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Abstract

This study examined psychological and occupational outcomes of sexual harassment (SH) and heterosexist harassment (HH in a sample of 229 sexual minority employees.  Gender differences in mean levels of SH and HH were assessed, and interactions were tested to evaluate relationships among gender, harassment, and subsequent mental health and job-related outcomes.  Female and male sexual minorities reported similar levels of harassment in their workplace experiences.    Moreover, SH and HH were significantly correlated with adverse mental and occupational health outcomes.  Gender did not moderate negative outcome.  These findings provide support for further investigation into the structure and patterns of SH and HH within sexual minority populations.  

Gender, Sexual Orientation, and Harassment in the Workplace 

During the Human Relations Movement, early psychologist Elton Mayo theorized that good interpersonal relationships among coworkers are crucial for a productive work environment (Riggio, 2003).   Harassment, on the other hand, serves to disrupt or destroy good interpersonal relationships, causing a less productive work environment, in addition to the negative consequences of being harassed.  The present study aims to look at two distinct yet similar types of harassment, sexual harassment (SH) and heterosexist harassment (HH), and whether one's gender can moderate the negative psychological effects of experiencing either type of abuse.  This research focuses specifically on the experiences of male and female sexual minorities (i.e., non heterosexuals) in the workplace in the hopes of expanding the harassment literature.  According to Pryor and Whalen (1997), "men and women may be targeted for sexual harassment because they are assumed to be homosexual" (p. 130).  SH research in particular has focused primarily on the experiences of women, regardless of sexual orientation, as their reported incidence rates are much higher than those of their male counterparts (Gutek, 1985; USMSPB 1981, 1995).  Due to the small amount of research on sexual minorities with regard to harassment, it is hopeful that this study will contribute to learning more about hidden populations and their workplace experiences.  Furthermore, through looking at an individual's gender with regard to experiences of harassment, implications for policy makers can be made to adjust awareness of SH and HH to include all sexual minorities, female and male. 

Two barriers to studying sexual minorities’ experiences in the workplace are the legal right to discriminate against sexual minorities and a widespread belief in the immorality of homosexuality.  In all but eight states in the nation, it is currently legal to openly discriminate against sexual minorities in the workplace.  Gallup polls over the last decade reveal that six out of every ten Americans believe that homosexual behavior is morally wrong (Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Newport 1998).   Because of the stigma attached to being a sexual minority, the lack of legal protection in the workplace, and negative attitudes that others hold toward homosexuals, many sexual minorities keep silent about their identities (Badgett 1996; Herek 2003).  Therefore, it is very difficult to acquire a random sample (or any sample at all) of sexual minority employees (Waldo, Hesson-McInnis & D’Augelli, 1998).  Despite the fact that sexual minorities constitute between 4% and 17% of the workforce (Ragins & Cornwell, 2001), there is very little research on their experiences in the workplace.  This study aims to fill a void in social science research that has been created by homophobic attitudes toward sexual minorities and a neglect by society to investigate these people’s experiences.  

A further hindrance to studying sexual minority experiences in the workplace is that men and women do not always disclose their sexual identities (Badgett, 1996; Herek, 2003), particularly where sexual orientation discrimination is present (Ragins & Cornwell, 2001).  The sample of this study consists of sexual minorities who live in politically conservative areas without legislation protecting against discrimination based on sexual orientation.  By examining sexual harassment toward sexual minority employees in a context that it is likely to occur, steps toward assessing heterosexism can proceed in areas where open discussions and interventions regarding SH and HH are less likely to occur or be successful.

Harassment of Sexual Minorities

Recent research on sexual minorities has introduced the notion that sexual minorities may experience harassment differently, because of their minority status, which is tied so closely to their sexuality and gender (Meyer, 1995; Meyer, 2003).  Meyer (1995) empirically applied the theory of stress due to one's minority status to gay men, hypothesizing that this stress stems from three processes unique to persons of sexual minority status: internalized homophobia, perceived stigma (expectations of rejection and discrimination ), and actual prejudice events.  Empirical findings from Meyer's study concluded that such minority stress was related to adverse mental health.  Meyer (2003) found evidence that gay people experience depression disproportionately, and attributes this to societal homophobia, prejudice, and discrimination.  Societal homophobia, prejudice, and discrimination correspond what Pryor and Whalen (1997) define as "homo-anathema": a reaction to homosexuals, beginning early in American socialization, which views sexual minorities as a hated and feared outgroup (p. 142).   The manifestation of homo-anathema into antihomosexual attitudes "serve[s] to demarcate the boundary of this outgroup and may be the basis of sexually harassing both men and women in the workplace" (Pryor & Whalen, 1997, p. 143).

Sexual harassment.  Since the first scientific study of SH in 1980, psychologists have looked at the incidence of SH primarily in women, and original definitions of this type of harassment did not apply to men at all (Wayne, 2000).  According to Fitzgerald, Swan, and Magley (1997), sexual harassment is "unwanted sex-related behavior at work that is appraised by the recipient as offensive, exceeding her resources, or threatening her well-being" (p 15). National studies over the past 20 years conclude that 35 to 50% of women report being sexually harassed at work compared to 9 to 35% of men, explaining the gendered conceptualization of this type of harassment (Gutek, 1985; USMSPB 1981, 1995).   It is important to note that these figures are based on samples in which sexual orientation is unknown.  Based on Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels (1994) it is estimated that 3.1% of men and 1.4% of women in the U.S. identify as non-heterosexual, therefore we can assume that a large majority of the participants in these studies were not sexual minorities.

Sexual harassment is broken down into three categories: sexual coercion (e.g., quid pro quo harassment), gender harassment (e.g., hearing sexist remarks about one's gender), and unwanted sexual attention (e.g., unwelcome sexual advances). Anyone, regardless of gender, could experience these behaviors.  A recent addendum to these three categories is gender-conformity harassment, conceptualized by Konik (2005) as a non-gender-specific adaptation of the category "masculinity teasing,” first proposed by Stockdale and Motoike (2000).  This refers to harassment based on not conforming to traditional gender-role stereotypes (e.g., being teased for not “acting like a real man" if one is male or “the way a woman should" if one is female.)  

        Recent research has looked more extensively at male experiences of SH, finding evidence that the SH of men is actually quite common (Waldo, Berdahl, Fitzgerald, 1998).   In this study, slightly less than half of the men reported experiencing at least one sexually harassing behavior.  These SH experiences for men included acts of sexual coercion (2%), unwanted sexual attention (between 11.5 and 29%), and gender harassment (between 37 and 44.1%).   Men who experience SH most likely encounter acts of gender harassment, which is also the most common reported type of SH for women (Richman et al., 1999).  A major gender difference in the experiences of gender harassment is that for men, these experiences are often reported as trivial rather than offensive or upsetting (Waldo, Berdahl, and Fitzgerald, 1998).  This difference may not necessarily hold true for sexual minority males, as gender harassment is also a type of anti-gay harassment often perpetrated on homosexuals or those suspected of being a homosexual (Herek, 1989).  Therefore, it is difficult to generalize the gender harassment experiences of non-sexual minority males to gay men.


Sexual minority men are more likely to be viewed negatively as gender-role transgressors (Herek & Capitianio 1996; Kite & Whitely Jr., 1998) than sexual minority women.  Therefore one may assume that men, compared to women in the sexual minority community, would encounter more acts of gender-conformity harassment.  Gender conformity harassment has not been researched to a great extent, and was originally designed to assess males' sexual harassment experiences, but not specifically sexual minority males or females.  The empirical literature does not address whether sexual minority men experience more acts of gender-conformity harassment than sexual minority women.  

 Questions remain as to who will experience the most harassment overall.  Women experience higher rates of SH than men in samples that are presumably largely heterosexual.   Women report higher rates of gender harassment and unwanted sexual attention than men in these studies, and there is no reason to think that sexual minority women would be exposed to less harassment than heterosexual women.  On the other hand, sexual minority men may be exposed to more harassment than the majority of men in previous studies on SH due to their status as a sexual minority.  Furthermore, attitudes toward male homosexuality are more negative than attitudes toward female homosexuality, indicating increased SH for sexual minority males.  Two factors point toward female sexual minorities experiencing more SH; their status as a female, and their status as a sexual minority.  However, two factors raise the possibility for male sexual minorities to experience more SH: their status as a sexual minority, and this status being viewed more negatively than females.  An inability to evaluate one set of factors as being more likely or plausible than the other leaves an open question as to which gender will experience more SH: 


Research Question One:  Among sexual minorities, are there significant differences 
between male and female reported rates of SH?


Heterosexist harassment.  Sexual minorities, in addition to encountering SH at the workplace, face another form of harassment which Waldo (1998) conceptualized as heterosexism, in which heterosexuality is normalized and privileged.  Heterosexist harassment (HH) would then be actions or words by a person or group that not only assume heterosexuality of all members of a group, but also attempt to mandate heterosexuality for all individuals.  This type of harassment can then be broken down into two categories: ambient and personal.  Ambient experiences of HH would include anything that is not personally targeted, yet could be classified as general homo-negativity in the workplace (e.g., anti-gay jokes), whereas personal experiences of HH (e.g., being called a "fag", "dyke", "queer") are more likely to reflect the harasser's perception of the individual as a sexual minority (Konik, 2005).  Because sexuality is not easily observed or inferred (Badgett 1996), it is important to note that heterosexist harassment in both personal and ambient forms can be experienced by anyone regardless of their sexual orientation.  


It is reported by men that the worst possible insult for a man is to be called a "homosexual," and women consider this the second worst insult which could be directed toward a man (Preston & Stanley, 1987).  Because of homosexuality’s stigmatized status, many heterosexuals wish to avoid being labeled gay or lesbian, and this concern is probably stronger among men in U.S. society (Kimmel, 1997).  Men's acts of homosexuality are seen as much more of a severe gender role violation than female acts of homosexuality (Kite & Whitely Jr. 1996).  Because of men's elevated status in society, not conforming to one's gender is a way of renouncing heterosexual male privilege.  Herek (2002) closely examined differences in attitudes toward gays and lesbians by heterosexuals, revealing that gay men are more likely to be perceived as child molesters, or as mentally ill, and less likely to receive support for adoption rights than lesbian women.   Herek explained that "heterosexuals tend to express more negative attitudes toward gay people of their same sex, this pattern occur[ing] mainly among men" (p. 58).


Female homosexual behavior is not seen as a severe violation by heterosexual men and women because of two reasons: the sexualization of lesbianism by heterosexual men and less strict gender roles for females (Kite & Whitely Jr. 1996).   Female homosexuality is often sexualized by men who fantasize about the idea of two women engaging in intimate relations, so heterosexual male views are often clouded by their sexual perception of lesbian women.  Herek (2003) explains, "the positive erotic value thus assigned to lesbianism by heterosexual men may counteract the general stigma associated with homosexuality, resulting in attitudes toward lesbians that are less negative than those of gay men" (p.169).  Secondly, female homosexuality is not seen as a way of renouncing privilege in the same way that men's homosexual acts are perceived, as females have a lower status in society and a more flexible gender role system, which contributes to why the "prejudice toward lesbians or engaging in lesbian behavior should not be as strongly culturally sanctioned" (p. 167).  It is hypothesized that in the present study, consistent with evidence reflecting greater prejudice and stigma toward homosexual men, that sexual minority males will encounter more acts of HH than sexual minority female employees.


Hypothesis One:  Among sexual minorities, male employees will experience more HH than female employees.  

Gender as a Moderator for Outcomes of SH and HH

Sexual harassment outcomes.  Research over the past two decades has documented numerous negative psychological and organizational outcomes of SH experiences.  Women who are sexually harassed at work report psychological and health outcomes including depression, anxiety, headaches, sleep disturbance, weight loss (or gain), and sexual dysfunction (Fitzgerald, 1993). Piotrkowski (1998) noted that exposure to gender harassment, the most frequently reported type of sexual harassment, was associated with increased distress and lower job satisfaction.  Harned and Fitzgerald (2002) identified sexual harassment as a contributing factor to eating disorder symptoms.  Moreover, Schneider, Swan, and Fitzgerald (1997) note that “harassment apparently does not have to be particularly egregious to result in negative consequences,” as women experiencing “mild” levels of harassment reported significant negative psychological and occupational outcomes (p. 410).  

Numerous occupational outcomes are also associated with experiences of SH at the workplace.  Organizational costs resulting from SH incidents include job loss, decreased worker morale, decreased job satisfaction, and higher levels of absenteeism (Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand, & Magley, 1997; Fitzgerald, 1993).  Gutek and Koss (1993) found that outcomes of SH also include a decreased commitment to the organization and increased chance of turnover.  On average, one out of every ten women who are sexually harassed will quit her job.  

The research reviewed above focused on the outcomes of SH only for women.  One study found that men who are sexually harassed typically report slightly less positive attitudes about their general and emotional health and more negative attitudes about their job than men who are not harassed (Stockdale, Visio, & Batra, 1999).    However, others contend that men typically do not experience SH in the same way that women do, so their psychological outcomes tend to differ (Parker & Griffin, 2002; Waldo, Berdahl, and Fitzgerald, 1998).  In certain contexts, behaviors such as name-calling may be appraised as offensive or threatening to a woman, while a similar behavior could be considered not at all offensive to a man (Parker & Griffin, 2002; Waldo, Berdahl, and Fitzgerald, 1998).  Some therefore argue that for most men, SH does not yield the severity of negative outcomes that it does for women.   

The negative outcomes associated with experiencing SH have been documented as being more severe for women than men (Parker & Griffin, 2002; Waldo, Berdahl, & Fitzgerald, 1998).  However, acts of SH in any of the types described above (i.e., sexual coercion, gender harassment, gender-conformity harassment, or unwanted sexual attention) may affect sexual minority males differently than non-sexual minority males.  Meyer (1995) notes, "A seemingly minor event, such as a slur directed at a gay man, may evoke deep feelings of rejection and fears of violence disproportionate to the event that precipitated them" (p. 142).  This makes it very difficult to generalize psychological outcomes of SH for all men to sexual minority men, as one’s status as a sexual minority could certainly exacerbate the effects of being harassed.  Acts of SH experienced by sexual minorities may be related to their sexual orientation, which itself can be seen as not conforming to one's gender (e.g., gender-conformity harassment).  This holds true especially for sexual minority males, who are often seen as gender role violators.  

Research indicates that sexual harassment leads to negative psychological and occupational outcomes for women, and sometimes for men.  It is hypothesized that men and women will experience negative mental health and occupational outcomes, given previous research on SH of women, and sexual minority males’ status as a minority.  An additional question remains again as to which gender will experience worse psychological and occupational outcomes from SH.  On one hand, women experience more SH in general, and this should only be exacerbated, not mitigated, by the dual minority status of female sexual minorities.  However, research indicates that men do experience harassment, which may be amplified for sexual minority men, who have less power and a lessened status due to their sexual orientation.  Additionally, men’s homosexuality may receive more social sanctions, as male homosexuality is seen as more severe in terms of gender conformity violations than female homosexuality.  Once again, due to factors indicating negative outcomes for each gender from SH, it is difficult to form a directional hypothesis at this time, so a research question results.   

Hypothesis Two:  Experiencing SH leads to negative mental health and occupational

outcomes.

Research Question 2:  Are there significant differences between male and female 
outcomes of SH? 

Heterosexist harassment outcomes.  Experiences of HH have not been looked at extensively, because of several factors discussed earlier, including the difficulty in obtaining a sample of sexual minorities who would be most likely to encounter HH in the workplace.  Waldo (1999) found that psychological outcomes for sexual minorities who experienced HH included increased levels of psychological distress, and increased physical health problems, which led to other outcomes such as the intention to quit, decreased job satisfaction, and lower levels of health satisfaction.  Deitch (2002) found that experiencing sexual orientation discrimination (a construct similar to direct acts of HH), was associated with decreased life satisfaction and increased anxiety and depression.  Ragins and Cornwell (2001) also examined experiences of sexual orientation discrimination as they related to negative occupational outcomes.  The experiences of perceived sexual orientation discrimination led to greater turnover intentions and decreases in job satisfaction, organizational commitment, organization-based self-esteem, satisfaction with opportunities for promotion, and career commitment.  The authors of this study also note that these results may be “conservative” in terms of the actual rates and outcomes of harassment, as most of the respondents of the study did not work in locations with laws prohibiting sexual orientation discrimination.

HH has been demonstrated to have negative outcomes for both genders, due to negative attitudes toward gay men and lesbian women (Ragins & Cornwell, 2001).  As noted earlier, studies on attitudes toward homosexuality conclude that attitudes toward male homosexuality are more severe than attitudes toward lesbianism.  It has also been noted that the worst insult for a man is to be considered “homosexual,” and whereas female homosexuality, while eroticized and sexualized, is not considered to be as negative by men or women.  Herek (2003) observed that when examining heterosexual attitudes toward gays and lesbians, men were more likely to accept discrimination against gay men than against lesbian women, and less likely to endorse civil rights for gay men.  Acts of HH serve to cement the notion for gay men that their position in society is more undesirable than heterosexuals and female sexual minorities.  Therefore, it is hypothesized that male sexual minorities will experience worse outcomes from HH than female sexual minorities.   

Hypothesis Three:  Experiencing HH will lead to negative mental health and occupational 

outcomes.

Hypothesis Four:  Males will experience worse outcomes from HH than females.
Method

Participants 


Sample One.  Administrators, faculty and staff at a public university in the Northwest were invited to participate in the 2004 Respectful Climate Survey (RCS), which comprises part of the data which will be analyzed in this study.  Employees' potential recruitment for participation was contingent on being: (1) employed in February, 2004, (2) a non-student employee, and (3) if temporary, employed at the university for at least five months.  


Participants received both an email and postal mail invitation from the university President inviting them to complete a survey online.  Approximately ten days later, they received a reminder/thank you postcard in the mail from the President's office.  Ten days after this contact, non-respondents were sent a paper version of the survey via postal mail.  To increase response rates, participants had the opportunity to win gift certificates to a local department store.  These strategies follow those proposed by Dillman (2000) to maximize survey responses.


Of the 2424 employees contacted, 1349 participated, yielding a response rate of 55.7%.  Over 98% of the individuals self-identified as completely heterosexual, and 1.7% of the participants self-identified as a sexual minority – gay, homosexual, lesbian, or bisexual.  Because this paper looks solely at the experiences of sexual minorities, analyses will focus on this 1.7% (n=24) of the RCS sample in conjunction with a second sample of sexual minority university employees.


Sample Two.  In order to obtain additional sexual minority university employee participants to supplement the sample from the RCS study, it was necessary to use “snowball sampling” techniques to sample sexual minority employees across the country in similar states to the one used in the RCS.  Based on data from various sources (i.e., 2000 U.S. Census, 2000 Presidential election results, Human Rights campaign data), a list of twenty states comparable to the Sample One state was generated based on being: (1) primarily rural, (2) predominately Euro-American, (3) majority Republican as indicated by votes in the 2000 Presidential election, and (4) without legislation prohibiting discrimination against sexual minorities.  


Snowball sampling (asking participants to recruit others from within their social networks) is the most common technique to recruit sexual minority participants in the research literature (Harry, 1990; Sell, 1996).  Sexual minorities are a population with a relatively low base rate (e.g., Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels, 1994 estimate that 3.1% of men and 1.4% of women in the U.S. identify as non-heterosexual).   Therefore employing standard procedures for representative sampling, such as random digit dialing, are not recommended (Harry, 1990).


Sexual minority faculty, administrators and staff from the twenty states were recruited via the email listserves of the American Psychological Association (APA) Division 35 (Society for the Psychology of Women) and Division 44 (Society for the Psychological Study of Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Issues).  Participants were also recruited from university gay, lesbian, and bisexual faculty and staff organizations via email, using the contact information provided on their university websites.  Recruitment messages characterized this as a study of workplace experiences and well-being.


Potential participants received a paper copy of the survey via postal mail to complete and return in a post-paid envelope.  Of the 346 surveys mailed out, 221 were received (64% response rate).  All identified as sexual minorities, which is logical, given the recruitment method. 


Sample One and Sample Two together (n=229) comprise the data that will be analyzed for this paper.  For this combined sample there were more female participants (64%) than male participants, which may be explained by a greater stigma placed on male homosexuality than female homosexuality (Herek & Capitanio, 1996), and a greater presence of women in APA divisions 35 and 44.  Three participants did not identify as male or female (e.g., identified as “transgender”) and were removed from analyses due to their small numbers.  Participants were predominately Euro-American (88.7%), and the average age for the combined samples was 41 with a range of 19 to 70.  

Measures

The Sample One and Sample Two surveys included a number of identical quantitative items and scales.  Respondents were asked to provide information regarding various aspects of their work environment, including job-related outcomes, psychological outcomes, incidence of workplace harassment, responses to harassment experiences, perceptions of policies and procedures, and other demographic and attitudinal variables.  Most relevant to this study were measures of gender and sexual orientation, experiences of harassment, and psychological and occupational outcomes.  Some of the measures were shortened from their original versions to reduce the overall length of the survey and maintain high response rates.  Intercorrelations and coefficient alphas for all scales appear in Table 1.  


Gender and sexuality variables.  Participants in Sample One self-reported their gender as male or female by marking an appropriate box on the survey.  The participants in Sample Two received a fill-in-the-blank gender question to accommodate participants who did not identify as male or female (e.g., “transgender” individuals).


Participants in Sample One and Sample Two received the same question regarding their sexual orientation: “How do you define your sexual orientation?”  Response options included: (1) Completely homosexual, lesbian or gay, (2) Mostly homosexual, lesbian, or gay, (3) Bisexual, (4) Mostly heterosexual, and (5) Completely heterosexual.  A fill-in-the-blank was also provided as the sixth response option.  In this study, I will only examine the data of respondents who chose response options 1, 2, 3, or indicated through option 6 that they were a sexual minority (e.g, "queer", "publicly and personally a lesbian most of the tim[e]," or "I am in a lesbian relationship…”).  


Harassment experience variables.  Items from Fitzgerald and colleagues' (1988) Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ) and Stockdale and Motoike's (2000) Men’s Sexually Harassing Experiences Scale (MSHE) were adapted to measure sexual harassment in this study.  The SEQ and MSHE are behaviorally-based, self-report measures that assess the frequency of exposure to sexual harassment in the workplace.  The response stem for these fourteen items read, “During the past year, has any university faculty, staff, administrator, or student…,” and was followed by a list of fourteen potentially harassing behaviors.  These items assessed four categories of SH experiences: gender harassment (5 items, e.g., "Made sexist remarks about people of your gender"), unwanted sexual attention, (4 items, e.g., "Stared at or leered at you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable"), sexual coercion (2 items, e.g., "Made you feel like you were being subtly bribed with some reward or special treatment to engage in sexual behavior"), and gender conformity harassment (3 items, e.g., "treated you negatively because you were not 'masculine enough' (if you’re male) or 'feminine enough' (if you’re female)".   Responses to the SEQ were measured using a 3-point scale, in which a response of “0” indicated that no harassment had taken place, and a response of “2” indicated that the respondent was harassed more than once or twice within the past year.  When studying the sexual harassment of men, Berdahl and colleagues (1996) revised the scale to include both men and women’s experiences of sexual harassment.  This study also revised the scale to assess SH for both genders.  The internal consistency for the original SEQ, written to assess female experiences of harassment, was .86 (Fitzgerald et al., 1988).  The internal consistency of the 14 items used in this study was .83.  This scale can be found in Appendix A.


To assess Heterosexist Harassment (HH), this study adapted five items from Waldo's (1998) Workplace Heterosexist Experiences Questionnaire (WHEQ), combined with three items developed for the present project.  In order to be applicable to all participants, questions from Waldo's original measure pertaining only to sexual minorities (e.g., "Ignored you in the office or in a meeting because you are gay/lesbian/bisexual") were not included in this study.  (Though this sample consists of only sexual minority employees, it is derived partly from the RCS study which contained heterosexual employees; therefore it was originally necessary to exclude items which pertained only to sexual minorities.)  Three items were created to capture forms of HH experienced by both sexual minorities and heterosexuals.  Anyone may be targeted with personal HH if they are perceived as a sexual minority (e.g.," Made homophobic remarks about you personally, regardless of your sexual orientation"), or may experience ambient HH in the form of general homonegativity in the workplace (e.g., "Displayed or distributed homophobic literature or materials in your office").  The coefficient alpha for the scale in this study was .79.  This scale can be found in Appendix B.


Psychological and occupational outcome variables.
Psychological well-being was measured using the depression and anxiety subscales of the Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI, Derogatis & Spencer, 1983).  These are widely-used subscales which ask participants to rate how frequently they experience various symptoms of depression and anxiety.  The depression subscale consists of six items, such as, "During the past week, have you been distressed by feeling no interest in things?"  The anxiety subscale contains six items, including, "During the past week, have you been distressed by feeling tense or keyed up.”  Each question has a five-point response scale ranging from not at all (0) to extremely (4).  Boulet and Boss (1991) reported that the internal consistency for these subscales is .89 (depression) and .86 (anxiety), respectively.  Coefficient alphas for the current study were .86 and .83 for the depression and anxiety scales, respectively.  I combined the subscales for the present project, yielding an alpha of .90.  This scale can be found in Appendix C.

Job withdrawal (i.e., turnover intentions) was measured with two items developed by Balfour and Wechsler (1996). These items read, "I often think about quitting this job" and "I will probably look for a new job during the next year."  Responses fall on a seven-point Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).  The coefficient alpha for the Job Withdrawal scale in this study was .72.

 To assess job satisfaction, the survey used three items from the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979; Seashore, Lawler, Mirvis, & Cammann, 1982).  On a 7-point Likert scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7), respondents described their level of agreement with statements consisting of “All in all, I am satisfied with my job” and “In general, I like working here” and “In general, I don’t like my job*” (*Indicates reverse coded item)  The coefficient alpha for this scale was .91.

The survey measured job burnout using twelve questions from the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI, Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001).  The OLBI assesses two dimensions of job burnout: exhaustion burnout (consequences from physical, affective, and cognitive strain) and disengagement burnout (e.g., distancing oneself from one's work).   Six questions were used to assess exhaustion burnout and six for disengagement burnout in this study.  An example from the exhaustion subscale is, "During my work, I often feel emotionally drained," and an example from the disengagement subscale is, "More and more often I talk about my work in a negative way."  While the original OLBI includes a four-point response scale, a seven-point Likert scale was used here ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7); this parallels the format of most other outcome measures in the survey, minimizing the cognitive demands placed on participants.  In this scale, coefficient alphas for exhaustion and disengagement and the aggregate measure were .78, .76 and .84, respectively.  This scale can be found in Appendix D.

Allen and Meyer (1990) defined affective organization commitment as “employees’ emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in, the organization” (p.1).  Employees with strong affective commitment remain with the organization because they wish to do so.  Affective Organizational Commitment was assessed using three items from Allen and Meyer’s (1990) Affective Commitment Scale (ACS).  An example from the scale was, “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.”  Each question had a seven-point likert scale to accommodate a wide range of responses from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).  The internal consistency for affective organizational commitment in this study was .74.  The items for this scale are located in Appendix E.  

Results


Of the 229 sexual minority employees, 6 participants’ responses were removed due to missing data with regard to experiences of SH and HH.  The following analyses are based on the remaining sample (n=225), which consisted of 144 female employees (64%) and 81 male employees (36%).  

Research Question One:  Are there significant differences between male and female 
reported rates of SH?


Using t-tests, male and female employees' experiences were compared to investigate significant differences in mean reported rates of harassment.  With regard to gender conformity harassment, gender harassment, unwanted sexual attention, sexual coercion, and the aggregate measure of all sexual harassment constructs, there were no significant gender differences.  The mean rates of all measures of SH by gender appear in Table 2.


Hypothesis One:  Male employees will experience more HH than female employees.

The reported mean rates of male and female experiences of HH were not significantly different.  Men and women experienced very similar rates of HH in this sample.  Additionally, there were no gender differences in mean rates of ambient and personal HH experiences.  The mean rates of all HH measures by gender appear in Table 2.  These results do not support Hypothesis One.  

Hypothesis Two: Experiencing SH leads to negative mental health and occupational

outcomes.


Research Question Two:  Are there significant differences between male and female 
outcomes of SH?

Each of the five outcomes were tested for main effects and interactions in relation to gender and SH, using regression analyses.  Gender and SH were tested for main effects and interactions as the independent variables, with each of the five outcomes serving as the dependent variable.  Main effects of SH were detected for intention to quit (β = .16, t (223) = 2.12, p < .05), job burnout (β = .21, t (223) =2.86, p < .01), and job satisfaction (β =  -.22, t (223) =-3.07, p < .01).  Lastly, there was no main effect of SH on psychological distress or affective commitment.  No interactions between gender and SH were detected for any outcome.  In sum, these analyses suggest that as SH increases, turnover intentions and job burnout increase while job satisfaction decreases.  These findings partially support Hypothesis 2.  The lack of interactions with gender suggest that relationships between SH and outcomes are similar for women and men.  

Hypothesis Three: Experiencing HH leads to negative mental health and occupational

outcomes.


Hypothesis Four: Men will report worse outcomes from HH than women. 

The same five outcomes were also tested for main effects and interactions in relation to gender and HH.  Gender and HH were tested for main effects and interactions as independent variables, with each of the five outcomes serving as the dependent variable.  Main effects of HH were detected for job burnout (β = .17, t (223) =2.34, p < .05) and job satisfaction (β = -.23, t (223) =-3.25, p < .01).  There were no main effects of HH on intention to quit, affective commitment, or psychological distress.  These analyses suggest that increases in HH correlate with increased job burnout and decreased job satisfaction.  This finding partially supports Hypothesis 3.  No interactions between gender and HH were detected for any of the outcomes, which fails to support Hypothesis 4.  






Discussion


This research examined two research questions and tested four hypotheses with regard to sexual minority experiences of harassment in the workplace.  The major findings of the study will be reviewed in this section, followed by the strengths and limitations of the study and implications for future research on SH and HH in sexual minority populations.  


Research Question One asked if there were significant differences between male and female sexual minority employees' reported incidence of SH.  The results of this study did not conclude that there were differences in reported rates of SH by gender.   Recent studies of males' experiences of sexual harassment indicate that SH is not as prevalent as females’ experiences of sexual harassment (Richman et al., 1999).  The lack of gender differences found here may be explained by two factors which are unique to this study: (1) the sample being made up of only sexual minority employees, and (2) the gender-neutral conceptualization of SH, which includes the construct of gender-conformity harassment.  Because there were no reported gender differences with regards to rates of SH, and given that this contrasts with nearly all prior studies on SH, it is suggested that sexual orientation ties heavily into being a target for sexual harassment.  This corresponds with Pryor and Whalen's (1997) examination of homo-anathema, which concludes that those who are assumed to be homosexual are a likely target for SH.  This present study indicates that past research showing females' reported rates of SH being much higher than males' rates, may not hold true in the case of sexual minorities, especially sexual minority males, whose rates of harassment are much higher than in previous studies on SH of men.   


Hypothesis One, which hypothesized that men would experience more HH than women, was not supported.  This hypothesis posited that male homosexuality would be a more severe gender role transgression, given Herek's (2003) reports on heterosexual attitudes toward male homosexuality, and would be reflected in higher rates of HH against male sexual minority employees.  However, males did not experience significantly more acts of personal or ambient HH compared to females.  


Hypothesis Two and Research Question Two examined the mental health and occupational outcomes of SH.  It was hypothesized that experiencing SH leads to adverse mental health and occupational outcomes for both male and female sexual minority employees.  Main effects were detected between SH and increased intention to quit, job burnout, and decreased job satisfaction.  A question remained as to whether these outcomes would be moderated by one's gender.  Interactions between gender and SH were tested for all outcomes, though none of the interactions were significant.  This suggests that male and female sexual minorities may have similar outcomes with regard to experiencing sexual harassment, which contrasts with what Magley, Waldo, Drasgow, and Fitzgerald (1999) found in their study on SH of male and female military personnel.  The study by Magley and colleagues, however, did not have a sample consisting of all sexual minorities, which appears to be a factor in the experience of SH.  It appears that previous SH research findings may not be generalizable for sexual minorities' experiences.    


The final two hypotheses posited that there are negative outcomes associated with experiencing HH, and hypothesized that both genders would experience adverse mental health from experiencing HH though men would experience worse outcomes than women.  Hypothesis One was partially supported, as HH was found to have a main effect on two of the outcomes: job burnout and job satisfaction.  The fact that there was no main effect between SH, HH and psychological distress contrast with prior research on SH and “sexual orientation discrimination”, a construct closely related to HH.  Hypothesis Two was not supported as there were no interactions among HH, gender and any of the outcomes, indicating that there were no significant differences in the way HH affected male and female sexual minorities.  


Results of this study conclude that more attention and research is needed in the examination of SH and HH among sexual minority employees.  Experiencing SH or HH leads to negative outcomes related to mental and occupational well-being.  Though it is not surprising that experiencing harassment would lead to negative outcomes, it is surprising that the harassment appeared to affect men and women similarly.  This runs counter to the past twenty years of research on SH in presumably heterosexual samples.  This indicates that sexual minorities may experience SH differently, especially for men, given previous research indicating SH to be a problem mainly for women.  Past studies concluded that SH is a prevalent problem for women, and can be a smaller problem for men; however, the present work shows that SH is a problem for all sexual minorities.


The analyses indicate that experiencing HH leads to negative outcomes for individuals, regardless of gender.  This finding is surprising, given recent research showing that attitudes toward sexual minority men are less favorable than attitudes toward sexual minority women, which would suggest that men would experience significantly more HH, and that the outcomes of HH would be worse for men.  This notion does not take into consideration that HH can occur in ambient forms, such as making "fag" jokes in the office, without necessarily targeting an individual.  One does not even have to be a sexual minority to experience such homonegativity in the workplace, nor does one have to be a sexual minority to encounter personal acts of HH, as HH stems from the perception of others’ sexual orientation by the harasser.  Heterosexism is a complex phenomenon, clearly deserving further study.  

Limitations and Future Directions


As in most studies, there were limitations and drawbacks to studying these people’s experiences.  Firstly, one’s sexual orientation is a sensitive subject, in which even discussing it at the workplace can be dangerous given how many states do not have laws protecting sexual minorities from discrimination.  Therefore it was very difficult to gather a sample of similar sexual minorities from across the country, in areas that were predominantly rural, Euro-American, and politically conservative.  The sample which was analyzed consisted of only 225 sexual minorities, which, when divided by gender, leaves even smaller samples of male and female sexual minorities.  Small samples yield low statistical power, which can make it difficult to detect significant differences in data, even if they happen to be actually present.


The results of the study are then less generalizable to others as they are predicated on a very specific group of individuals who, although demographically similar, may be very different from one another in other aspects of life.  Future studies on sexual minority employees in the workplace should examine more urban, liberal, ethnically diverse samples to gain a greater insight into how SH and HH affects sexual minorities from different walks of life.  Furthermore, by studying only university employees’ experiences of SH and HH, it follows that these participants are more likely to be well-educated, and have different experiences than people from other socioeconomic classes and occupational sectors.  It is important that SH and HH are examined in a variety of contexts. 

Summary and Conclusion  


In summary, this research presents evidence suggesting that sexual minority men and women are at equal risk for experiencing SH and HH.  Results run counter to many years of research on SH, particularly the SH of women.  Additionally, this research shows that there are negative outcomes associated with experiencing SH and HH, and that these outcomes are significant for individuals regardless of their gender.  Though this research did not demonstrate a gender difference in HH experiences and outcomes, it does show that HH is a prevalent problem that contributes to negative outcomes for sexual minorities.


Not only does this study replicate findings on harassment being detrimental to one’s health and occupational well-being, it also demonstrates a need to study sexual minorities, as their experiences may not be found in literature, and may not be generalized from previous research on non-sexual minorities.  It is hoped that future research will further address sexual minorities’ experiences of SH and HH in the workplace, as one’s sexual orientation may significantly impact the way in which harassment unfolds.
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Appendix A

Revised Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ)

Response Options:

0 = Never

1 = Once or twice

2 = More than once or twice

During the past year, has any university faculty, staff, administrator, or student:

Quid Pro Quo Harassment

1)  Made you feel like you were being subtly bribed with some reward or special    

     treatment to engage in sexual behavior


2)  Made you afraid that you would be treated poorly if you didn't cooperate sexually

Unwanted Sexual Attention


3)  Attempted to establish a romantic or sexual relationship despite your efforts to 
   

     discourage it


4)  Stared at or leered at you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable


5)  Touched you (for example, put an arm around you) in a way that made you feel

                 uncomfortable


6)  Made unwanted attempts to draw you into a discussion of sexual matters

Gender Harassment


7)  Displayed, used, or distributed sexist or suggestive materials


8)  Made sexist remarks about people of your gender


9)  Told sexually suggestive stories or offensive jokes


10) Made crude and offensive sexual remarks, either publicly or privately


11) Made offensive remarks about your appearance or body

Appendix A (continued)
Revised Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ)

Gender Conformity Harassment


12) Treated you negatively because you were not "masculine enough" (if you're a male)  

                  or "feminine enough" (if you're female)


13) Criticized you for not behaving "like a real man" (if you're male) or "like a woman 

       should" (if you're female)


14) Questioned your manhood (if you're male) or femininity (if you're female)

Appendix B

Heterosexist Harassment Scale

Response options:

0 = Never

1 = Once or twice

2 = More than once or twice

During the past year, has any university faculty, staff, administrator, or student:


1)  Told offensive jokes about lesbians, gay men or bisexual people (for example, "fag" 

      jokes)


2)  Made crude or offensive remarks about gay people (for example, saying they're sick")


3)  Called you a "dyke," "faggot," "fence-sitter" or some similar slur


4)  Physically hurt (e.g., punched, hit, kicked or beat) you because they thought you were 
  
     not heterosexual


5)  Displayed or distributed homophobic literature or materials in your office


6)  Made homophobic remarks about you personally (e.g., saying you were abnormal or 

     perverted) regardless of your sexual orientation


7)  Made you afraid that you would be treated poorly if you were open about your sexual 


     orientation


8)  Called someone else homophobic names (like "dyke," "fence-sitter," "faggot," etc.) in 
 
     your presence

Appendix C

Brief Symptom Inventory Depression and Anxiety Subscales

Response options:

0 = Not at all

1 = A little bit

2 = Moderately

3 = Quite a bit

4 = Extremely

During the PAST WEEK, have you been distressed by . . . 


Depression


1)  Thoughts of ending your life



2)  Feeling lonely



3)  Feeling blue



4)  Feeling no interest in things



5)  Feeling hopeless about the future



6)  Feelings of worthlessness


Anxiety



1)  Nervousness or shakiness inside



2)  Suddenly scared for no reason



3)  Feeling tense or keyed up



4)  Feeling fearful



5)  Spells of terror or panic



6)  Feeling so restless you couldn't sit still

Appendix D

Job Burnout Scale

Response options:

1 = Strongly disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Somewhat disagree

4 = Neutral

5 = Somewhat agree

6 = Agree

7 = Strongly agree

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Disengagement Burnout

1) I always find new and interesting aspects in my work*

2) More and more often I talk about my work in a negative way

3) Lately, I tend to think less during my work and just execute it mechanically

4) Sometimes I feel really disgusted with my work

5) I get more and more engaged in my work*

6) I cannot imagine another occupation for myself*

Exhaustion Burnout

1) There are days that I already feel tired before I go to work

2) I can stand the pressure of my work well*

3) After my work, I usually have enough energy for leisure activities*

4) During my work, I often feel emotionally drained

5) After work, I usually feel worn out and weary

6) When I work, I usually feel energized*

* Indicates reverse coded item

Appendix E

Affective Organizational Commitment Scale

Response options:

1 = Strongly disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Somewhat disagree

4 = Neutral

5 = Somewhat agree

6 = Agree

7 = Strongly agree

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 

job.  


1)  I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with [the university]


2)  I do not feel a strong sense of belonging with [the university]*


3)  [The university] has a great deal of personal meaning to me

* Indicates reverse coded item

Table 1

Intercorrelations and Coefficient Alphas for Harassment and Psychological and Occupational 

Outcomes Variables (n=225)

Variable 


      1
          2
   3              4               5               6             7

1. Sexual Harassment 
                .83

2. Heterosexist Harassment        .64**        .79

3. Psychological Distress           .12            .08            .90

4. Intention to Quit                     .14*          .09            .32**       .72 

5. Job Satisfaction    
              -.22**       -.22*         -.28**      -.72**         .91

6. Job Burnout     
               .22**         .16*          .48**       .65**        -.76**      .84

7. Organizational Commitment -.08           -.09           -.25**     -.54**         .59**     -.50**      .74  

Note.  Coefficient alphas are presented in boldface along the diagonal.  
*p < .05.  **p < .01

Table 2

Analysis of Mean Differences in SH and HH Subscales and Aggregate Scores by Gender 

                 



               Males                      Females

Harassment Measure
        


 M       SD
          M      SD      
     t (223)
Sexual Harassment
       


0.34    0.29     
         0.33    0.34              0.11    

Gender Conformity Harassment

0.17    0.37               0.19    0.41             -0.47

Gender Harassment 
       

            0.58    0.47               0.58    0.55              0.02

Unwanted Sexual Attention  

            0.21    0.33               0.19    0.30              0.42

Sexual Coercion

                        0.01    0.06               0.02    0.14            -0.70 

Heterosexist Harassment

            0.34    0.34     
         0.31    0.38              0.54


Ambient Heterosexist Harassment         
0.49    0.49               0.48    0.54              0.16

Personal Heterosexist Harassment                  0.18    0.30               0.15    0.29              0.85 
 

Table 3

Regression Analysis Summary for SH and Gender













    


Psychological Distress

         B

        SE B
         (  

  SH                                                                                    .17                     .14                .09

  Gender





      -.02 
         .09               -.01

  Interaction                                                                         .15                    .14               .08 













    


Job Satisfaction


          B
        SE B
        (
  SH                                                                                   -.91                     .30             -.22**

  Gender





        .35                     .18              .13

  Interaction                                                                         .03                    .30               .01 













    


Job Burnout



          B
         SE B                (  

  SH                                                                                     .63                     .22              .21**

  Gender





       -.12                    .13             -.06

  Interaction                                                                         .05                    .22               .02 













    


Intention to Quit


         B
                    SE B               (    

  SH                                                                                    .87                     .41              .16*             

  Gender





      -.32 
         .25             -.09

  Interaction                                                                        -.25                    .41             -.04 













    

Organizational Commitment


         B 
        SE B               (   

  SH                                                                                   -.41                     .34             -.09

  Gender





      -.13 
          .20             -.04

  Interaction                                                                         .17                    .34               .04 

Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001

Table 4

Regression Analysis Summary for HH and Gender












    


Psychological Distress

          B                   SE B
      (   

  HH                                                                                    .12                    .12              .07

  Gender





       -.01 
         .09             -.00

  Interaction                                                                         .02                    .12               .01 
















Job Satisfaction


           B
          SE B
        (     

  HH                                                                                    -.83                     .25            -.23***

  Gender





         .33                     .18              .12

  Interaction                                                                          .17                    .25               .05 
















Job Burnout



          B                    SE B
       (    

  HH                                                                                    .44                     .19              .17*

  Gender





       -.11 
         .13             -.06

  Interaction                                                                        -.11                    .19              -.04 












           



Intention to Quit


         B                     SE B                (    

  HH                                                                                    .64                     .35              .13            

  Gender





      -.28                     .25             -.08

  Interaction                                                                        -.54                    .35             -.11 












        

Organizational Commitment


         B                   SE B               (    

  HH                                                                                  -.53                    .29             -.13

  Gender





      -.15                    .20             -.05

  Interaction                                                                         .41                    .29              .10 

Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001
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