaviors to be the
most upsetting. This result is perhaps best understood in light of the fact that this
form of gender harassment is the one unique form of harassing behavior not pre-
viously identified by scales based on women's experiences of sexual harassment.

The results of the analysis of the "specific incident" section in Sample 3 provide
additional information about the meaning of these experiences for men. Unfortu-
nately, we did not ask men to indicate what type of behavior they were referring
to when they completed the section. Any future studies employing this methodology
should make certain to assess this information in the follow-up section. Nonetheless,
the means for each of the three scales (asking men to rate their emotional appraisal
of the situation) fell well below the scale midpoint. Given that men described little
emotional impact from the experience that "had the greatest effect on [them],"
most of these men may not be experiencing harassment in the usual sense of the
term. Although these findings must be interpreted with caution because of the sub-
stantial number of men who chose not to complete this section of the survey, it is
logical to suggest that those who chose not to complete this more detailed follow-
up were less distressed, on average, than those who did because their SHOM scale
means were significantly lower. Thus, we suggest that the process of routinely ad-
ministering to men scales primarily designed for women without attempting to as-
sess the impact of scale items is deeply flawed, yielding misleading and
inappropriate conclusions concerning men's experiences in the workplace.

Limitations and Implications

In addition to the aforementioned potential problems with the "specific inci-
dent" section (i.e., participant attrition and failure to ask participants about the
type of incident), some other limitations of the current study should be noted. Be-
cause of the low number of men endorsing certain SHOM subscale items as well
as their failure to complete the perpetrator sex scale items, several of the frequen-
cies reported in Table 3 were low, and the categories of "all men" and "mostly
men" and "all women" and "mostly women" had to be combined for comparisons.
To increase these numbers, future studies should recruit larger samples or strongly
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emphasize the importance of completing all response scales. In addition, organiza-
tional limitations in the current study prevented us from assessing sexual orientation
or gender role typicality, but future research should make serious attempts to gather
this information because it is important to understanding the reasons why certain
men are targeted for harassment. Such information would need to be handled care-
fully, however, because research participants may (for good reason) be reluctant to
provide it. Finally, certain SHOM subscales could be improved by adding more
items (particularly the Negative Remarks About Men scale) because the low num-
ber of items calls their reliability into question.

Although our results do not completely speak to the complexities involved with
untangling the many forms that the harassment of men may take, they significantly
extend the research base by providing evidence contradicting the generally accepted
stereotype of female-to-male sexual harassment. Nonetheless, this area of research
is in its nascent stage, and many questions remain unanswered by the current study.
For example, although a large literature documents the organizational antecedents
and negative sequelae of sexual harassment of women (e.g., Coles, 1986; Crull, 1982;
Dansky & Kilpatrick, 1997; Fitzgerald et al., 1997; Gruber, 1992; Gutek, 1985; Gutek
& Koss, 1990; Loy & Stewart, 1984; Morrow, McElroy & Phillips, 1994; Schneider,
Swan & Fitzgerald, 1997), little, if any, research has examined what contexts are
conducive to the sexual harassment of men and what the effects are when it occurs.
Although the present data on men's emotional perceptions of the behaviors identi-
fied by the SHOM provide some initial insight into what effects may exist, additional
data are needed to answer this question more fully. Preliminary results (Waldo &
Magley, 1996) indicate that men must experience relatively more harassing behaviors
than women before they experience comparably negative outcomes (as measured by
separate independent outcome measures); thus, more research is necessary to iden-
tify the factors that lead (or do not lead) to negative consequences for men. For
example, is a man harassed in the same way as a woman when he hears a lewd
sexual remark (particularly given that such remarks are typically about women)? Fur-
thermore, is this form of male-male harassment as damaging as other forms of such
harassment as sexual orientation-based harassment or sexual coercion?

With respect to the law, it appears that cases involving unwanted sexual at-
tention or sexual coercion may be protected under Title VII, but cases involving
enforcement of traditional heterosexual masculinity are not protected by the courts,
given that such harassment is generally viewed as motivated by the victim's per-
ceived sexual orientation, not his sex. Cases involving other forms of gender har-
assment of men (e.g., repeated gender-related negative remarks creating a hostile
environment for men) would presumably constitute a claim under Title VII if such
cases were litigated. The data from the current study (see Table 4) indicate that
enforcement of the heterosexual male role was rated as the most upsetting to par-
ticipants, a result that is especially interesting in light of statements by the EEOC
(1993) on what constitutes a harassing situation (i.e., that it is intimidating, hostile,
or abusive). At present, however, victims have little legal redress for such harass-
ment. Such harassment can take a variety of forms, and it is currently unclear
whether instances directed at a presumably heterosexual target (e.g., ridiculing a
man for leaving work for child care) will have the same impact as those directed
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toward a presumably gay target. What is clear is that future research should examine
these forms of behavior more closely in an effort to educate policy-makers and the
general public about the effects that they have (or do not have) in the workplace.

APPENDIX. YOUR EXPERIENCES IN YOUR WORKPLACE

Now please tell us about your experiences here at your workplace. Some of
these questions may seem very personal. We ask them because people are not al-
ways treated with respect on the job. Such behavior can take many different forms.
To understand what goes on in the workplace, we have to ask some very frank
questions. Remember that you can skip any questions that you do not want to an-
swer and that YOUR ANSWERS ARE COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL.

During the past 2 years at work, have
any of your supervisors or co-workers:

... often told offensive or dirty
stories or jokes? [GH-Lewd]
... tried to get you to talk
about personal or sexual things
when you did not want to?
[USA]b

... said crude or gross sexual
things, either in front of others
or to you alone? [GH-Lewd]
... said offensive things about
how you look, your body, or
your sex life? [GH-Lewd]
... made you uncomfortable by
staring at you (for example, at
your butt)? [USA]
... tried to have a romantic or
sexual relationship even though
you tried to let the person
know you didn't want to?
[USA]
... showed, used, or handed out
dirty pictures or stories (for
example, pornography)? [GH-
Lewd]
... said things to put men down
(for example, that men don't
make good supervisors)? [GH-
Neg. Rem.]
... kept on asking you out after
you have said "no"? [USA]b

... hinted you might get some
reward for doing something
sexual? [SC]
... hinted you might be treated
poorly for not doing something
sexual? [SC]a,b

Never

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Once
or twice

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Some-
times

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Often

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

Most of
the time

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

If at least once, who did this?

Men
only

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Mostly
men

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Men
and

women

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Mostly
women

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

Women
only

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5
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During the past 2 years at work, have
any of your supervisors or co-workers:

... touched you (for example,
put an arm around your
shoulders) in a way that made
you feel uncomfortable? [USA]
... tried to stroke your leg or
other body part? [USA]b

... made forceful attempts to
have sex with you? [USA]a,b

... hinted at a raise or better
job if you were sexual with
them? [SC]a,b
... made you do something
social (for example, spend time
together) in order to be
treated well on the job? [SC]b

... made you afraid that you
would be treated poorly if you
didn't do something sexual?
[SC]
... given you any sexual
attention that you did not
want? [USA]
... treated you badly for
refusing to have sex? [SC]b
... made you feel like you were
not a "man" if you did things
that "women usually do"? [GH-
Enforce]
... insulted you by saying you
were a "fag" or "gay"? [GH-
Enforce]
... said you weren't "man
enough"? [GH-Enforce]
... often made negative
comments about men (for
example, saying that men have
only one thing on their
minds)? [GH-Neg. Rem.]
... made you treat women
badly when you did not want
to? [GH-Enforce]
... pressured you into doing
things you did not want to by
accusing you of not being a
"real man"? [GH-Enforce]b,c

Never

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Once
or twice

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Some-
times

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Often

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

Most of
the time

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

If at least once, who did this?

Men
only

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Mostly
men

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Men
and

women

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Mostly
women

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

Women
only

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

Note: GH-Lewd = Gender Harassment Lewd Comments scale item. GH-Neg.-Rem. = Gender
Harassment Negative Remarks About Men scale item. GH-Enforce = Gender Harassment
Enforcement of the Heterosexual Male Gender Role scale item. USA = Unwanted Sexual Attention
scale item. SC = Sexual Coercion scale item.

aItem not administered in Sample 1.
bitem not administered in Sample 2.
cltem not administered in Sample 3.



78 Waldo, Berdahl, and Fitzgerald

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The research reported here was supported by a Shannon Award and by Grant
1 R01 MH50791-01A2, both from the National Institute of Mental Health. The
authors would like to acknowledge the support of the members of the Sexual Har-
assment Research Lab at the University of Illinois, particularly Vicki Magley for
her comments on an earlier draft, and the reviewers and editors, who provided
insightful feedback on the various drafts of this paper. Portions of this paper were
presented at the Annual Conference of the Association for Women in Psychology,
Indianapolis, IN, March, 1995.

REFERENCES

Berdahl, J. L, Magley, V & Waldo, C. R. (1996). The sexual harassment of men? Exploring the concept
with theory and data. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 20, 527-547.

Boyd vs. Vonnahmen, (1995). Civil case no. 93-4358-JAO. Southern District of Illinois.
Carreno v. Ibew Local No. 226, (1990). 54 Fair Empl. Prac. Cas. (BNA) 81.
Case, M. A. C. (1995). Disaggregating gender from sex and sexual orientation: The effeminate man in

the law and feminist jurisprudence. Yale Law Journal, 205(1), 1-105.
Cleveland, J. N., & Kerst, M. E. (1993). Sexual harassment and perceptions of power: An under-articu-

lated relationship. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 42, 49-67.
Cochran, C. C., Frazier, P. A., & Olson, A. M. (1997). Predictors of responses to unwanted sexual at-

tention. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 21, 202-227.
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd Ed.). Hillsdale, CA: Lawrence

Erlbaum.
Coles, F. S. (1986). Forced to quit: Sexual harassment complaints and agency responses. Sex Roles, 14(1-

2), 81-95.
Crichton, M. (1993). Disclosure. New York: Ballantine Books.
Crull, P. (1982). Stress effects of sexual harassment on the job: Implications for counseling. American

Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 52, 539-544.
Dansky, B. S., & Kilpatrick, D. G. (1997). Effects of sexual harassment. In W. O'Donohue (Ed.), Sexual

harassment: Theory, research, and treatment (pp. 152-174). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Dillon v. Frank, 1992. 58 Fair Empl. Prac. Cas. (BNA) 144.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (1993, October). Equal Employment Compliance Update,

17(2). Washington, DC: Author.
Fitzgerald, L. F, Drasgow, F., Hulin, C. L, Gelfand, M., & Magley, V. J. (1997). The antecedents and

consequences of sexual harassment in organizations: A test of an integrated model. Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology, 82(4) 578-589.

Fitzerald, L. F., Gelfand, M., & Drasgow, F (1995). Measuring sexual harassment: theoretical and psy-
chometric advances. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 17, 425-445.

Fitzgerald, L. F, & Shullman, S. L. (1985, August). The development and validation of an objectively
scored measure of sexual harassment. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Psy-
chological Association, Los Angeles, CA.

Fitzgerald, L. F., Shullman, S. L., Bailey, N., Richards, M., Swecker, J., Gold, Y., Ormerod, M., &
Weitzman, L. (1988). The incidence and dimensions of sexual harassment in academia and the
workplace. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 32, 152-175.

Goluszek v. Smith. (1988). 697 F. Supp. 1452.
Grose, C. (1995). Same-sex sexual harassment: Subverting the heterosexist paradigm of Title VII. Yale

Journal of Law and Feminism, 7, 376-398.
Gross, J. (1995, February 26). Now look who's taunting. Now look who's suing. New York Times.
Gruber, J. E. (1992, March). The sexual harassment experiences of women in nontraditional jobs: Results

from cross-national research. Proceedings of the First National Conference on Sex and Power Issues
in the Workplace, Seattle, WA.

Gutek, B. A. (1985). Sex and the workplace. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.



Male Harassment 79

Gutek, B. A., & Koss, M. P. (1993). Changed women and changed organizations: Consequences of and
coping with sexual harassment, Journal of Vocational Behavior, 42, 28-48.

Hedges, L. V, & Olkin, I. (1985). Statistical Methods for Meta-Analysis. New York: Academic Press.
Hopkins v. Baltimore Gas and Electric Co., 77 F.3d 745 (4th Cir. 1996).
Joyner v. AAA Cooper Transportation. (1984). 597 F. Supp. 537.
Lawlor, J. (1994, January 17). Women gain power, means to abuse it. USA Today, p. 1.
Lee, P (1994, May 16). Work force diversity. Los Angeles Times, p. 5.
Loy, P. H., & Stewart, L. P (1984). The extent and effects of sexual harassment of working women.

Sociological Focus, 17, 31-43.
Martindale, M. (1990). . . . Sexual harassment in the military: 1998, Arlington, VA: Defense Manpower

Data Center.
Morrow, P. C., McElroy, J. C., & Phillips, C. M. (1994). Sexual harassment behaviors and work related

perceptions and attitudes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 45, 259-309,
Polly v. Houston Lighting and Power Company. (1992). 803 F. Supp. 1.
Polly v. Houston Lighting and Power Company. (1993). 825 F. Supp. 135.
Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins. (1989). 109 S. Ct. 1775
Schneider, K. T., Swan, S., & Fitzgerald, L. F. (1997). Job-related and psychological effects of sexual

harassment in the workplace: Empirical evidence from two organizations. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 82, 401-415.

Showalter v. Allison Reed Group. (1991). 767 F. Supp. 1205.
Signorile, M. (1993). Queer in America. New York: Random House.
Swage v. Inn Philadelphia, 72 Fair Empl. Prac. Cas. (BNA) 438 (E.D. Pa. 1996).
United States Merit Systems Protection Board. (1981). Sexual harassment in the federal workplace: Is it

a problem? Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
United States Merit Systems Protection Board. (1987). Sexual harassment in the federal workplace: An

update. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
United States Merit Systems Protection Board. (1995). Sexual harassment in the federal workplace. Wash-

ington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
Valdes, F. (1995). Queers, sissies, dykes, and tomboys: Deconstructing the conflation of "sex," "gender,"

and "sexual orientation" in Euro-American law and society. California Law Review, 83(1), 1-33.
Vaux, A. (1993). Paradigmatic assumptions in sexual harassment research: Being guided without being

misled. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 42, 116-135.
Waldo, C. R., & Magley, V. M. D. (1996, May). Psychological and job-related outcomes of the sexual

harassment of men. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Midwestern Psychological Asso-
ciation, Chicago, IL.

Woods, J. D. (1993). The corporate closet: The professional lives of gay men in America. New York: The
Free Press.

Wright v. Methodist Youth Services. (1981). 511 F. Supp. 307.


