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“ity-characteristics was investigated using 200 female and male respondents who

‘randomly selected among university students, secondary school teachers and
rkers, with a mean age of 22.97 years. They were adniinistered the self
cale, locus of control scale and perceived sexual harassment scale that was

avean interactional influence in the perception of sexual harassment (R2 =

10.14, p <.001), married people have a higher perception of sexual harassment than

{  single people (t = 4.59, p=~ .05), but no significant difference between students and

workers in their perception of sexual harassmient. The findings were discussed in

line with the Riger s (1991) theory of attribution. The implication of the findings for

i legal interpretation of sexual harassment and psychological dynamics involved were
highlighted.

Introduction

Sexual harassment is a social problem that is presently generating a lot of
controversy the world over, although research into this phenomenon is recent yet the
prevalence and dimensions of its occurrence are quite alarming. Asat 1988.42% of
all the women sampled in the United States had experienced one form of sexual
harassment or the other in the last 24 months (US Merit Protection Board, 1988).
Fitzgerald (1993), defines sexual harassment as any deliberate or repeated sexual
behaviour that is unwelcome to its recipient, as well as other sex related behaviours
that are hostile, offensive, or degrading.

Howeyer, sexual harassment in some cases may be just a misinterpretation ol
intention and friendliness to be an indication of sexual harassment (Abbey, 1982:
Abbey and Melby, 1986: Shotland and Craig, 1988). In facl. the assertion of Tangri.
Burt, and Johnson (1982) is that some sexual harassment may indeed be clumsy or
insensitive expression of attraction. The dimensions of sexual harassment as identi-

fied by Fitzge rald, Gelfand and Drasgow (1995) are: Gender harassment, Unwanted
attention and sexual coercion.

‘ From the foregoing. it is obvious that there is abundance of definitions on
sexual harassment. Yet there is ﬁttle agreement as to the causes of the problem.

5

n



Vs

e,

However. definitions and research on this phenomenon make it clear
harassment is judged based on the conduct and its effects on the: reci| 11
on the imention of the harasser. In esscince. perception of ]rmssmcnt may b
peudent on soaie allrrbutes of the victuns. the self esteein of (m Lndividual ma
vreatly influence ¢he behaviours and actions that such an mdmdual will perccive
as sexual illl‘..lSSlllCllt As stated by Riger (1991), sexual lunssmem is socially
constructed and it varies with the characteristics of the percelvcr The influence of
sell’ esteem on perception of sexual harassment can be seen in thg: patterns of re-

ports of harassient. wowmen professionals believed to have highc:_‘_sclf--..swmu are

likely (o report subtle behaviours as harassment than those women in the secre-
larial-clerical positions believed Lo have lower self—-..slcun (Melntyre and Benick.
1982).

Personal vulnerability function of the self csteem-as.well as affects the per+
ception of what is harassing. an individual who sees-liimi or herself as capable.
independent and up to the task is more likely 1o perceive and as sich is dependent
on others. the latter becomes more tolerating and insensitive to behaviours that can
be described us sexual harassment. all because of the low sclf estecm. Another
factor that afTects the perception ol sexual harassment 1s artribution. of the ndi-
vidual. in this scuse attribution means how a person sces and explains events that

~happen to him or her. whether if isa result of his own ability or inability (internal).

or on the other hand. whether it s a result of environmental/silwational factors
(external) - Whichever side an individual falls into {exrcrnaliim(::rnalj will deter-
mine his or perception of harassment. For instance. Riger (1991). says that somic
womien consider sexual hirassment to be normative. in other words it is a normal
w:n of hife. routine behaviours (that cannot be challenged. by implication people in
dus categony will not perceive subtle behaviours and even sonic strong suggestive
vestures as sexual harassuient. - |

Ageland sex are ag well implicated in sexual harassiient. younger women
who arcmaore fikely to be victims of harassment are more tolerant than older womnen
(Fanand Anderton, 1987), Uus is a result of the acceptance by younger wounen that
prosling men are “a fact of life™ that must be accepted. and this influences what
theveperceive as sfilxuall)' harassing. Tlus kind of disposition is not peculiar t9
lentales, Males arc also aflecied by normatve beliefs in that they are expected to be
Hatered and happy if a female makes sexual advances. Rejectionavould be consid-
credd an insult to womanhood. Ultimately. this belicf affects males™ perception and
interpretations of sexual harassment. They rend not to see most subtle behaviours
as harassing and they have generally low perceplion of sexual harassment com-
pired Lo females..

Seaual harassiient is now a phenomenon that cuts across all strata of the
saciety: This involves dyiamies ol power and domination. as wethas sexuality. The
status of the recpient wwy influenee his or perception of harassment:, which may be
i ternis ol position power. marriage or education.  For example. just as women
witli less position power are more likely to be harassed, . they arc as well more hkuh
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. notto perceive behaviours as harassing, especially when cooperation or accepta cg
++ of the behaviour is perceived to be rewarding such as in better grades in examina-
i, tions. promotion. a raisc i pay and other forms of reinforcement. Whereas people
¢ with position power are morc likely 1o perceive subtle behaviours as harassment.

i _

- Educational status can also influence what an individual perceives to be sexual
harassment. a person that is well educated would knovwv all about sexual harassment
- and as such will interpret more behaviours and gestures as harassing than people
i+ thatare not educated For example. a university graduate may perceive subtle ges-
tures as sexually harassing while a secondary school student may see the same
gestures as a show of affection or a normal way of life.

L A s e T Y

B e 1

The cifects and consequences of sexual harassment is such that it can leave a
; permanem scar on the psychic of the victims. it introduces dissonance into their
cognition and can greatly impatr their functioning and interaction throughout their
+life ume. Sexual harassment is degrading. [rightening, and can result in profound
¢ job related. psychological. and health related consequences (Fitzgerald, 1993), it
can lead to lowered self-esteem. decreased feelings of competence and confidence;

- increased feclings of anger. frustration, depression and anxiety.

\ * The following hypotheses were tested in this study: (1)Locus of Control, Age

¢ and Sex will have significant positive main aid joint influences on the perception

- of sexual harassment. {2) Perception of sexual harassment will be a function of
marilal seius and occupation (students vs. workers).

-. | METHOD

Subjects
¢ The settng for this study was Ibadan. and the sample chosen for the study
WS 1 zmlt nihv sclected (purposive and stratified) from the posigraduate. undergradu-
ate students of the Umversity of Ibadan. secondary school teachers and bank work-
ers. Altogether. 201 participarits were used. comprising Y6 males 104 and females
whose ages ranged between 17 and 39, with a mean age of 22.97 and a standard
- “deviation of 7.44. Allogether. there were 114 students and 86 workers participants,
i 70 of them were tarried while 130 of them were singles.

Instruments

Three instruments werce nsed in the data collection: Adanijo-Oyefeso (1986)
SC“-LS[L.Llll scale. 1o measure sell-esteem of subjects. This is a 15-item scale in the
Likeiti format with' a reliability coefficient of 0.79 among Bank workers and 0.92
"amoufg' undcrﬁradmte and high school students.

| ' Craig, Frankjm and Andrews (1 984) Locus of Control Scale measuring the
1 attribution disposition (locus of control) of people. It 15]'1 17-item Likert format
© scale to measure whether participants derive their attributions from internal or ex-
' ternal sources. It has a reliability coefficient of 0.75.
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Olapegba li‘J‘J‘J) Pcrccucd Sc,\ual Harassment Scale (PSHS). T]:us is a 14-
item Likert format sc: le measuring the pcrcepuon of subjects’ sexual Imrassmcnt, it
has a lt..lldl)llll‘, COCﬂICIL.lll of 0.63 and a standardised item alpha of 0 62. All the
scales were pilot study validated. : ; ‘:

Pracedure i

T hese three instruments were attached together and 'lr!numstered to the 200
tndone!y scelected subjects (males and females), with a standard instructions that
there ywere no niehil or wrong answers. .Respondents were to try and be as honest as
possiblc in their responses. They were also assured of confidentiality. Because all
the .independent variables were intervally measured except for sex of tlie'partici-
pants. and becausc the relationship between the independent-and dependent vari-
ables were investigated on a singic measure. mulliple regression analysis was used
on the data (Androws. Klem. Davidson, O'Malley and Rodgers. 1975). T-test for
independent means was also used cspecially for the second hypothesis.

RESULTS
The results of the mulliple regression analysis shows that Locus of Control,
Age and Sex have a joint influcnce of 14% on-perception of scxual harassment (R2
=0.14) <.001. while Locus of Control and Agec coniributed 11% ( R2 =0,11) <.01.
Observaticn of the Beta weight shows: that locus of control contributed 27.79% in
the joint prediction. Age 18.93% and sex 17.32%. Thesc are shown in Table 1
below:

)

TABLE i : i

Multiple Regression Analysis showing the man and joint influences of Age, Sex
and Locus of Coutval on Perceived Sexual Harassment (Step-wise Regression
Model). ' |

Stepd Variablesrentered | Multiple R} R® Adjusicd R* |FP . |Beta weight
| Lochs 01.28 08 [ 0.07 16.37 |-2779

20§ Apd 034 a1t o0 12.54 |-1893 - -
3 NS (.38 a4 013 10.82 |-1752

pereeption of sexmt! lsrassment than single people was conlirmed
P=_ U3,
studunts and woikers t -

198,

The second dnpothesis that smphed that married people will have a higher

- 990 Y = |

. t=-4,59; df =
However ihere was ne significant dilTerence between perception of
98. P =05, even though students perceived

some behivtons as sexual havassmenn shehtly higher than workers.  These results
are displased i Tabsic £ heiow
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i TABLE II ‘
‘Summary of t-test on perceived sexual harassment between married and
isingles, as well students and workers.

! i\Group N X SD | T Df | P
-Married 70 32.37 7.91 |- <.05
-4.50 198 g
vi- p 1Singles 130 | 34.64 7.98
Studenis 14 | 34.39 TRT -9 > 18
198
Workers 86 : 35 12 818
| ! i |

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
This'stids has exanuned-the influence of personality auribuics and personal
characienisiies on the percepuon of sexual harassment.  Imeresungiy. the study re-
vealed that locus of control docs influcnce what individuals perceive to be sexual
5._1'.:|ras'mncnl

Thas i consistent with Riger’s (19913 that sometimies people s attribution 1s
determined by their disposition on locus of control scale. For example. he asserted
1hat those who sec their behaviour as situationally detérmined attribute those behav-
1ours 1o exterl factors These people do not ‘perecine behaviours (o be sexually
harassing. they see harassment through the eycof an actor. People with internal
lacus of controf on the ofher hand. sce harassiment through the eve of victims. they
attribute harassing behaviours o people’s dispositions and personality Lrails. a case
ﬂat‘ clear intention to harass and as such they have higher pereeption of harassment.

Tliis is line with auribution theory which implics that individuals with internal -

‘attribution will be analytical and-independent. more stable in attributing causes of
! 8 - -
behavionr than mdividuals with external attribution.

Thus present study bas also confirm that literature that sex has an influence
fon the pereeption af sexual harassment. and that [emales see subtle behaviours as
| sexual harassmenl than males. as a matter of fact males cxpect females to appreciate
and enjov teasing. looks and some other forms of sexual attention. whereas. females
_ are likely, to consider all these as insulting. Earlicr research are in line with this
;. Iinding, I\Z’.i_.;mg & Rvan (1986). Konrad-& Gutek (1986). Powell (1986), all stated
q that men label [ewer behaviours at work as sexual harassment. they tend to perceive
_ sexual overtures as flatiering while women see similar overtures Lo be embarrassing
~ and msuli_mg. Differences in the perception of males and females could be as a
result of several factors, onc is the traditional dominant role of men and the passive
role of women 1n the society. Men are socialized to have their way where women are
concerned. They see women as objects of sex that they can have anytime. In some
cullures. women are not to be heard, they are servile to the men and this has differ-
ential implications for what they perceive as sexual harassment.

5

59




Bucaiise mieh see sexnal advanees and gestur&mﬁ;ﬂmr rthk lll(.‘.\ pCrocive
less tamssmem bu womey who are \.nmma ‘out ;_r,zcgmeudi passive roles
percaive the beluvionr ag |||'|(..1“L.d for. indecent audaw;giamn Olllil_l‘.ll' right. This
may result i thear having a higher pereeption ol'se'ma’[harassmcnl Another factor
in sex differences i the pereeption of sexual har: 1ssmente§pecmllv in work places 1s
whit Becker (1967 relers 1o as hierarchy OfCl'L.delllty n orgammuons This1s a
situation whereby members ol the highest group within an organization deline the
way things really e, and because typically men occupy the highest positions in
organizatons, their definttion ol sexual harassment dominates. Tlus defumtion in-
Auence what males percene as harassent and whal females perceivé as hariss-
menl

Agc was as well found 1o have a sizificant positiye influtycEon the percep-
tion ol sexual harassment. and that yvounger people will hinedotwver perception of
sexual harassnieni than older people. again this is supporicdbivthic findings of Forin
& Adcerton (19875 and Lott et A (1982 the later irgned thar vonnger wome
have accepred that prowling mian are a fact of lile.and\this has made them to be
more tolerint of social harassment. There was found 10 be a significamt difference
between the pereeption ol sexual harassment of marned people and that ol the sin-
gles. such that the married have higher perception” The factors that could be respon-
sible for this finding mclude age differences which make the voung 1o be more toler-
ant of harassmient. another factor s the sanculy aid value attached 1o the institution
of marriaze 1 this part of world. margcd people. especially women are expected to
be accorded a particuiar devree wi respect. Interaction and behaviours toward them
should be guided. where thesesite facking tendency 1o feel violated is very high.
Morcover. snegestive sexual beluivionr toward married people are not frequent. they
arc hardhv e comprisimgsituations and the desire to protect their homes make them
to be carclul of the kind of things they get mto and company they keep. People
should “steer clear=oFuheni especilhy m tns culture where men are said to cast
“magun” speh ondgie wives which results in the death of anybody that sleeps with

he wonmian - Adlhese factors imakd warried people less exposced (o harassing behav-

iour from otlier people. conscquently, they have lower perception of sexual harass-
ment. Thesmgles on the other hand. may sce harassment as part of hife. fan that

“makes life o on. this s more so when the harassed is somecone probably 1n need of

a suitor. or when' he or she feels so important because the harasser 1s highly placed
and an important figure in the society. (Just like the case of a president and ap: i
intern). the victim may feel important instcad of fecling aggrieved. No significant
difference was however found between workers and students. and this can bc attrib-
uted to the universal nature of sexual harassment.

|
Thus. it is suggesied that cascs of sexual harassment allcgation should not
only be legally investigated. rather psychological dynamics underlining the percep-
tion should be examined in order to be able to identifv harassment that is just a
figment ol the perceiver’s imagination. Organisations should also be encouraged to,
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include sexual harassment save-guard and resolution procedure in their pohcies in
order to prevent harassment. This is to insulate employees and prospective cmploy-
ees against sexual harassment. Serious attempts should be made at educatiig indi-
viduals and corporate bodies on the definitions of sexual harassment. and recom-
mend appropriatc punitive measures for offenders.

i
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