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ABSTRACT

CULTURAL FACTORS AS ASSOCIATES OF WORKPLACE SEXUAL
HARASSMENT PERCEPTIONS AND COPING PREFERENCES

Dingal, Didem
M.S., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Yonca Toker

October 2019, 111 pages

The present study examined the association of cultural variables which were
liberalism/conservatism,  uncertainty avoidance, ambivalent sexism, and
organizational climate related to workplace Sexual Harassment (SH) with perceiving
the ambiguous forms of social-sexual incidents namely sexist hostility, sexual
hostility, and insinuation of interest as SH. Women’s coping preferences for different
forms of SH were examined on an exploratory basis. Data were collected from 226
women and 154 men employers who were mostly white-color workers. Results
showed that there were no significant relationships between benevolent sexism and
participants’ perception of ambiguous SH forms in either sample. Hostile sexism had
small negative correlations with perceiving the composite ambiguous forms of SH,
sexual hostility, and insinuation of interest; while it had no correlation with sexist
hostility in the women sample. It had a small significant negative correlation with
sexist hostility in the men sample. Conservatism had a significant negative
correlation with perceiving only sexist hostility amongst women. Uncertainty

avoidance had a significant positive but small correlation with perceiving sexual
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hostility as a form of SH amongst women. Amongst men there were no associations
between conservatism and uncertainty avoidance with perceiving ambiguous forms
of SH. Finally, there were no significant associations between SH related
organizational climate and ambiguous SH forms for either sample. Results of
exploratory analyses showed that perceiving sexual hostility was correlated with a
preference for reporting to authorities and avoiding the harasser as coping
mechanisms; while perceiving sexist hostility correlated with an inclination towards

reporting to authorities and not avoiding the harasser.

Keywords: Workplace sexual harassment, ambivalent sexism, conservatism,

uncertainty avoidance, organizational climate
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KULTUREL DEGISKENLERIN IS YERINDE CINSEL TACIiZ ALGILARI VE
BASA CIKMA YONTEMLERI iLE ILISKIiLERI

Dingal, Didem
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Damgmant: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Yonca Toker

Ekim 2019, 111 sayfa

Bu c¢alismada liberalizm/muhafazakarlik, belirsizlikten ka¢inma, korumaci ve
diismanca cinsiyetcilik kiiltiirel degiskenleri ve cinsel taciz ile ilgili orgiitsel iklimin;
cinsiyet¢i diismanlik, cinsel diigmanlik ve ilginin imas1 gibi gorece daha muglak
cinsel taciz tiirlerinin algilanmasi tizerindeki etkisi incelenmistir. Ayrica, kadin
katilimeilarin  farkli cinsel taciz tiirleri karsisinda tercih ettikleri basa ¢ikma
mekanizmalari incelenmistir. Cogunlukla beyaz yakali, toplam 226 kadin ve 154
erkekten veri toplanmistir. Sonuglar, korumaci cinsiyetgilik ile gorece daha muglak
cinsel taciz tiirlerinin algilanmasi arasinda anlamli bir iliski olmadigin1 gostermistir.
Diismanca cinsiyetciligin, cinsel dliigmanlik ve ilginin imasinin algilamasiyla kiiciik
negatif korelasyonu varken; kadin 6rnekleminde cinsiyet¢i diismanlik ile anlamli
korelasyon bulunmamistir. Diismanca cinsiyetgiligin cinsiyetci diismanlikla sadece
erkek oOrnekleminde kiigiikk anlamli ve negatif korelasyonu bulunmustur.
Mubhafazakarlik, kadinlar arasinda yalnizca cinsiyet¢i diismanligr algilamakla 6nemli
bir negatif korelasyona sahiptir. Erkekler arasinda muhafazakarlik diizeyleri ile

gorece daha muglak cinsel taciz tiirlerinin algilanmasi arasinda higbir iliski
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bulunmamuistir. Belirsizlikten kaginma, kadinlar arasinda yalnizca cinsel diigmanligi
cinsel taciz olarak algilamakta anlamli ve kiiciik bir korelasyona sahiptir. Erkekler
arasinda belirsizlige tahammiilsiizliik ile ilgili anlaml1 bir iligki bulunamamistir. Son
olarak, erkekler veya kadinlar i¢in orgiitsel iklim ile gérece daha muglak cinsel taciz
tiirleri arasinda anlamli bir iligki bulunamamistir. Yapilan arastirmalarin sonuglarina
gore, cinsel diismanlig1 cinsel taciz olarak algilamak ile savunma mekanizmasi
olarak yetkililere bildirme ve tacizciden kaginma se¢me arasinda anlamli bir iliskili
oldugu gozlemlenmistir. Ote yandan, cinsiyet¢i diismanlig1 algilamak ile savunma
mekanizmas1 olarak yetkililere bildirme ve tacizciden kaginmamayi tercih etme

arasinda anlamli bir iligkili oldugu gézlemlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: is yerinde cinsel taciz, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik,

muhafazakarlik, belirsizlikten kaginma, 6rgiit iklimi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

Different forms of discrimination and violence against women have emerged
due to various factors such as socio-cultural constructions of gender dynamics,
perceptions of gender norms, power, law and policies. With the increasing presence
of women at various fields of business, workplace sexual harassment (SH) is one of
the forms of discrimination and violence that women have begun to face. SH toward
women at the workplace is an important issue to investigate since it is acknowledged
as a serious and pervasive human rights violation according to the results of studies
conducted around the world (Stop Violence Against Women, 2010). Turkey was
found as the country in Europe with the largest gender difference in employment
rates (Eurostat Statistics Explained, 2015). According to the data from the Fourth
European Working Conditions Survey in which around 30,000 workers from 31
countries were included, 6% of employed women reported being targets of SH in
Turkey, while this rate is lower than 1% in some European countries such as Italy
and Spain (Eurofound, 2007). As can be seen, even though women in Turkey have
lower rate of involvement in the labor force than women in European countries and
U.S.; likelihood of exposure to SH is higher in Turkey than Europe. In the light of
this information, it can be argued that SH in workplace is a substantial issue to work
on, especially in Turkey. The main aim of the present study is to investigate
employees’ perceptions of SH in the workplace in Turkey by taking into account
several cultural factors and SH-related organizational climate. In addition, such

factors’ predictive role on women’s coping preferences were investigated.



1.2 Perceiving Workplace Social-Sexual Incidents as Sexual Harassment and the
Role of Culture

Many researchers addressed the definition and the scope of the concept of
workplace SH. For instance, as one of the pioneers of the SH concept MacKinnon
(1979) stated that “Sexual harassment... refers to the unwanted imposition of sexual
requirements in the context of a relationship of unequal power” (as cited in Till,
1980). Despite the existence of many other different definitions of the SH concept, it
was not accepted as a legal concept until the Civil Rights Act of 1964 passage and
until its definition was made in 1980. The most widely-accepted and well-known
definition of MacKinnon (1979) accepted by the U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) recognized that SH consists of two broad behavior
classes; “quid pro quo harassment” which involves experiences of job-related threats
or benefits in exchange for sexual collaboration and ‘“hostile environment
harassment” which involves individual experiences of undesirable and assailant sex-
related physical or verbal behavior without involving any job related threats or
benefits (EEOC, 1980; as cited in Fitzgerald, 1993).

Debates about the conceptualization of SH (Fitzgerald, Gelfand, & Drasgow,
1995; MacKinnon, 1979; Nye, Brummel, & Drasgow, 2014) led to different SH
taxonomies. For instance, in the light of content analysis of women’s individual
experiences, Till (1980) divided SH behaviors into five distinct categories, which are
“Generalized sexist remarks or behavior (gender harassment); inappropriate and
offensive, but essentially sanction-free sexual advances (seductive behavior);
solicitation of sexual activity or other sex-linked behavior by promise of rewards
(sexual bribery); coercion of sexual activity by threat of punishment (sexual
coercion); and sexual assaults”. In order to assess SH experiences Fitzgerald et al.
(1988) developed the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ) by using Till’s
(1980) categorization of SH. According to the results of analysis, it seemed that there
were three factors which were gender harassment, unwanted sexual attention, and
sexual coercion. While seductive behaviors and sexual assault dimensions in Till’s
categorization were included in unwanted sexual attention; sexual bribery and sexual

coercion dimensions were included in the sexual coercion category, according to this
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analysis. If those three general dimensions are categorized according to the U.S. legal
definition of SH, sexual coercion is viewed as “quid pro quo harassment”, while
unwanted sexual attention and gender harassment are viewed as “hostile environment
harassment” (Kabat-Farr & Cortina, 2014). Finally, according to the structure
analysis of Sexual Experiences Questionnaire Department of Defense (SEQ-DoD),
which was developed by Fitzgerald and colleagues (1999), a four-factor
categorization was reported. Those categories are sexual coercion and bribery,
unwanted sexual attention (including physical offenses), sexual hostility, and sexist
hostility.

Just as it is the case that all disturbing behaviors are not acknowledged as SH,
it is also the case that all types of behaviors attributed to SH do not have the same
severity. According to the different classifications of SH types, studies showed that
SH includes different types of behaviors or attitudes and some of those behaviors
such as using gender discriminatory language while talking to women seem milder
than the others such as wanting sexual cooperation in return for work related reward
or punishment (Fitzgerald, Magley, Drasgow, &Waldo, 1999; MacKinnon, 1979;
Till, 1980). Former studies found that there is discrepancy between perceiving the
“quid pro quo harassment” and “hostile environment harassment” types. Studies
showed that while nearly all individuals perceived quid pro quo harassments as SH
(Frazier, Cochran, & Olson, 1995); hostile environment harassment is not perceived
as SH by some individuals (Thacker, 1992; as cited in Toker and Stimer, 2010). It is
obvious that some factors impact the perception of SH behavior; since one of two
different people can appraise the same behavior as SH; while the other one does not
perceive it as SH.

At that point, the issue comes to the point of the antecedents and
consequences of perceiving workplace SH. It seems like some people are more
inclined to perceive certain kinds of behaviors as SH, while others do not perceive
those same behaviors as SH. Hence, for years another focus of SH studies has been
finding the reasons of perceptional differences. Gender (Rotundo, Nguyen, &
Sackett, 2001), personal variables such as gender role attitudes, self-esteem, and

negative affectivity (Toker, & Stimer, 2010) and types of sexually oriented behaviors
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(Sheffey & Tindale, 1992) are some of the variables that have been investigated in
the former academic studies. In addition to antecedents, examining health,
psychological or work-related consequences of workplace SH has been another topic
in the scope of former studies (Buchanan, & Fitzgerald, 2008; Dionisi, Barling, &
Dupré, 2012; Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand, & Magley, 1997; Schneider,
Swan, & Fitzgerald, 1997). It was reported that the coping preferences of people also
differ (Cortina, & Wasti, 2005; Wasti, & Cortina, 2002) and those preferences might
be a buffer for bad consequences. Hence, besides the fact that people have different
SH perceptions, they have different coping mechanisms in the face of SH. As can be
seen from the former knowledge, the scope of SH studies is quite broad, and the
number of studies is ample; however, there are still important issues which should be
investigated in the SH literature.

Within the context of the present study it is thought that culture with its
interiorized norms, rules, and traditions can impact SH perceptions of individuals,
and in turn their coping preferences. Even though SH literature has been continuing
to develop from past to present, the number of cross-cultural studies is still rare.
Indeed, most of the leading studies in the literature had been conducted in the US or
some European countries by using samples from those cultural backgrounds. As
Zimbroff (2007) argues, the key features to determine which behaviors will or will
not be perceived as SH are linked to cultural values and beliefs; hence, SH should be
comprehended in relation to such culture specific factors. For example, according to
the study conducted by Limpaphayom, Williams and Fadil (2006), data were
collected from students both in USA and Thailand in order to assess their perception
about sexual harassment behavior. Study results showed that USA students evaluate
quid pro quo situations, in which harassment affects one’s employment, as SH; on
the other hand, Thai students evaluate behaviors which lead to a hostile and offensive
environment also as sexual harassment. Moreover, different from USA students, Thai
students viewed sexual jokes and language as a form of sexual coercion. It can be
said that culture with its lots of different dynamics may alter people’s perceptions
toward SH. However, the issue mostly depends on which dimensions of culture are

predictive to determine SH perceptions.



There are different studies in the SH literature in which culture was
investigated from different points. It is stated that even though the overall harmful
consequences of workplace SH on women was constantly reported across different
cultures, measurement, structure, and interpretation of SH can change according to
the cultural context (Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007). Differences on the measurement
and structure of SH in the Turkish culture compared to other cultures is explained in
the SH part of this paper. However, since the present study mainly focused on the
cultural differences affecting the perception of SH, it is important to know what kind
of cultural determinants need to be investigated in this area. In the present study,
ambivalent sexism, liberal/conservative attitudes, and uncertainty avoidance were
defined as cultural dimensions to be investigated.

In the study conducted by Ulusoy, Swigart, and Erdemir (2011), perception
of SH among students of medicine in Turkey as a Middle Eastern culture was
investigated which was a subject already studied in the U.S., Europe and Asia. The
study by Ulusoy et al. aimed to identify SH faced by woman doctors in a hospital by
male patients or their relatives. Researchers stated that as a society in which the
majority is conservative and hierarchy is recognized, culture showed its impact when
researchers tried to reach woman doctors to fill in the questionnaires. When the
potential participants had heard the topic of that study, they denied participating in
by saying that they did not experience such a harassment even though they did
experience it. Even though this study did not make a cross-cultural comparison,
authors argued that some cultural aspects such as patriarchy, power and socio-
cultural aspects affected the way people evaluate SH. In another study from the
Turkish literature, perceptional differences on the three more ambiguous forms of
SH; namely sexist hostility, sexual hostility, and insinuation-of-interest, were
compared between the US and Turkish cultures by taking some cultural variables
into consideration (Toker, 2016). In this study, the author argued that some cultural
dimensions in Turkey, such as the high-context culture, traditional societal norms
and values which are mostly evaluated as conservative, high ambivalent sexism
levels and uncertainty avoidance levels, might be related to perception differences

between these two cultures. According to the results of this study, as expected sexist
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hostility was perceived more sexually harassing; while sexual hostility and
insinuation of interest were perceived less sexually harassing by US participants than
Turkish participants. Moreover, at the end of the study it is argued that because the
above-mentioned cultural characteristics had not been measured for individuals,
within-group variations could not be assessed. Hence, it might be expected that those
characteristics create differences on SH perceptions within groups. Based on the
study’s suggested future investigation, employees’ conservatism, ambivalent sexism,
and uncertainty avoidance levels — at the individual level - are investigated in relation
to SH perceptions in this study.

In the present study, in addition to the abovementioned cultural
characteristics, organizational climate was investigated as another predictive
characteristic of perception differences. Organizational climate might be an essential
determinant of how people perceive SH especially within the more conservative
cultures. For instance, in a study, researchers tested a conceptual model of SH
empirically. As well as psychological, physical and work-related consequences of
SH; antecedents which are organizational climate and job-gender context were
examined (Fitzgerald et al., 1997). Study results showed that when women think that
their organization is tolerant toward SH; in other words when they believe that
complaining about SH is hazardous, that the organization would not take those
complaints seriously and would not be willing to punish perpetrators, they stated
higher level of SH experiences. However, researchers also stated that these findings
might also be a result of the women’s sensitivity toward SH and for that reason they
might give biased ratings to items. According to those results, it can be said that
women’s evaluation of SH is already affected by some factor, and the organizational
climate itself can be one of those factors. That means, working women’s awareness
of whether the organization has protective measures and if it is implementing
policies in the face of SH, and whether those behaviors are tolerated in the
organization affect their perception of SH. Because of that reason, organizational
climate is another variable which was investigated in the present study.

Finally, in the present study coping preferences against different SH types

were investigated. As explained in the coping preferences section it is known that
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there are different coping mechanisms people prefer to use against SH and five of
them which are avoidance, denial, negotiation, advocacy seeking, and social coping,
were identified for Turkish women by Wasti and Cortina (2002). Hence, it is
important to emphasize that the present study was expected to contribute to the
existing literature by examining the effects of cultural dimensions which are
ambivalent  sexism, conservatism/liberalism,  uncertainty avoidance and
organizational climate awareness in the Turkish culture on the SH perceptions; and
in turn on the coping preferences.

1.3 Sexual Harassment Forms

As mentioned before, all abovementioned categorizations about the SH types
were mostly studied in western cultures, especially in U.S. Therefore, it was
suggested that there may be some cross-cultural variations in the perception of SH by
the women from different countries and cultures. For example, in the study
conducted by Toker and Siimer (2010), they investigated the behaviors Turkish
women perceived as SH by developing Social-Sexual Incidents Questionnaire
(SSIQ). Although in the pre-study a 5-factor structure of SH was found, Turkish
women did not perceive all those factors as SH at the same level. According to the
results participants did not perceived Sexist Hostility as a form of SH, while they
perceived Physical Sexual Offense, which includes physically close behaviors such
as sitting closely, using physical force to become closer, trying to kiss, looking the
sexual parts of women, and Sexual Bribery and Coercion, which includes job-related
threats of rewards in return to sexual association, as definitely severe forms of SH;
and Insinuation of Interest and Sexual Hostility as moderately severe forms of SH.

In the scope of the present study, the three more ambiguous forms of SH
dimensions, which was found in Toker and Siimer’s (2010) study, was examined.
Those more ambiguous forms of SH which was not perceived as SH or was not
perceived as severe forms of SH by Turkish women are Sexist Hostility, Insinuation
of Interest and Sexual Hostility. Insinuation of Interest mostly includes implying an
interest toward women and to desire a romantic relationship, without any explicit
sexual content. For example, addressing the woman with affectionate words such as

“my dear” and continuously demanding a date with the woman are some behaviors in
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that category. Sexual Hostility is mostly about being subjected to sexuality with
verbal or visual means. Sexual jokes, mentioning about pornography and sexuality,
presenting sexual materials are some example behaviors of this category. Finally,
Sexist Hostility dimension is related to gender discriminatory behaviors such as
evaluating woman’s career as worthless, thinking that women’s ideas are
insignificant and referring to women with improper language (Toker & Siimer,
2010). It is important to note that for those three subtle forms of SH; perception
means are lower, and variances are wider than the other two forms amongst samples
of women; that means those forms of SH are relatively more ambiguous when they
are compared to the Physical Sexual Offense and Sexual Bribery and Coercion
factors.

The present study focuses on perceiving these three ambiguous forms of
social-sexual incidents as SH. Individual-level variations in the cultural
characteristics identified and SH-related organizational climate are potential
predictors of especially such ambiguous forms due to variations in perceiving them
as SH, even amongst women employees.

1.4 Ambivalent Sexism

Two of the factors which were investigated in this study are the dimensions
of ambivalent sexism which are Benevolent Sexism (BS) and Hostile Sexism (HS).
Glick and Fiske (1996), who are the pioneers of the ambivalent sexism concept,
stated that sexism, which is defined as hostility toward women, has some aspects
lacking in its definition. They defended the idea that positive feelings toward women
may go along with the sexist attitudes; thus, sexism should be conceptualized as a
multidimensional concept. In their well-know and accepted Ambivalent Sexism
conceptualization, they mentioned two types of sexism which are HS and BS. HS, on
the one hand, was defined as traditional sexist antipathy or hostile sexuality, which
promotes dominance and superiority of males. On the other hand, BS was defined as
attitudes which are not only sexist in nature due to seeing women stereotypically and
restricting their roles but also positive due to revealing prosocial and intimacy-
seeking behaviors. However, Glick and Fiske (1996) stated that even though BS

seems positive, they did not appraise it positively, since it substantially includes the
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dominance of male and conventional stereotypes for women-men relationships. For
that reason, in the long run its consequences are also harmful. Finally, they stated
that people can hold those two sexism types at the same time; hence, dimensions of
ambivalent sexism are not conflicting or unconnected.

In the SH literature, impacts of BS on gender-related issues had been
investigated by many studies from different points. For instance, some researchers
examined whether the relationship between authoritarianism and engaging in SH
behaviors was mediated by some variables including hostile and BS (Begany &
Milburn, 2002); while the others investigated the relationship between HS and BS
and attitudes toward abuse, specially wife abuse (Glick, Sakalli-Ugurlu, Ferreira, &
Souza, 2002). Those studies mainly showed that hostile and BS have an impact on
those gender-related issues, even though hostile sexism’s impact is higher than BS.

In their study Glick, Fiske, Mladinic, Saiz, Abrams, Masser, ... and Lopez,
(2000) stated that the more a nation has higher levels of hostility, the more women as
compared to men reported BS. This finding is coherent with the opinion that women
use BS as a self-defense mechanism and adopt it, if the sexism level of a culture is
high. That means, to a certain extent, sexism is a culture-related phenomenon and it
can be expected to impact women’s perception of SH, so Turkish women may react
differently to SH behaviors depending on their hostile and BS levels.

Secondly, BS is positively associated with women’s traditional homemaker
role which is evaluated as positive by men; while, HS is associated with
nontraditional female roles such as career women which is evaluated as negative by
men (Glick and Fiske, 1997). Based on the abovementioned idea, Sibley and Wilson
(2004) tested men’s hostile and benevolent attitudes toward different stereotypes of
women in terms of sexual female subtypes such as chaste and promiscuous. As
expected, and consistent with the abovementioned idea, researchers found that men
showed higher HS but lower BS toward the women who portrayed a negative sexual
female stereotype; while they showed exact opposite attitudes toward women who
portrayed a positive sexual female type. Therefore, because career women are
evaluated negatively by men and exposed to HS more, women may also interiorize

those types of stereotypes which are brought from cultures and show BS or HS
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toward their counterparts. It is important to know whether or not those benevolent
and hostile attitudes of women are associated with their perception of SH in the
workplace which career women who are evaluated as having nontraditional female
roles are mostly involved.

Finally, the effects of hostile and BS on SH perceptions were investigated in
the literature; however, those findings came from mostly other cultures. For instance,
in their study Wiener, Hurt, Russell, Mannen, and Gasper (1997) examined whether
or not the perception of SH changes according to the reasonable woman or
reasonable person standards when two different SH scenarios were given to the
participants. Reasonable person (woman) standard means that participants were
given the information of “hostile work environment SH results when an employee is
subjected to unwelcome sexual conduct that a reasonable person (woman) would
view as sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions of employment and
create an abusive work environment”. Most importantly, in this study dimensions of
ambivalent sexism were used to see their impact on perception differences for both
gender groups. Hence, differently from some other studies both men and women’s
HS and BS were also assessed. According to the results of this study, female
participants found the cases more unwelcome than did male participants, while
participants low in HS also found the cases more unwelcomed than participants who
had moderate or high levels of HS. For the interaction effect it was found that
participants high on HS thought harassers’ behaviors to be less severe, less
unwelcome and less likely to create negative work impact; while participants high on
BS thought those conducts as more severe (only under the reasonable person
standard not in the reasonable woman standard). To sum up, that study showed that
HS and BS levels of participants showed different effects on the perception of SH
environment according to the gender of participants and victim’s gender.

In another study, without using different standards like reasonable women,
nearly the same conclusions were reached. Russell and Trigg (2004) investigated the
impact of gender, gender roles (masculinity and femininity), ambivalent sexism, and
social dominance orientation on SH tolerance of participants. It was found that, as

expected women were less tolerant to SH when compared to men; moreover,
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ambivalent sexism and hostility toward women explained the majority of variance on
tolerance to SH. That means, sexism is a better predictor of SH perception than
gender in a way that both men and women tolerated SH if they have higher levels of
sexism. Moreover, there are some studies from the Turkish literature in which
ambivalent sexism and SH were investigated. Sakalli-Ugurlu, Salman, and Turgut
(2010) examined the association between ambivalent sexism, ambivalence toward
men and Turkish men and women’s attitudes toward SH. In this study attitudes
toward seeing SH because of provocative behaviors of women (ASHPBW) and
attitudes toward viewing SH as a trivial matter (ASHTM) were also examined. In
terms of the impact of ambivalent sexism and ambivalence toward men, findings
showed that for both Turkish women and men, HS (Bwomen = .36, twomen = 4.27, Pwomen
<. 01; PBmen = .43, tmen = 3.74, pmen < .01) and benevolence toward men (Bwomen = .27,
twomen = 2.55, Pwomen <. 01; PBmen = .37, tmen = 2.49, Pmen <. 01) are predictors of
ASHPBW,; on the other hand, for men HS (Bmen = .31, t = 2.37, p <.01) and BS (Bmen
= -54,t = -3.92, p < .01) predicted their ASHTM, while they did not predict
women’s ASHTM.

Even though the aim of present study is different from foregoing example
studies, those findings can lead for the hypothesized model. It can be expected that
hostile and benevolent attitudes and the level of those attitudes may have an impact
on perceptions toward more ambiguous forms of SH. Therefore, in the light of
above-mentioned information;

Hypothesis 1a: BS level of participants will have small positive associations
with perceiving Sexist Hostility, Insinuation of Interest and Sexual Hostility as forms
of SH

Hypothesis 1b: HS level of participants will have moderate negative
associations with perceiving Sexist Hostility, Insinuation of Interest and Sexual
Hostility as forms of SH.

1.5 Conservatism

Besides ambivalent sexism, conservatism as a factor was thought to be a

variable which may affect SH perceptions. However, as to my knowledge there is no

study in the literature in which the impact of conservatism on SH perceptions was
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directly investigated. Furthermore, conservatism is a difficult factor to measure its
impact; because this topic has been defined and conceptualized under lots of
different sub-dimensions. For instance, their study in which five different scales of
liberalism and conservatism were compared, Hicks and Wright (1970) stated that
there are at least four sub-dimensions of conservatism which are named as economic,
political, religious, and esthetic. It is obvious that the meaning of the terms of
conservatism and liberalism change across contexts in which they are used.

As a general term, conservatism is defined as a social attitude in which the
dominant values of a social sphere where people live in are internalized. Moreover, it
is stated that people who are high on conservatism usually withstand change, want to
continue the status quo, and protect the social order; on the other hand people who
are high on liberalism promote oncoming change; they think that this change should
be legal, admissible and should not ruin social order (Pienaar, Beukes, & Esterhuyse,
2006). Moreover, Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, and Sulloway (2003) stated that
resistance to change and opposition to equality, which are the features that decrease
feelings of uncertainty and threat, were two core constituents of political
conservatism. That means differences between left and right ideologies comprise
some psychological roots in a way that hierarchy and stability ensure reassurance and
structure; while equality and change mean unpredictability and confusion (Jost,
Napier, Thorisdottir, Gosling, Palfai, & Ostafin, 2007). When conservatism and
liberalism are evaluated in terms of moral values; Graham, Haidt, and Nosek (2009)
found that liberal people were mostly concerned about harm and fairness related
issues; while conservative people were concerned about in-group, authority and
purity related issues of moral dimensions. That means, in accordance with the
abovementioned features liberals defend that people can do what they want only if
their actions are fair, legal and do not harm others; whereas conservatives give
importance to the in-group identity, maintenance of the authority, and purity.

With those features it can be said that conservatism/liberalism may reflect on
the gender roles and have important impacts on lots of different gender related issues
including SH. For instance, Favreau (1997) stated liberalists try to exterminate social

inequalities based on gender and race; while conservatives try to continue those
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biologically determined inequalities. Since SH toward women at the workplace
sometimes may imply the need of maintaining hierarchy and inequality; it can be
defended that conservatism and liberalism also have an impact on this issue. When
women take more and more place in the professional life and they move from the
stereotypical women roles to career women, highly conservative people may feel that
the hierarchical relationship and the inequality between men and women are
damaged. Besides committing SH behaviors toward women, perceiving SH
behaviors can also be affected by those attitudes. It can be expected that women who
have conservative attitudes may admit the inequality between genders and hierarchy,
resists the change of those defined roles, and define their role in workplace in
accordance with those beliefs. Therefore, they may perceive some more ambiguous
behaviors as related to the different gender roles of women and men instead of SH.
Some studies from the literature supported this idea. For instance, Malovich and
Stake (1990) found that students who had traditional sex-role attitudes were more
tolerant of SH behaviors (F (1, 216) = 9.09, p < .01); while, students who had
nontraditional attitudes were less tolerant. Toker (2003) found that women who had
more conservative attitudes towards women’s gender roles in terms of their
educational rights, marital roles, appropriate courtship and sexual behavior perceived
physical sexual assault (B = .18) and sexual bribery and coercion (f = .18) as less
sexually harassing. Apparently conservative attitudes toward sex roles increase the
proneness to legitimize coercive sexual behavior by evaluating men’s sexually
aggressive behaviors as appropriate (Baker, Terpstra, & Larntz, 1990); while women
who have conservative attitudes about sex roles perceived fewer behaviors as SH
(Klemmack and Klemmack 1976; as cited in Baker et al., 1990). According to the
abovementioned information, conservative/liberalist attitudes are expected to
influence SH perceptions of Turkish women in workplace.

Hypothesis 2: Participants who have higher levels of Conservatism will be
less likely to perceive Sexist Hostility, Insinuation of Interest and Sexual Hostility as

forms of SH with a small effect size.
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1.6 Uncertainty Avoidance

Hofstede, in his Cultural Dimension Theory, mentioned four dimensions of
national culture which are power distance, individualism, uncertainty avoidance and
masculinity. They are described as the values which differentiate the countries from
each other and show the way to cope with some problems such as inequality and
uncertainty. With time some additions were made and two other dimensions which
are Long-Term Orientation and Indulgence versus Restraint were added (Geert
Hofstede, n.d.). The concern of this study was the Uncertainty Avoidance dimension
among the above stated dimensions.

Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov (2010) defined uncertainty avoidance as
“the extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by ambiguous or
unknown situations”. Moreover, it is argued that this feeling is manifested by
nervous stress and written, or unwritten rules are needed. They argued that for
diminishing the anxiety created by ambiguity, every society found ways pertaining to
different domains of life such as technology, law, and religion. Accordingly,
technology helps people avoid uncertainties originating from nature; while rules and
laws protect people from uncertainties caused by other people’s behaviors. Finally,
religion makes people feel somewhat in control of an unknown personal future.

According to this conceptualization of UAI, it can be said that as an
inadequately defined concept in the eyes of many members of society, SH behaviors
may also create uncertainty especially at the workplace. Tavakoli, Keenan, and
Cranjak-Karanovic (2003) stated that members of high uncertainty avoidance
cultures are more likely to evaluate unethical violations as severe. For instance, in the
study conducted by Parboteeah, Bronson, and Cullen (2005) they hypothesized that
as a cultural dimension uncertainty avoidance was positively correlated with
justifying unethical behaviors and their hypothesis was rejected. Furthermore,
according to the results, Turkey’s score on willingness to justify ethically suspect
behaviors was the lowest one as compared to 20 other countries. That means
Tavakoli and colleagues (2003) assumption might be expected for Turkish
participants who are from a culture high on uncertainty avoidance which is 85 points
over 112.
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Furthermore, since according to Hofstede (2001) people from high
uncertainty avoidant cultures do not tolerate ambiguity while perceiving other
people, they can be more aggressive in their communication and try to avoid others
when they perceive threatening situations (Merkin, 2006; as cited in Merkin 2012).
They argued that people should be less likely to tolerate workplace SH if they are
members of cultures with high uncertainty avoidance. As to my knowledge, there is
not enough study in which impact of uncertainty avoidance was investigated on the
SH issues, because researchers mostly investigated other dimensions of Hofstede
such as individualism/collectivism  (Dohi &  Fooladi, 2008) and
masculinity/femininity (Jekni¢, 2014; as cited in Siddiqi & Shafiq, 2017). Therefore,
it is essential to investigate the uncertainty avoidance dimension’s impact on SH
perceptions as an unexplored issue.

The extant SH literature mostly comes from countries with low uncertainty
avoidance levels such as the US (46), United Kingdom (35), Sweden (29) and
Netherlands (53), whereas Turkey has a very high uncertainty avoidance level which
is 85 (Hofstede et al., 2010). In accordance with the previous notions, it can be
expected that women employed in Turkey try to make sense of ambiguous behaviors,
worry about the exact meaning of those behaviors, try to avoid ambiguous messages;
and thus those who have higher uncertainty avoidance levels perceive behaviors
more sexually harassing. Even though, Turkey was found high on uncertainty level
as a country; of course, there can be within culture variations at the uncertainty level;
in turn employees’ perception of SH behaviors. In the light of all of that information,
it is very likely that the more ambiguous forms of social-sexual behaviors will be
perceived as SH by employees high on uncertainty avoidance.

Hypothesis 3: Participants who have higher levels of uncertainty avoidance
will be more likely to perceive Sexist Hostility, Insinuation of Interest and Sexual
Hostility as forms of SH with a small effect size.

1.7 Organizational Climate

Organizational climate was defined by Parker and colleagues (2003) as how

individuals perceive their workplace, including workplace related policies, practices,

and procedures (as cited in Buchanan, Settles, Hall, & O'connor, 2014).

15



Organizations have the significant opportunity to hinder the occurrence of SH, since
the best single predictor of the incidents of SH in organizations has been the SH
climate (Willness et al., 2007). It is argued that climate is important both at the
organizational and cultural levels, because Sigal and Jacobsen (1999) argued that
“climate” either in terms of country overall or organization specific is associated
with SH. Country-level or organization-level climate were said to be related to the
attitudes which either promote (or not condemn obviously) SH or explicitly and
absolutely discourage SH by establishing some policies. Sigal and Jacobsen also
mentioned that if countries show passive or even encouraging attitudes toward SH, it
is not possible that placing any policies prohibiting SH could decrease the incidence
rates of SH.

It is known that the US, where most of the leading SH literature has
accumulated, has more detailed laws and legal sanctions about workplace SH,
whereas Turkey has a legal gap related to workplace SH and is behind the US in
terms of SH laws, policies and their implementation at the workplace. For instance,
on the contrary to Turkey, in the US, sex discrimination harassment was also
included in the legal definitions as a way of SH or “unwelcome sexual advances,
requests for sexual favors, and other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual
nature...”. (EEOC, 2019). Furthermore, SH violates Title VII of the Civil Right Act
which contains the notion of “prohibits employment discrimination based on race,
color, religion, sex and national origins”, according to the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (2008; as cited in Pina, Gannon, & Saunders, 2009). On
the other hand, according to the TR Labor Code (Is Kanunu, 2003) and Penal Code
(Tirk Ceza Kanunu, 2004) SH was recognized within the law by including the cases
that can be faced in employment area, family and education; however sex
discrimination was not covered by this definition. Even though with the National
Action Plan Gender Equality, 2008 — 2013 Plan (KSGM, 2008) Labor Code against
workplace gender discrimination was published; SH was not covered by this plan.
Therefore, obviously Turkish laws and policies show some differences from US’s,

consequently in the cultural level SH climate show also differences. Those
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differences may alter the perception, evaluation, and reactions of members of those
two cultures toward SH as some scholars mentioned.

As countries’ strictness while enacting and implementing law and policies
may reflect how much organizations within this country will take those law and
policies seriously; those laws and policies designate the organizational climate
toward SH incident, perception, evaluation and reaction. For instance, in the study
conducted by Williams, Fitzgerald, and Drasgow (1999), it was found that SH related
organizational practices such as implementation practices, resources, and training
had significant positive effect on harassment incidence in the military for both men
(F (1, 2766) = 154.76, p < 01, R? = .150) and women (F (I , 10321) = 1203.88, p <
.01, R = .057). Moreover, another important finding of the study was that job-related
negative outcomes of perceiving organizational practices to be insufficiently affected
service members more than the effects of experiencing harassment.

Even though there is no study investigating the relationship between
organizational climate and SH perceptions, it may be argued that in organizations, in
which SH is defined properly and possible actions are taken with law, rules and
policies, employees are more sensitive toward perturbational and threatening
incidences. Thereby, they may be expected that employees who are aware of the
proactive organizational policies and rules will be more likely to perceive ambiguous
behaviors as SH.

Hypothesis 4: Participants’ perceptions of a proactive organizational climate
towards SH will have small positive associations with the perception of Sexist
Hostility, Insinuation of Interest and Sexual Hostility as forms of SH.

1.8 Coping Preferences toward Sexual Harassment

There is sizable amount of studies, investigating responses or coping
preferences showed by women in the face of SH behaviors at workplaces. Literature
in which the coping preferences of SH was investigated have varied among studies
from a simple model to complicated hyper dimensional models. For instance, one of
those one-dimensional simple structure models is Gruber’s (1989) which is based on
response assertiveness. According to that model, seeking social support, avoidance,

and confrontation are some categories (as cited in Knapp, Faley, Ekeberg, & Dubois,
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1997). However, Knapp and colleagues stated that according to the findings from the
literature, responses to SH reflect multidimensional structures instead of one-
dimensional models in which responses are evaluated on a single continuum. For
instance, in their typology they offered a multidimensional response structure to SH.
In that typology they suggested that responses can be either self-focused or initiator
focus, and they placed those categories on the vertical axis. Self-focused responses
mean that the responses do not include the perpetrator of the SH. On the other hand,
initiator-focused responses directly refer to the perpetrator and the event. In this
model, the horizontal axis is the mode of response, which means the variation of
responses depend on the amount of external support the target looks for. Intersection
of those axes creates a two-by-two model which include four cells. Those cells
represent the coping preferences to SH which were named as avoidance/denial,
social coping, confrontation/negotiation, and advocacy seeking (Knapp et al., 1997).
In avoidance/denial response, which refers to the self-focused pole and
includes some or nonexternal support, women try to abstain from the harassing
situations both physically and cognitively. Even though these self-focused and low
interference coping preferences are the least influential methods, they are the most
preferred one. In social coping, which is self-focused and includes external support
seeking, women seek for advice and emotional support from people who they trust
such as a friend, a family member or colleague. However, it is mentioned that, like
other self-focused coping preferences this strategy is also not influential to cease
harassment behavior. In the confrontation/negotiation response type, which is an
initiator focused strategy and does not include external support, women directly try
to decrease the offensive behavior by insisting and requesting the harasser. Even
though it is an effective strategy to cease the harassment, it is used rarely. Finally, in
advocacy seeking, which is initiator focused and involves external support, women
appeal for formal support from organizational authorities or outside agencies. As
confrontation/negotiation strategy, advocacy seeking is an effective one; however,
targets use it rarely (Knapp et al., 1997). Although Knapp and colleague’s typology
are well-known and well-accepted model for coping preferences of targets toward

SH, as many other leading studies about SH in the literature this typology is also
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from western cultures. Therefore, it is important to know whether Turkish women
have the same preferences toward those coping strategies and which strategy they
would prefer depending on the SH type.

This universal typology of responses toward SH has gained some empirical
support from different samples such as male versus female preferences (e.g.,
Malamut & Offerman, 2001). A cultural comparison of the typology was made by
Wasti and Cortina (2002) that also included Turkish women. They examined this
typology with four different groups of working women from two different
occupations and three different cultures which are Turkish, Anglo American and
Hispanic American by using five coping mechanisms, which were confirmed with
preliminary analysis. Those five coping preferences which are avoidance, denial,
negotiation, advocacy seeking, and social coping, were confirmed for all those
cultural groups and supported the typology of Knapp et al. (1997). It is stated that
Hispanic American and Turkish women showed more avoidance behavior than
Anglo American women and the avoidance items generally clustered with
negotiation items instead of denial in this study. Moreover, the most uncommon
response to SH among all cultures and occupational groups was advocacy seeking.
Furthermore, negotiation was used by Turkish women more than Anglo American
women (Wasti & Cortina, 2002). In the light of those findings, in the present study
because in group variations were examined based on some cultural variations,
differences between coping preferences of women were also wanted to find out
exploratorily. It was argued that different SH forms lead to prefer different coping
preferences. Former studies did not assess coping preferences in accordance with the
different SH forms. Hence, it was argued that ambiguous forms of SH forms can lead
women prefer certain types of coping. Therefore, according to the results of this
study because five different coping preferences were identified for Turkish women,
in the present study ingroup variations about the preferences of coping strategies at

the face of SH was investigated exploratorily.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Procedure and Participants

Before beginning the data collection process, an approval for the present
study was obtained from the Middle East Technical University Human Subjects
Ethics Committee (HSEC). An online survey was prepared via Qualtrics Survey
Software after obtaining the approval from HSEC (See Appendix A). With the link
created by Qualtrics, participants were invited to the study through Facebook,
Twitter, e-mail, and some personal connections. At the beginning of the
questionnaires, the informed consent (see Appendix B) was presented to the
participants followed by the Demographic Information Form (see Appendix C), the
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI), the Social/Economical Conservatism Scale, the
Intolerance for Uncertainty Scale, the Organizational Climate Questions, and the
Social Sexual Incidents Questionnaire (SSI1Q), respectively. Finally, to assess coping
preferences, only women participants were asked to respond to the Coping
Preferences Scale. At the end of the questionnaires, the debriefing form was
presented to the participants. In the debriefing form the aim of the study and the
process were explained in detail and the participants were thanked for their
participation.

As a condition of the study, all the participants had to have a full-time job
experience in any period of their lives. At the end of the data collection process 420
people, which is around 50% of the total number of people who attempted to fill the
questionnaire, fully completed the questionnaire package.

Fully completed data were screened in order to clean random responders.
After, deleting random responders and after univariate and multivariate outliers were
discarded 380 participants were left. In terms of gender, 154 (40,5%) were men, and

226 (59,5%) were women. Moreover, 340 (89.5%) of the participants were white-

20



collar workers, while 40 (10.5%) of them were blue-collar workers. Age mean of all
participants was 37.18 (SD = 11.46); while the age mean of women was 37.26 (SD =
10.97) and of men was 37.05 (SD = 12.18). Average tenure of participants was 13.38
years (SD = 11.27). Of the participants 145 (38.2%) indicated working only in the
private sector, and 104 (27.4%) of them worked only in the public sector; while 82
(21.6%) of them chose both private and public sectors. Of participants 10 (2.6%)
chose private, public and research sectors together, and 9 (2.4%) of them chose only
private and research. Furthermore, while 2 (0.5%) participants worked only in the
research sector, 8 (2.1%) of them chose the “other” option. One hundred thirty-two
(34.7%) of those participants mentioned they had a managerial position at their work.

When the data were analyzed in terms of sectoral distribution, among the 48
sector options most of the participants, that was 113 (29.7%) of them, were from the
education sector; while 29 (7.6%) of them were from consultancy, 25 (6.6%) of them
academy, 16 (4.2%) of them informatics, 16 (4.2%) of them were from the health
sector. One hundred twenty participants (31.6%) were working in a work context
where the number of men and women employees were nearly equal while 103
(27.1%) of them were working in a work context with more women employees and
107 (28.2%) of them were working in a work context with more man employees.
Moreover, 34 (8.9%) of participants were working in a work environment in which
nearly all employees were men and 16 (4.2%) of participants were working within
the environment in which nearly all of workers were women. While 173 (45.5%) of
participants mentioned they were quite liberal, 161 (42.4%) of them were slightly
liberal, 36 (9.5%) of them were slightly conservative, and 10 (2.6%) of them were
quite conservative.
2.2 Measures

Within the scope of this study, Demographic Information Form, Ambivalent
Sexism Inventory (ASI), Social/Economical Conservatism Scale, Intolerance for
Uncertainty Scale, Organizational Climate Questions, Social Sexual Incidents
Questionnaire (SSIQ), and Coping Preferences Scale were given to the participants,
respectively. Briefly, written instructions were provided at the beginning of all the

scales. The scales used in the study are listed below.
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2.2.1 Demographic Information Form

In the Demographic Information Form, participants were asked for their age,
gender, the city they were still working, sector and institution they were still
working, the period of time they had worked for their last job, political stance,
whether they were a white or blue-collar employee, job-gender ratio of their
workplace, whether they had an executive role in their company or not. Multiple
choices and open-ended questions were used in this part of the questionnaire.

2.2.2 Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI)

The scale was developed by Glick and Fiske (1996) to assess related but
different constructs of sexist attitudes toward women: HS and BS. It is comprised of
22 self-report items; half of those items measure BS; whereas the other half measure
HS. Respondents rated their agreement to the items using a 6-point Likert-type scale
(1 = strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree) (see Appendix D). There was no reverse
item in the scale. In the scale, high scores indicated relatively greater hostile and BS.

A sample item for HS is “Women seek power by gaining control over men”,
and for BS is “Women have a superior moral sensibility”. This inventory was
adapted to Turkish by Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002). It was found that HS and BS are
positively correlated (r = .29,) with each other. The inventory’s criterion related
validity was found .60, when it was compared to the related construct of Sex Role
Stereotyping Scale (SRS) of Burt (1980; as cited in. Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2002). along
with the ASI. Moreover, the internal consistency coefficient of the entire inventory
was reported to be .85, and for HS and BS were .87 and .78, respectively. Test-retest
reliability analysis also showed high correlation (r = .87), which means measurement
across times were consistent.

Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002) conducted a principle component analysis with
varimax rotation to analyze the factor structure. Four factors with eigenvalues greater
than 1.00 were found and the four-factor solution accounted for 51.07 % of the total
variance. According to the factor analyses, there were three BS sub factors:
protective paternalism, complementary gender differentiation, and heterosexual

intimacy, and one HS sub factor. In addition, when a rotated two-factor solution was
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applied to the data, BS’s sub-factors combined under the general BS factor and again
the HS factor emerged as an independent factor as reported by Glick and Fiske
(1996). In the present study, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to
see the factor structure of the present data on ASI. Results of the CFA are reported in
the results section.

2.2.3 Social/Economical Conservatism Scale (SECS)

In the present study the Economic and Social Conservatism Scale developed
by Everett (2013) was used. In this scale, 12 general items such as “Welfare
benefits” and “Fiscal responsibility” assess conservative attitudes in terms of both
social and economic issues (see Appendix E). Participants were asked to rate each
statement on the 100-point scale with the interval of 10. If people select 0 it means
they feel very negative on the particular item, indicating being liberal; on the other
hand, 100 points mean quite positive feelings toward the present item, indicating
being conservative. Point of 50 means feeling neutral about the item. The scale has
good overall Cronbach’s alpha of .88 for the complete 12-item scale, an alpha of .70
for the 5-item economic conservatism subscale, and an alpha of .87 for the 7-item
social conservatism subscale. According to the results of Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA), a two-factor solution with the social and economic conservatism factors,
showed moderate to good loadings for all variables with a minimum loading of .45,
and no variables cross-loaded (Everett, 2013).

In order to use this scale 12 general items were translated to Turkish. While
translating the items into Turkish, direct translation was made, since all the items in
the scale composed of generic concepts such as patriotism and abortion. For the
items of “Limited government” and “Fiscal responsibility” brief information was
given to participants at the bottom of the Questionnaire in order to make those
concepts clear for those who do not know the exact meanings. EFA was performed
for the scale which is presented in the results section.

2.2.4 Intolerance for Uncertainty Scale (1US)

The Intolerance for Uncertainty Scale was developed by Freeston, Rheaume,

Letarte, Dugas, and Ladouceur (1994) and has 27 items related to the notion that

uncertainty is unacceptable. A five-point Likert-type scale was used ranging from 1=
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“not at all characteristic of me” to 5= “entirely characteristic of me”. This scale was
adapted to the Turkish population by Sari and Dag (2009). In this study the short
version of this scale was used, which consists of 12 items and it is adapted by
Sarigam, Erguvan, Akin, and Akg¢a (2014) (see Appendix F). According to the results
of EFA factor loadings of the scale ranged from .55 to .87 and a two-factor solution
explained 78.6% of the total variance. Cronbach alpha was reported to be .88 for the
entire scale; while it was .84 for the “prospective anxiety” subscale, and .77 for the
“inhibitory anxiety” subscale. CFA also supported the two-factor solution (Sarigam
etal., 2014).

2.2.5 Organizational Climate toward Sexual Harassment Questions

In order to assess organizational climate 6 questions were developed for this
study. Three of those questions assess whether SH related regulations exist in the
company. An example question is “My institution applies preventive and
implementing policies against SH incidents in the workplace.” The questions which
measures existence of the SH related regulations were answered with three options
which are “Yes, always”, “Sometimes”, and “No, never”. The other three questions
were related to the participants’ individual perceptions about the organization’s
climate about SH related regulations, an example question is “I think that my
institution will be willing to develop preventive and implementing policies against
SH occurring in the workplace.” The questions which measures perception about the
SH related regulations were answered with three options which are “Yes, I strongly
believe it”, “I’m not sure”, and “No, I strongly do not believe it”. (see Appendix G).
2.2.6 Social-Sexual Incidents Questionnaire (SSIQ)

The SSIQ was developed by Toker (2003) based on interviews with 53
employed women in Turkey. Women indicated what behaviors could constitute SH.
Toker and Siimer (2010) identified a five-factor structure of physical sexual offense,
sexual bribery and coercion, sexual hostility, insinuation of interest and sexist
hostility, using a 5-point scale (1 = Not SH at all, 2 = Not SH, 3 = Could be
considered SH, 4 = It is SH, 5 = Certainly is SH). In the present study, 18 of the
items pertaining to sexual hostility, insinuation of interest and sexist hostility were

used because the aim is measuring only the more ambiguous forms of SH (see Toker,
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2016) (see Appendix H). Toker (2016) assessed the three-factor structure with 18
indicators with CFA. It was found that insinuation of interest had six indicators with
a minimum loading of .60, sexual hostility had seven indicators with a minimum
loading of .64, and sexist hostility had five indicators with a minimum loading of .72
in the Turkish sample. The internal consistency reliabilities for those three factors
were .84 for Insinuation of Interest, .88 for Sexual Hostility, and .89 for Sexist
Hostility.

2.2.7 Coping Preferences Scale

Six hypothetical scenarios developed by Toker (2011) were used in order to
assess responses toward SH. Those six scenarios depicted a different form of SH;
sexual hostility, severe physical abuse, insinuation of interest, mild physical abuse,
sexual bribery, and sexist hostility respectively. All of the scenarios were rated with
Knapp, Faley, Ekberg, and Duboi’s (1997) 14 item measures (“Ask him to leave me
alone”) with a five-point Likert-type scale, from “1 = I would never respond this
way” to “5 = I will definitely respond this way” (see Appendix I).

Two main and five subcategories of SH responses have been identified in the
work context (Knapp et al., 1997; Wasti & Cortina, 2002). Those are the “self-
focused responses” of denial, avoidance and social coping, and the “initiator-focused
responses” of negotiation/confrontation and advocacy seeking. According to the
results of the study conducted by Toker (2011) reliabilities of coping responses were
as follows; .84 for denial, .77 for avoidance, .94 for social support, .67 for
negotiation and .91 for advocacy seeking.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

As mentioned before, initially random responders were removed from the
data. If participants responded to all the questions in the same manner or there were
many missing variables in the same scale those data were excluded. The remaining
missing values in the data set were replaced by the mean values of the scale
distribution. EFA and CFA were run on the scales used in the study. Before
proceeding with hypothesis testing, data were screened for multivariate analysis
using Mahalanobis distance and only one multivariate outlier was detected and
removed. Analyses were carried out with 380 participants; 226 of them women, 154
of them men.

3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA)

While running the CFA with EQS 6.1, data were checked for multivariate
normality using the average off-diagonal absolute standardized residuals, the
distribution of standardized residuals and Mardia’s Z estimate in which values higher
than 5 necessitate robust estimations. In order to assess how well the model, fit the
data, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) were used. Chi-square test of fit shows us whether the covariance of
estimated population fit our sample covariance matrix. In cases of multivariate
kurtosis, Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square was used (Bentler, 2006). Moreover,
when testing comparative fit CFIl uses noncentral chi-square distribution and Bentler
(1990) stated that it should be the chosen fit index (as cited in Byrne, 2006).

3.1.1 Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI)

Based on former analysis, which was mentioned in the method section, this
inventory has a 4-factor structure; three BS subfactors (protective paternalism with 4
items, complementary gender differentiation with 3 items, and heterosexual intimacy

with 4 items) and one HS subfactor with the remaining 11 items (Sakalli-Ugurlu,
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2002). Since many studies use the higher-order 2-factor model of benevolent and HS
(Glick et al., 2000; Sibley & Wilson, 2004) and the present study hypotheses were
developed accordingly, the fit of the 2-factor model to the data was tested.

According to the multivariate normality results (Mardia’s Z = 25.47) robust
estimation was used. The average off-diagonal absolute standardized residual was
.05, and according to the distribution of standardized residuals, 88.93% of residuals
fell between the -0.1 and 0.1 and remaining residuals (11.07%) fell between -0.1 and
-0.2 or 0.2 and 0.1. Hence, most of the residuals were near zero. The model did not
fit the data; S-B y%(208) = 506, (y?/df) = 2.43, p < .001, CFI = .89, RMSEA = .06,
90% CI [.06, .07]. First modification was between the 19" item which is “Women,
compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility.” and 21" item which is
“Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and good
taste.”. A second proposed modification was between the 6" item of “Feminists are
seeking more power than men” and the 20" item of “Feminists are not making
reasonable demands”. Results after the second modification showed slight
improvement (S-B 2 (206) = 407.62, (% /df) = 1.98, p < .001, CFIl = .93, RMSEA =
.05, 90% CI [.04, .06]) with an acceptable level of fit.

Internal consistency score for Ambivalent Sexism Inventory with 22 items
was .90, while it was .89 for the 11-item HS factor, and .85 for the BS factor (see
Table 1.). Hostile and BS were correlated moderately (r = .50, p <.001).

3.1.2 Intolerance for Uncertainty Scale (1US)

Based on former analysis which was mentioned in the method section this
inventory has a 2-factor structure. According to this model one of those factors,
which is “Prospective Anxiety” (Future-related fear and anxiety), contains 7 items
while the other one, which is “Inhibitory Anxiety” (Uncertainty inhibiting action or
experience), contains 5 items (Helsen, Van der Bussche, Vlaeyen, & Goubert, 2013).
According to the multivariate normality results, (Mardia’s Z = 18.44) robust
estimations was used. The average off-diagonal absolute standardized residual was
.06. According to the distribution of standardized residuals, 92.31% of residuals fell
between the -0.1 and 0.1 and remaining residuals (7.69%) fell between -0.1 and -0.2

or 0.2 and 0.1. So, most of the residuals were near zero. Results showed that the
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model did not fit the data well (S-By?(53) = 204.04, (i /df) = 3.85, p < .001, CFI =
.88, RMSEA = .09, 90% CI [.07, .10]).

According to the Lagrange Multiplier test three modifications were
recommended. AIll modifications were between the error-parameters. First
modification was between the 8" item which is “I always want to know what the

future will bring for me” and 11%

item which is “I must be able to organize
everything in advance”. A second modification was between the 11" item of “I must
be able to organize everything in advance” and the 12 item of “I have to get away
from all uncertain situations”. Finally, a third modification was between the 3™ item
“Uncertainty prevents me from leading a life in the way I want” and the 2" item “It
prevents me from having all the information I need”. Results after the modifications
were deemed adequate (S-B y? (50) = 136.75, (x2 /df) = 2.74, p < .05, CFI = .93,
RMSEA = .07, 90% CI [.05, .08]). RMSEA values between .05 and .08 have been
defined as reasonable errors of approximation in the population by Browne and
Cudeck (1993, as cited in Byrne, 2006).

Cronbach Alpha’s for the Intolerance for Uncertainty scale with 12 items was
.88, while it was .79 for Prospective Anxiety and .81 for Inhibitory Anxiety (see
Table 1.). Intolerance for uncertainty had positive significant correlations with its sub
factors which are prospective anxiety (r = .95, p < .001), inhibitory anxiety (r = .93,
p <.001). Moreover, prospective anxiety had a strong positive significant correlation
with inhibitory anxiety (r = .76, p <.001).

3.1.3 Social-Sexual Incidents Questionnaire (SSI1Q)

Because it was expected that women and men’s data might show differences,
the factorial structure of the SSIQ was analyzed separately for the two genders.
Based on former information which was mentioned in the method section this
inventory normally has a 5-factor structure; however, in the present study three of
those factors were used. Therefore, CFA was conducted for the three ambiguous SH
factors. According to the data of the women sample, multivariate normality results
(Mardia’s Z = 11.75) necessitated robust estimations. The average off-diagonal
absolute standardized residual was .06 and 87.13% of the standardized residuals fell

between the -0.1 and 0.1 and the remaining residuals (12.87%) fell between -0.1 and
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-0.2, 0.2 and 0.1, or 0.3 and 0.2. So, most of the residuals were near zero. Results
showed that the model did not fit the data well; S-B y? (132) = 309.06, (32 /df) =
2.34, p <.001, CFl =.90, RMSEA = .08, 90% CI [.07, .09].

According to the recommended modifications by Lagrange Multiplier test,
the first proposed modification was between the 16" item which is “Harshly
criticizing and belittling a woman’s ideas concerning work” and item 17" which is
“A male co-worker insulting a woman employee”. A second modification was
between item 11 which is “Although not encouraged by the woman, trying to get
close by leaving notes showing his interest, constant phoning or e-mailing” and item
13 which is “Although discouraged once, constantly requesting a date”. Results after
the second modification showed improvement (S-B 2 (130) = 243.00, (y% /df) = 1.87,
p <.001, CFl = .95, RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.05, .07]). The second modified model
fit the data well supporting the use of the 3-factor model.

According to the data of the men sample, multivariate normality results
(Mardia’s Z = 14.93) necessitated robust estimations. The average off-diagonal
absolute standardized residual was .06. According to the distribution of standardized
residuals, 83.04% of residuals fell between -0.1 and 0.1. Remaining residuals
(16.96%) fell between -0.1 and -0.2, 0.2 and 0.1, or 0.3 and 0.2. So, most of the
residuals were near zero. Results showed that S-B y? (132) = 212.20, (x? /df) = 1.60,
p <.001, % /df = 1.61, CFIl = .92, RMSEA = .06, 90% ClI [.05, .08], so the model did
not fit the data well. First modification proposed by Lagrange Multiplier test was
conducted by adding an error covariance between the 16™ item which is “Harshly
criticizing and belittling a woman’s ideas concerning work” and the 17" item which
is “A male co-worker insulting a woman employee”. Results after the modification
showed that (S-B 2 (131) = 187.73, (3* /df) = 1.43, p < .05, CFl = .94, RMSEA =
.05, 90% CI [.04, .07]), modification model has better fit than the first hypothesized
model to the data.

Internal consistency in the entire sample for the SSIQ with 18 items was .89,
while it was .86 for Sexist Hostility, .85 for Sexual Hostility and .84 for Insinuation
of Interest (see Table 1.). Internal consistency in the sample of men was .89 for the

entire scale, while it was .83 for Sexist Hostility, .84 for Sexual Hostility and .83 for
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Insinuation of Interest. Internal consistency in the sample of women was .90, while it
was .87 for Sexist Hostility, .86 for Sexual Hostility and .84 for Insinuation of
Interest.

SSIQ had significant correlations with its sub factors which are sexist
hostility (r = .75, p < .001), sexual hostility (r = .79, p < .001), and insinuation of
interest (r = .85, p < .001). Sexist hostility had significant positive correlations with
sexual hostility (r = .34, p < .001) and insinuation of interest (r = .51, p < .001).
Sexual hostility had significant positive correlation with insinuation of interest (r =
54, p<.001).

3.2 Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA)

In order to see the factor structures of the Social/Economical Conservatism
Scale, Organizational Climate towards SH Scale, and the Coping Preferences Scale,
EFAs were conducted. Conducting EFAs for these measure were more appropriate as
the Organizational Climate towards SH Scale was developed for this study, the
Coping Preferences Scale was given to be rated for six different SH scenarios, and
the Social/Economical Conservatism Scale was translated and used with a Turkish
sample for the first time.

3.2.1 Social/Economical Conservatism Scale

An EFA with Principal Axis Factoring using oblique rotation was conducted
on the 12-item Social/Economical Conservatism Scale. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (.84) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (y 2
(66) = 1484.11, (y* /df) = 21.94, p < .001) indicated that the data could be factor
analyzed. The results revealed an initial three-factor solution with eigenvalues over
one. These factors explained 45.50% of the total variance. Structure matrix showed
that there were some items such as “welfare benefits” and “abortion” which cross-
loaded across these three factors and the factor structure could not be separated
meaningfully. Because of that reason, factor analyses were repeated by forcing the
solution into a 2-factor structure as proved in the former study by Everett (2013). The
two-factor solution explained 40.79% of the total variance and there were again
cross-loadings between the items. According to this model the Social and

Economical conservatism factor items were separated better than the first model.
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However, economical conservatism items which are “Gun Ownership” and “Limited
Government” loaded on the first factor which mainly contained social conservatism
items, while “Abortion” and “Religion” loaded on the second factor which mainly
contained economical conservatism items. So, factor analysis was repeated to obtain
a one-factor solution. Accordingly, the one-factor structure explained 30.87% of the
total variance. Factor loadings of 8 items were higher than .50, while 3 items were
lower than .40 and one item loaded reversed as expected. When the former analysis
was examined, because some items not only loaded onto different factors but also
disrupted the factor structure, the 4 items which were “Abortion”, “Limited
Government”, “Welfare Benefits” and “Gun ownership” were removed from the
inventory and a one-factor structure was tested again. According to this model the
one factor structure explained 41.77% of the total variance and Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient after the removal of 4 items was .84 (see Table 1). Because reliability is
highly acceptable, the one factor structure for Social/Economical Conservatism Scale
was used in hypothesis testing.
3.2.2 Organizational Climate toward Sexual Harassment Questions

An EFA with Principal Axis Factoring and oblique rotation was conducted in
order to see the factor structure of the Organizational Climate scale developed in this
study. Because this questionnaire was formed newly, first an EFA was conducted by
looking at the number of factors produced based on eigenvalues larger than one. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (.74) and Bartlett’s Test
of Sphericity (x2 (15) = 665.84, (y* /df) = 44,39, p < .001) indicated that the data
could be factor analyzed. According to the results there was 1 factor which explained
39.45% of the total variance and all items loaded between .37 and .76. Because in
this questionnaire both the existence of SH policies and perceptions of organizational
climate regarding SH attitudes were assessed in two different parts, alternative factor
structures were also explored, but were not found to fit the content of the scales.
Thus, the one-factor structure was used for hypothesis testing. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient for the Organizational Climate scale with 6 items was .78 (see Table 1.).
In order to compute composite scale scores, the first, second and third items of two

different question sets (ie., perception of employees and existence of SH policy
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implementation in the organization) were multiplied with each other. For example,
the first item of questions about existence of SH policy implementation at the
organization was multiplied with the first item of questions about employees’
perception about SH policy implementation of their organizations. At the end of the
process, the sum of all those multiplications was divided into three. Existence of SH
regulations and perception of organizational climate subfactors were also used in the
correlation analysis on an exploratory basis in order to see whether they have
differential associations with SH perceptions.

Organizational climate had significant positive correlations with existence of
SH related regulations (r = .93, p <.001), and perception of SH related regulations (r
= .86, p < .001). Existence of SH related regulations had significant strong positive
correlation with perception of SH related regulations (r = .60, p < .001).
3.2.3 Coping Preferences Scale

An EFA with Principal Axis Factoring and oblique rotation was conducted
only in the sample of women (N = 226) with responses to 14 items across the 6
scenarios. Although former studies showed there are five subfactors, the first analysis
was conducted to see how many factors would emerge with eigenvalues of 1 and
above. According to the results the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling
adequacy (.84) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (y2 (3486) = 16165.22, (¥ /df) =
4.64, p < .001) were adequate and 19 factors were found. Those 19 factors explained
67.93% of the total variance. When structure matrix was investigated nearly all the
items had cross loadings. Hence, the analysis was repeated by forcing the number of
factors to five based on the five separate coping types in the literature. Results
showed that five factors explained 45.01% of the total variance. First factor
explained 19.23%, second factor explained 11.59%, third factor explained 7.07%,
fourth factor explained 4.08%, and the fifth factor explained 3.03% of total variance.

When the factor structure was examined it was found that coping responses
given for the 6™ scenario about sexist hostility either loaded on factors other than
sexist hostility or had cross-loadings on more than one factor. Because of that reason,
a five-factor structure was tested again by removing items related to the 6 scenario

on sexist hostility. Results showed that 48.49% of the total variance was explained
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with the remaining responses to 14 items across five scenarios. Although total
variance explained was higher than the former model; still there were cross-loadings
between the factors. For example, 12 of the questions assessing reporting the SH
loaded on at least two different factors at the same time. Six questions assessing
denial loaded on different factors and six denial questions loaded under .30. Because
of those reasons, the questions about “denial” were removed from the analysis and
the factor structure was tested again firstly by forcing the number of factors to 4 and
secondly to 3. Because the 4-factor structure did not eliminate cross loadings (21
cross-loadings remained over .30), it was decided to use the 3-factor structure.
According to this model, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy
(.87) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (¥2 (1770) = 12216.58, (3% /df) = 6.90, p <
.001) were adequate. Moreover, the three factors explained 46.29% of total variance;
while, the first factor explained 23.63%, the second factor explained 13.81%, and the
third factor explained 8.84% of total variance. According to the final model; the first
factor including 15 items, was named “seeking social support” since items were
related to support as a coping mechanism, with loadings between .44 and .87. The
second factor included 20 items; 15 of them were related to “reporting the incident to
authorities”, while 5 of them belonged to the scale of seeking social support, with
loadings between -.80 and -.56. The five items that originally belonged to the scale of
seeking social support were the same item assessed across five different SH
scenarios. This was the 13" item in the original scale, which was “I talk to my boss,
my supervisor, or a union representative about the case”. It was thought that because
the item could be perceived as reporting the harassment case to someone instead of
seeking support, the content of the second factor obtained in the EFA was deemed
homogeneous and was named “reporting to authorities”. The last factor consisted of
10 items related to negotiating with the harasser and 15 items related to avoiding the
harasser with loadings between .74 and .23. Because the content of negotiating with
the harasser involves attempts at ceasing the incident, they were like avoiding the
harasser. The third factor was named “avoiding the harasser”. This factor structure
shows similarities with Cortina and Wasti’s (2005) cluster analysis. In their study,

which examined coping behaviors across for different cultural groups, they found
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that one of the largest groups prefer avoiding the stressor at the same time
negotiating with him to discourage. Hence, they labeled one of their cluster as
“avoidant-negotiating”.

Internal consistency of the Coping Preferences Scale after the sixth scenario
and denial items were removed (leaving 60 items) was .94. For the first factor which
is “Social support seeking” internal consistency was .96, for the “Reporting to
authorities” factor it was .95, and for the “Negotiate/Avoid” factor it was .90 (see
Table 1). In order to find composite scores of Coping Preferences Scales, the same
questions formin a factor (e.g., all “seeking social support” questions across
scenarios) were summed and divided into the numbers of items in the scale. By this
way, three composite scores for three coping mechanism were created.

Seeking social support had significant negative correlations with reporting to
authorities (r = -.28, p < .001) and avoiding the harasser (r = -.33, p < .001).
Reporting to authorities had a significant positive correlation with avoiding the
harasser (r = .17, p = .01).

3.3 Descriptive Statistics, Gender Differences and Correlations

Descriptive statistics for the measures are summarized in Table 1 for the
entire sample, together with their internal consistencies. While mean scores range
from 2.11 to 6.48, measures’ mean scores were higher than the mid-point of the
related scales except for perceiving sexist hostility as SH. Moreover, standard
deviations ranged from .52 to 2.07. Descriptive statistics were conducted for men and
women participants separately. Results for men (N = 154) and women (N = 226) are
given in Table 2.

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to see whether there were
differences on study variables between men and women participants. Firstly, the
assumption of homogeneity of variances was examined. Levene’s test for equality of
error variances was not significant for age of the participants, tenure, job-gender
ratio, social/economical conservatism, intolerance for uncertainty, prospective
anxiety, inhibitory anxiety, ambivalent sexism, hostile sexism, BS, organizational
climate toward SH (existence of SH related regulation and perception of SH related

regulations), and social sexual incidents (sexist hostility, sexual hostility, and
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insinuation of interest) indicating that the homogeneity of variances assumption
across groups was met.

According to t-test results, there were no significant mean differences for
men and women in terms of age of the participants, tenure, social/economical
conservatism, organizational climate toward SH (existence of SH related regulation
and perception of SH related regulations), and sexist hostility.

As compared to men participants (M = 2.56, SD = .95) women participants
(M =3.12, SD = 1.03) reported that in their workplace the number of women workers
was higher than the number of men workers t (378) = -5.42, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
57. Women (M = 3.90, SD = .85) reported higher levels of intolerance for
uncertainty t (378) = -2.50, p = 0.01, Cohen’s d = .26, as compared to men (M =
3.68, SD = .83). Moreover, women also reported higher levels of prospective anxiety
(Mwomen = 3.98, SDwomen = .82, Mmen = 3.78, SDmen = .85, t (378) = -2.34, p = 0.02,
Cohen’s d = .24), inhibitory anxiety (Mwomen = 3.77, SDwomen = 1.00, Mmen = 3.53,
SDmen = .96, t (378) = -2.36, p = 0.02, Cohen’s d = .24). On the other hand, as
compared to women, men reported higher levels of ambivalent sexism (Mmen = 3.42,
SDmen = .75, Mwomen = 3.04, SDwomen = .85, t (378) = 4.46, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
A7), HS (Mmen = 3.44, SDmen = .93, Mwomen = 2.89, SDwomen = .94, t (378) = 5.62, p <
.001, Cohen’s d = .59), and BS (Mmen = 3.40, SDmen = .89, Mwomen = 3.19, SDwomen =
.98, t (378) = 2.12, p = .04, Cohen’s d = .22). Furthermore, as compared to men
women reported higher levels of perceiving the composite ambiguous social-sexual
incidents as SH (Mwomen = 3.31, SDwomen = .63, Mmen = 3.08, SDmen = .61, t (378) = -
3.45, p = .001, Cohen’s d = .37), perceiving sexual hostility as SH (Mwomen = 3.94,
SDwomen = .69, Mmen = 3.69, SDmen = .70, t (378) = -3.44, p =.001, Cohen’s d = .36),
and perceiving insinuation of interest as SH (Mwomen = 3.33, SDwomen = .80, Mmen =
3.08, SDmen = .77, t (378) =-3.10, p = .002, Cohen’s d = .32) (see Table 2.).
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Table 1

Descriptive statistics of study variables for the entire sample

Number Cronbac Mean SD Range Skewness
of Iltems  h Alpha

Job-Gender Ratio 1 - 289 1.04 4 -.05
Social/Economical 8 .84 6.48 1.99 10 -.26
Conservatism

Uncertainty Avoidance 12 .88 3.81 85 475 - 47
Prospective Anxiety 7 .79 3.90 84 486 -.39
Inhibitory Anxiety 5 81 3.67 .99 5 -.33
Ambivalent Sexism 22 .90 3.19 83 437 -.16
Hostile Sexism 11 .89 3.11 97 437 12
Benevolent Sexism 11 .85 3.27 .95 5 -14
Organizational Climate 6 .78 554  2.07 8 -17
Existence of SH 3 .58 2.11 .53 2 -.18
related regulations

Perception of SH 3 73 2.50 .52 2 -.76
related regulations

Perceptions of Social- 18 .89 3.21 63  3.22 .38
Sexual Incidents

Perceiving Sexist 6 .86 2.33 .89 4 .60
Hostility as SH

Perceiving Sexual 6 .85 3.84 .70 314 -.07
Hostility as SH

Perceiving Insinuation 6 .84 3.23 80  3.67 17

of Interest as SH

Notes. Std. Error of Skewness = .125. Job gender ratio was rated on a 5-point scale; lower
scores indicate that there are more men than women in the organization; while, higher scores
indicate that there are more women than men in the organization. Uncertainty Avoidance and
its subfactors, and Ambivalent Sexism were rated on a 6-point scale. Organizational climate,
existence and perception of SH related regulations was rated on a 3-point scale. Perceptions
of Social-Sexual Incidents was rated on a 5-point scale. Social/Economical Conservatism
was rated on a 10-point scale. For all those questionnaires, higher scores indicate higher
endorsement of the construct.
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Table 2

Descriptive statistics and t-test results of study variables for men and women
participants

M SD Range Skewness t(df) Cohen’s d
Social/Economical .80(378) .08
Conservatism
Men 6.58 2.04 10 -25
Women 6.41 1.98 10 -27
Uncertainty -2.50(378)* .26
Avoidance
Men 3.67 .83 4.58 -.61
Women 390 .85 4.58 -42
Prospective -2.34(378)* 24
Anxiety
Men 3.78 .85 4,71 -43
Women 398 .82 4.43 -.36
Inhibitory Anxiety -2.36(378)* 24
Men 353 .96 4.60 -.43
Women 3.77 1 5 -31
Ambivalent 4.46(378)** 47
Sexism
Men 3.42 .75 4.73 -17
Women 3.04 .85 4.27 -.06
Hostile Sexism 5.62(378)** .59
Men 343 .93 4.73 .08
Women 2.89 .94 4.45 19
Benevolent Sexism 2.12(378)* 22
Men 3.40 .89 5 -17
Women 3.19 .98 4.55 -.09
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Table 2 (continued)

M SD  Range Skewness t(df) Cohen’s d
Organizational 1.32(378) 14
Climate
Men 571 210 7.67 -.23
Women 543 204 8 -.14
Existence of SH 1.09(378) A1
related regulations
Men 2.14 .53 2 -.29
Women 2.08 53 2 -12
Perception of SH 1.38(378) 15
related regulations
Men 255 51 1.67 -.73
Women 2.47 .53 2 =17
Perceptions of -3.45(378)** 37
Social-Sexual
Incidents
Men 3.08 61 3.22 .39
Women 3.31 .63 3 .38
Perceiving Sexist -1.62(378) A7
Hostility as SH
Men 2.24 .84 4 .69
Women 2.39 .92 4 54
Perceiving Sexual -3.44(378)** .36
Hostility as SH
Men 3.69 .70 2.86 .05
Women 3.94 .69 3.14 -.15
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Table 2 (continued)

M SD Range Skewness t(df) Cohen’s d
Perceiving -3.10(378)** .32
Insinuation of
Interest as SH
Men 3.08 .77 3.50 .28
Women 333 .80 3.67 10

Notes. Std. Error of Skewness = .195. *p < .05, **p < .01. Social/Economical Conservatism
was rated on a 10-point scale. Uncertainty Avoidance and its subfactors and Ambivalent
Sexism and its subfactors were rated on a 6-point scale. Organizational climate, existence
and perception of SH related regulations was rated on a 3-point scale. Perceptions of Social-
Sexual Incidents was rated on a 5-point scale. For all those questionnaires, higher scores
indicate higher endorsement of the construct.

Bivariate correlation analysis was conducted between study variables (Table
3). According to the results, age of the participants was significantly and positively
correlated with participants’ tenure (r = .92, p <.001), job-gender ratio (r = .15, p =
.004), level of ambivalent sexism (r = .21, p < .001), level of BS (r = .29, p < .001).
Age of the participants was negatively and significantly correlated with their
organizational climate towards SH (r = -.12, p = .02), perception of SH related
regulations (r = -.13, p =.01), and sexist hostility (r =-.14, p = .01).

Participants’ tenure had a positive significant correlation with job-gender
ratio (r = .14, p = .01), ambivalent sexism (r = .22, p <.001), BS (r = .30, p <.001);
while it had a small negative significant correlation with organizational climate
towards SH (r = -.12, p = .02), perceptions of SH related regulations (r = -.16, p =
.002), and sexist hostility (r = -.13, p =.01). Job-gender ratio had negative significant
correlations with ambivalent sexism (r =-.13, p =.01), HS (r =-.11, p = .04), and BS
(r =-.12, p = .02) indicating that as the ratio of women increased in the organization,
sexism levels decreased.

Social/economical conservatism had positive significant correlations with
uncertainty avoidance (r = .16, p = .002), prospective anxiety (r = .18, p = .001),
inhibitory anxiety (r = .11, p = .03), ambivalent sexism (r = .27, p < .001), HS (r =
26, p < .001), BS (r = .21, p < .001), as would be expected, and also with

organizational climate towards SH (r = .13, p = .01) and existence of SH related
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regulations (r = .14, p = .01); while it had a small negative significant correlation
with perceiving the ambiguous forms of social sexual incidents (r = -.15, p = .003),
sexist hostility (r = -.22, p <.001), and insinuation of interest (r = -.14, p = .005).
Furthermore, uncertainty avoidance had positive significant correlations with
ambivalent sexism (r = .25, p <.001), HS (r = .19, p < .001), and BS (r = .24, p <
.001). Prospective anxiety had positive significant correlations with ambivalent
sexism (r = .26, p < .001), HS (r = .19, p < .001), and BS (r = .26, p < .001).
Inhibitory anxiety had positive significant correlations with ambivalent sexism (r =
21, p <.001), HS (r =.17, p <.001), and BS (r = .19, p <.001).

Ambivalent sexism had positive significant correlations with organizational
climate (r = .12, p = .02) and existence of SH related regulations (r = .13, p = .01);
while it had negative correlations with perceiving the ambiguous form of social-
sexual incidents as SH (r = -.18, p = .001), and perceiving sexist hostility (r =-.13, p
=.01), sexual hostility (r = -.15, p < .001), and insinuation of interest (r = -.13, p =
.01) as SH. HS had significant correlations with organizational climate (r = .12, p =
.02) and existence of SH related regulations (r = .14, p = .01); while it had significant
negative correlations with perceiving the ambiguous forms of social-sexual incidents
(r = -.22, p < .001), and perceiving sexist hostility (r = -.16, p = .002), sexual
hostility (r = -.18, p < .001), and insinuation of interest (r = -.18, p < .001) as SH.
Perceiving insinuation of interest as SH had significant negative correlations with
organizational climate (r = -.13, p = .02), existence of SH related regulations (r = -
11, p =.04), and perception of SH related regulations (r =-.10, p = .04).

Finally, gender of the participants, coded as 1 = men and 2 = women, had
positive significant correlations with job-gender ratio (r = .27, p < .001), uncertainty
avoidance (r = .13, p =.01), prospective anxiety (r = .12, p = .02), inhibitory anxiety
(r = .12, p = .02), perceiving the ambiguous form of social sexual incidents as SH (r
= .18, p = .001), sexual hostility (r = .17, p = .001), and insinuation of interest (r =
.16, p = .002); while it had negative significant correlations with ambivalent sexism
(r = -22, p < .001), HS (r = -28, p < .001), BS (r = -.11, p = .04).
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Table 3

Pearson correlation coefficients for all participants

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.Gender _
2.Age .01 .
3.Tenure -.01 93** .
4.Job-Gender Ratio 27** 15** 14** .
5.Conservatism -.04 .01 .01 -.05 .
6.Uncertainty Avoidance A13* -.02 -.02 .08 16** .
7.Prospective Anxiety A2* -.03 -.02 .07 18** 95** .
8.Inhibitory Anxiety 2% -.01 -.02 .08 A1* 93** 76** _
9.Ambivalent Sexism -22%* 21%* 22%* -.13* 27%* 25%* .26** 21**
10.Hostile Sexism -.28** .07 .09 -11* 26%** 19** 19** A7**
11.Benevolent Sexism -11* 29%* .30** -12* 21%* 24%* .26** 19**
12.0rg. SH Climate -.07 -.12* -.12* -.03 A3* -.00 .02 -.03
13.SH Climate Existence -.06 -.08 -.07 -.04 14%* .00 .02 -.02
14.SH Climate Perception -.07 -.13* -.16** .00 .06 -.05 -.04 -.05
15.Ambiguous SH forms 18** -.07 -.08 .01 - 15%* -.00 .01 -.01
16.Sexist Hostility .08 -.14** -.14** -.06 -.22%* -.05 -.04 -.05
17.Sexual Hostility A7 -.09 -.07 .06 -.02 .07 .08 .05
18.Insinuation of Interest A16** .04 .01 .02 - 14%* -.03 -.03 -.03




Table 3 (continued)

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
9.Ambivalent Sexism .
10.Hostile Sexism 87** .
11.Benevolent Sexism .86* 50** .
12.0rg. SH Climate J12* J12* .09 _
13.SH Climate Existence A13* 14** .09 .93** .
14.SH Climate Perception .06 .06 .06 .84** .60**
15.Ambiguous SH forms -.18** - 22%* -.09 -.08 -.06 -.08 .
16.Sexist Hostility - 13** - 16** -.07 -.04 -.02 -.03 75** .
17.Sexual Hostility - 15** - 18** -.09 -.02 -.02 -.05 T9** 34**
R 18.Insinuation of Interest - 13** - 18** -.05 -13* -11* -.10* .85** H51** 54**

Notes. N = 380, “ p < .05, ™ p < .01. Men was coded in the data as 1; while women were coded as 2. Job gender ratio was rated on a 5-point
scale; lower  scores indicate that there are more men than women in the organization; while, higher scores indicate that there are more women
than men in the organization. Social/Economical Conservatism was rated on a 10-point scale. Uncertainty Avoidance with its subfactors and
Ambivalent Sexism with its subfactors were rated on a 6-point scale. Organizational climate was rated on a 3-point scale. Ambiguous SH forms
were rated on a 5-point scale. For all questionnaires, higher scores indicate higher endorsement of the construct.



Bivariate correlation analysis was conducted separately for genders. In Table
4, correlations for women are presented at the bottom triangle, while correlations for
men are presented at the top triangle. According to the results, age had significant
positive correlation with job-gender ratio (r = .20, p =.01) for only men’s data; while
it had significant positive correlations with ambivalent sexism (r = .31, p <.001) and
HS (r = .20, p = .002) for only women’s data. On the other hand, age had significant
negative correlations with organizational climate (r = -.16, p = .05) and perception of
SH related regulations (r = -.21, p = .01) for only men’s data; while it had significant
negative correlations with perceiving the ambiguous forms of social sexual incidents
(r =-.13, p = .05) and sexist hostility (r = -.24, p <.001) for only women’s data.

Tenure had significant positive correlations with ambivalent sexism (r = .31,
p <.001), and HS (r = .20, p = .003) for only women’s data as different from men’s
data. Furthermore, tenure had significant negative correlation with perception of SH
related regulations (r = -.21, p = .01) for only men’s data; while it had significant
negative correlation with sexist hostility (r = -.22, p = .001) for only women’s data.

Social/economical conservatism had significant negative correlation with
perceiving the ambiguous forms of social-sexual incidents as SH (r = -.17, p = .01)
for only women’s data; while it had significant negative correlation with perceiving
sexist hostility as SH (r = -.21, p = .01) for only men’s data. Moreover, for only
men’s data social/economical conservatism had significant positive correlations with
uncertainty avoidance (r = .28, p < .001), prospective anxiety (r = .31, p < .001),
inhibitory anxiety (r = .21, p = .01). As different from men’s data, uncertainty
avoidance had significant positive correlation with HS (r = .30, p < .001) for
women’s data. On the other hand, as different from women’s data, uncertainty
avoidance had significant negative correlation with perceiving sexist hostility as SH
(r =-.17, p =.04). As different from men’s data, for women’s data inhibitory anxiety
had significant positive correlations with ambivalent sexism (r = .30, p <.001), HS (r
=.29, p <.001), and BS (r = .23, p <.001). For only men’s data, inhibitory anxiety
had significant negative correlations with organizational climate (r = -.18, p = .03),
existence of SH related regulations (r = -.19, p = .02), and sexist hostility (r =-.16, p
=.05).
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As different from men’s data, ambivalent sexism had significant positive
correlations with organizational climate (r = .16, p =.02) and existence of SH related
regulations (r = .20, p = .003); while it had significant negative correlations with
perceiving the composite ambiguous forms of social-sexual incidents (r = -.21, p =
.002), sexual hostility (r = -.21, p =.002), and insinuation of interest as SH (r = -.18,
p =.01) for only women’s data. HS had a significant negative correlation with sexist
hostility (r = -.22, p = .01) for only men’s data; while it had significant negative
correlations with perceiving the composite ambiguous forms of social sexual
incidents (r = -.23, p = .001), sexual hostility (r = -.22, p = .001), and insinuation of
interest as SH (r = -.23, p = .001) for only women’s data. Moreover, for only
women’s data HS had significant positive correlations with organizational climate (r
= .16, p = .02) and existence of SH related regulations (r = .21, p = .002). BS had
significant positive correlation with existence of SH related regulations (r = .14, p =
.03); while it had significant negative correlations with perceiving the ambiguous
form of social sexual incidents as SH (r = -.14, p = .04), and sexual hostility (r = -
.15, p =.03) for only women’s data. Finally, perception of SH related regulations had
significant negative correlation with perceiving the ambiguous form of social sexual
incidents (r = -.14, p = .04) for only women’s data.

Because to my knowledge there was no former study which investigated the
relationship between conservatism and perception of ambiguous SH forms,
correlation between social/economical conservatism scale items and ambiguous SH
forms were also examined exploratorily (see Table 5). According to the results, while
perceiving sexual hostility had no significant correlation with social/economical
conservatism scale items; perception of composite ambiguous SH forms had
significant negative correlations with “military and national security” (r = -.18, p =
.001), “traditional marriage” (r = -.15, p = .004), “traditional values” (r = -.13, p =
.01), and “patriotism” (r = -.12, p = .02). Sexist hostility had significant negative
correlations with “military and national security” (r = -.20, p < .001), “religion” (r =
-12, p = .02), “traditional marriage” (r = -.20, p < .001), “traditional values” (r = -
14, p = .01), “business” (r = -.14, p = .01), “family unit” (r = -.14, p = .01), and

“patriotism” (r = -.19, p < .001). Insinuation of interest had significant negative
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correlations with “military and national security” (r = -.16, p = .002), “religion” (r =
-11, p = .03), “traditional marriage” (r = -.15, p = .004), “traditional values” (r = -
.15, p =.003), and “patriotism” (r = -.12, p =.02).

3.4 Hypothesis Testing

In order to see the relationship between study variables regression analysis
was conducted for men and women participants separately. With regression analysis
effects of social/economical conservatism, HS, BS, uncertainty avoidance and
organizational climate on perceiving the ambiguous form of social sexual incidents,
sexist hostility, sexual hostility and insinuation of interest were examined. For
women participants, age was controlled in predicting perceiving the ambiguous form
of social sexual incidents and sexist hostility because of its higher correlations with
those two variables.

According to the results in the women sample, age (B = -.13,t (225) = -
1.99,p= .05) and HS (B = -.21,t (225) = -2.52, p = .01) significantly predicted
perceiving the ambiguous forms composite of social sexual incidents. Furthermore,
age (B = -.25,t (225) = -3.65, p < .001) and social/economical conservatism (§ = -
21,1 (225) = -3.12, p = .002) significantly and inversely predicted perceiving sexist
hostility as a form of SH; while, HS (B = -.25, t (225) = -3.11, p = .002) negatively
and uncertainty avoidance (f = .19, t (225) = 2.82, p = .01) positively significantly
predicted perceiving sexual hostility as a form of SH. Finally, HS (B =-.22, t (225) =
-2.72, p = .01) inversely and significantly predicted perceiving insinuation of interest
as a form of SH (see Table 6.). Dominance analysis was conducted to see the
individual and shared effects of social/economical conservatism, hostile sexism, BS,
uncertainty avoidance and organizational climate on perceiving the ambiguous forms
composite of social sexual incidents. According to the results, of the total variance in
perceiving social-sexual behaviors as SH 8.9% of the variance was explained by all
the five predictors. Of that 8.9%, 46% of variance was explained by hostile sexism,
25% of variance was explained by social/economical conservatism, 13% of variance
was explained by BS, 9% of variance was explained by uncertainty avoidance and
finally 8% of variance was explained by organizational climate. Hence, HS and

social/economical conservatism were the most important predictors of perceiving the
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Table 4

Pearson correlation coefficients for men and women samples, separately

1%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1.Age - .94%** .20* -.04 -.07 -.07 -.05 .08 -.09
2.Tenure 91** - 16* -.05 -.07 -.08 -.05 A1 -.06
3.Job-Gender Ratio 12 14* _ -.02 15 14 15 -11 -11
4.Conservatism .06 .06 -.04 _ 28** 31x* 21%* 31x* 28%*
5. Uncertainty Avoidance .01 .01 -.02 .08 _ 95** 91 21** 14
6.Prospective Anxiety .00 .02 -.01 .09 95** _ T3** 24 .16*
7.Inhibitory Anxiety .01 -.00 -.02 .06 93** J78** _ A5 .09
8.Ambivalent Sexism 31 31 -.06 24%* 33** 32%* .30** o .83**
9.Hostile Sexism 20%* 20%* .01 24%* 30** 28** 29%* .88** _
10.Benevolent Sexism 34%* 34%* -11 18** 28** .30** 23%* .89** S7**
11.0rg. SH Climate -.08 -11 .05 A3 .09 .08 .08 16* 16*
12.SH Climate Existence -.08 -.09 .03 A2 A0 A0 A0 20%* 21%*
13.SH Climate Perception -.07 -12 .08 .07 -.00 -.01 .00 .05 .04
14. Ambiguous SH forms -.13* -.13 -.02 - 17** .04 .05 .02 -21%* -.23%*
15.Sexist Hostility - 24%* - 22%* -.09 - 22%* .01 .02 -.01 -.10 -.09
16.Sexual Hostility -.10 -.08 .03 -.03 .10 .10 .10 -21** - 22%*

17.Insinuation of Interest .02 -.02 .02 -.16* -.02 .00 -.04 -.18** -.23**
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Table 4 (Continued)

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1.Age 22%* -.16* -.07 -.21** -.00 .01 -.08 .07
2.Tenure 24%* -14 -.05 -.22%* -.01 -.01 -.06 .05
3.Job-Gender Ratio -.07 -.10 -11 -.08 -.07 -.09 -01 -.08
4.Conservatism 24%* 12 .16 .04 -12 -21* .02 -11
5. Uncertainty Avoidance 22%* -11 -13 -.09 -12 -17* -.03 -.10
6.Prospective Anxiety 24%* -.05 -.06 -.05 -.10 -.15 .01 -11
7.Inhibitory Anxiety 15 -.18* -19* -12 -12 -.16* -.07 -.07
8.Ambivalent Sexism .82** .02 .00 .05 -.03 -15 .03 .04
9.Hostile Sexism .36** .03 .02 .03 -.10 -.22%* -.01 -.03
10.Benevolent Sexism _ .01 -.01 .06 .06 -.03 .06 .09
11.0rg. SH Climate 12 . 93** 83** -.00 .08 .03 -11
12.SH Climate Existence 14* 93** _ B1** -.01 .07 .02 -11
13.SH Climate Perception .04 84** .60** . .05 12 .04 -.04
14. Ambiguous SH forms -.14* -11 -.08 -.14* - T4** 81** 84**
15.Sexist Hostility -.08 -10 -.07 -11 76** . .36** A46%*
16.Sexual Hostility -.15* -.04 -.02 -.09 T7** 32%* . H53**
17.Insinuation of Interest -11 -12 -.09 -13 .86** 53** H52**

Notes. * p <.05, ** p <.01. Bottom triangle correlations are for women participants (N = 226), top triangle correlations are for men (N = 154)
participants. Job gender ratio was rated on a 5-point scale; lower scores indicate that there are more men than women in the organization; while,
higher scores indicate that there are more women than men in the organization. Social/Economical Conservatism was rated on a 10-point scale.
Uncertainty Avoidance with its subfactors, and Ambivalent Sexism with its subfactors were rated on a 6-point scale. Organizational climate
was rated on a 3-point scale. Ambiguous SH forms were rated on a 5-point scale. For all questionnaires, higher scores indicate higher
endorsement of the construct.
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Table 5

Pearson correlation coefficients for items of Social/economical conservatism scale and ambiguous SH forms

1 2 3 4 5} 6 7 8
1. Military and national security .
2.Religion H52** .
3.Traditional Marriage 36** .38** .
4.Traditional Values S1** 54** 56** .
5.Fiscal Responsibility 37 28** A7x* 31 -
6.Business 37 26%* 16** 25%* A4F* .
7.Family Unit A47F* 39** 31 54** 39%* 53**
8. Patriotism 56** S1** 29%* ST** 29%* 33** 58**
9. Ambiguous SH forms -.18** -.07 - 15%* -13* -.04 -.08 -.08 -12*
10. Sexist Hostility -.20%* -.12* -.20%* -.14%* -.08 -.14%* -.14%* -.19%*
11.Sexual Hostility -.07 .05 -01 -.03 -.00 -.04 -.01 .01
12.Insinuation of Interest -.16** -11* -.15%* -.15%* -.03 -.01 -.05 -.12*

Notes. N = 380, * p < .05, ** p < .01. Items of Social/Economical Conservatism was rated on a 10-point scale. Ambiguous SH forms were rated on a 5-
point scale. For all questionnaires, higher scores indicate higher endorsement of the construct.



ambiguous forms of social-sexual incidents. On the other hand, for men participants,
according to the results of regression analysis only HS (B = -.21,t (153) = -2.45,p =
.02) significantly predicted perceiving sexist hostility as SH (see Table 7.)

Table 6
Regression analysis for women participants

Perceiving the  Perceiving  Perceiving Perceiving
ambiguous Sexist Sexual Insinuation of
forms composite  Hostility ~ Hostility as  Interest as SH
of social sexual  as SH (B) SH (B) (B)
incidents (B)

Block 1
Age -.132* -.239** - -
R? 017 .057
F (df) 3.95(1)* 13.55(1)**
Block 2
Age -.093 -.250** - -
Social/Economical -.118 -.206** 027 -.110
Conservatism
Hostile Sexism -.205* -.007 -.253** -.223**
Benevolent .007 047 -.059 .038
Sexism
Uncertainty 115 025 193** .052
Avoidance
Organizational -.079 -.101 -.011 -.081
Climate
RZchange 074 .056 .084 073
Fchange(df) 3.54(5)* 2.75(5)* 4.06(5)* 3.44(5)*

Note. Values are Beta weights, unless otherwise indicated.
*p <.05, **p < .01.
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Table 7

Regression analysis for men participants

Perceiving Perceiving Perceiving Perceiving
the Sexist Sexual Insinuation of
ambiguous Hostility as Hostility as  Interest as SH
forms of SH (B) SH (B) (B)
social sexual
incidents (B)
Social/Economical -.086 -.155 021 -.084
Conservatism
Hostile Sexism -.116 -.209* -.037 -.045
Benevolent 143 110 .075 158
Sexism
Uncertainty -.112 -.107 -.045 -.120
Avoidance
Organizational -.005 .089 .022 -.115
Climate
R? 043 101 .007 .050
F (df) 1.34(5) 3.32(5)** 21(5) 1.55(5)

Note. Values are Beta weights, unless otherwise indicated.

*p < .05, **p < .01.

3.5 Exploratory Analyses across Perceiving Sexual Harassment and Preferred

Coping Styles

As it was mentioned before preferred coping mechanism of women

participants at the face of three different SH types were examined exploratorily. A

canonical correlation analysis was conducted to see the relationship between three

SH types which are sexist hostility, sexual hostility, and insinuation of interest; and

three coping mechanisms which are seeking social support, reporting to authorities

and avoiding the harasser using SPSS 22. So, the first set was Set A which was SH

types and the second set was Set B which was coping mechanisms.
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According to the results of analysis three canonical correlations was
computed and first (Wilks’ Lambda = .85, y* (9) = 35.28, p < .001), and second one
(Wilks” Lambda = .95, y* (4) = 12.00, p = .017) of them were significant; while the
third one was nonsignificant. Canonical correlation for the first canonical variate
pairs from set A and B was .32 and it accounted for 10% of the total variance; while
the second canonical correlation was .23 and it accounted for 5% of the total
variance. For the loadings, the cut off was determined as higher than .30. According
to the canonical loadings for Set A, which was SH types, the first canonical variate
was characterized only by Sexual Hostility (-.93), and the second canonical variate
was characterized only by Sexist Hostility (.92). According to the canonical loadings
for Set B, which was coping mechanisms, the first canonical variate was
characterized by reporting to authorities (-.69) and avoiding the harasser (-.82),
whereas the second variate was characterized by reporting to authorities (.72) and
avoiding the harasser (-.53), albeit in different directions.

Summary of canonical loadings for set A and B is presented in Table 8.
According to the cross loadings results for the first variate pair, sexual hostility (r = -
.93) of Set A correlated with the first variate, which is reporting to authorities and
avoiding the harasser, of Set B; while sexist hostility (r = .92) of Set A correlated
with the second variate which is an inclination towards reporting to authorities and
not avoiding the harasser, of Set B. That means when a participant’s perception of
sexual hostility increases, the level of preferring to report to authorities and avoiding
the harasser at the face of SH also increases. On the other hand, as a participant’s
perception of sexist hostility increases, the level of preferring to report to authorities
increases; while the level of preferring to avoid the harasser decreases at the face of
SH. Results of redundancy analysis showed that the first canonical variate (reporting
to authorities and avoiding the harasser) of coping preferences set (A) explains 30%
of total variance explained by its own set’s variables. In the same way, second
variate (inclination towards reporting to authorities and not avoiding the harasser)

explains 30% of total variance.
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Table 8

Summary of Canonical Loadings for first canonical correlation

Canonical Variate Pairs

Sets First Second
A Sexist Hostility -.128 923
Sexual Hostility -.928 075
Insinuation of Interest -.160 .168
Percent of variance .30 .30
Redundancy .03 .02
B Seeking Social Support -.276 220
Reporting to Authorities -.690 721
Avoiding the harasser -.819 -.526
Percent of variance 41 .28
Redundancy .04 .02
Canonical Corr. 32 23
Squared Can Corr. 10 .05

Note. Numbers are variable loadings on the canonical variates, unless otherwise
indicate.

Furthermore, bivariate correlation analysis was conducted in order to see
correlations between study variables and coping mechanisms. In Table 9, all
correlations are demonstrated. According to the results, seeking social support as a
coping mechanism had negative significant correlations with age of participants (r =
-.21, p = .001), tenure (r = -.16, p = .02), ambivalent sexism (r = -.15, p = .03), and
HS (r = -.18, p = .01). Reporting to authorities had significant negative correlations
with age of participants (r = -.20, p = .003), tenure (r = -.19, p = .004), ambivalent
sexism (r = -.17, p = .01), HS (r = -.17, p = .01); while it had significant positive
correlations with the ambiguous SH forms composite (r = .19, p = .004), sexist
hostility (r = .18, p = .01), and sexual hostility (r = .21, p = .001). Finally, avoiding
the harasser had significant positive correlations with conservatism level of

participants (r = .15, p = .02), uncertainty avoidance (r = .19, p = .01), prospective
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anxiety (r = .20, p = .003), inhibitory anxiety (r = .15, p =.02), and sexual hostility (r
=.23, p <.001).

Table 9

Pearson correlation coefficients between coping mechanisms and other variables

Seeking Social Reportingto  Avoiding the

Support Authorities Harasser
1.Age -.21** -.20** -.07
2.Tenure -.16* -.19%* -.04
3.Job-Gender Ratio .05 -.02 .03
4.Conservatism -.06 -.09 15*
5.Uncertainty Avoidance A1 -.01 19**
6.Prospective Anxiety 10 -.05 20%*
7.Inhibitory Anxiety A1 .03 15*
8.Ambivalent Sexism -.15* -17* .03
9.Hostile Sexism - 18** -17* -.07
10.Benevolent Sexism -.09 -13 A1
11.0rg. SH Climate -.13 .08 .07
12.0rg. SH Regulations -12 .08 .04
13.0rg. SH Attitudes -.08 .06 .06
14.Ambiguous SH forms .07 19** .08
15.Sexist Hostility .06 18** -.08
16.Sexual Hostility .09 21%* 23%*
17.Insinuation of Interest .03 .06 .02

Notes. N = 226, * p < .05, ** p < .01. Job gender ratio was rated on a 5-point scale;
lower scores indicate that there are more men than women in the organization; while,
higher scores indicate that there are more women than men in the organization.
Social/Economical Conservatism was rated on a 10-point scale. Uncertainty
Avoidance with its subfactors, and Ambivalent Sexism with its subfactors were rated
on a 6-point scale. Organizational climate was rated on a 3-point scale. Ambiguous
SH forms were rated on a 5-point scale. Coping mechanism was rated on 5-point
scale for 14 different answers show different coping mechanisms. For all
questionnaires higher scores indicate higher endorsement of the construct.
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Finally, in order to see mean level of different scenarios depends on different
coping mechanisms descriptive analysis conducted on an exploratory basis (see
Table 10.). In scenario 1 which assess sexual hostility, it was seen that avoiding the
harasser (M = 4.47, SD = .52) had the highest mean level, while seeking social
support (M = 4.01 , SD = .91) and reporting to authorities (M = 3.87 , SD = 1.01)
followed it respectively. Same trend observed in scenario 3 and 4. For the scenario 3
in which insinuation of interest assessed avoiding the harasser (M = 4.43, SD = .59)
had the highest mean level, while seeking social support (M = 4.03 , SD = .95) and
reporting to authorities (M = 3.34 , SD = 1.01) followed it respectively. Similarly,
for the scenarios 4, in which physical touching (mild physical abuse) assessed,
avoiding the harasser (M = 4.51, SD = .56) had the highest mean level, while seeking
social support (M = 3.99 , SD = 1.01) and reporting to authorities (M = 3.38 , SD =
1.07) followed it respectively. For scenario 2 in which Physical offense (severe
physical abuse) and scenario 5 in which sexual coercion assessed avoiding the
harasser again had the highest mean score; however, for seeking social support and
reporting authorities mean score ranking changed. For physical offense, avoiding the
harasser (M = 4.70, SD = .49) followed by reporting to authorities (M = 4.42, SD =
.83) after seeking social support (M = 4.15, SD = .92). In the same manner, for
sexual coercion avoiding the harasser (M = 4.66, SD = .62) followed by reporting to
authorities (M = 4.22, SD = .94) after seeking social support (M = 4.20, SD = .98).
Finally, for scenario 6 in which sexist hostility assessed, means score ranking was
different from other scenarios. As one of the ambiguous SH form focused in the
present study, for sexist hostility seeking social support (M = 4.15, SD = .80) had
highest mean score. Reporting to authorities (M = 3.84, SD = .93) and avoiding the
harasser (M = 3.35, SD = .91) come from behind the seeking social support.
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Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for Coping with SH by Scenario

Scenario 1 Scenario? Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5 Scenario 6
Sexual Hostility Physical Insinuation of Physical Sexual Sexist Hostility
Offense Interest Touching Coercion

Seeking Social M =4.01 M =4.15 M =4.03 M =3.99 M =4.20 M =4.15
Suport SD = .91 SD = .92 SD=.95 SD=1.01 SD = .98 SD = .80
Reporting to M =3.87 M=4.42 M=3.34 M =3.38 M =4.22 M=3.84
authorities SD=1.01 SD = .83 SD =101 SD = 1.07 SD = .94 SD = .93
Avoiding the M = 4.47 M =470 M =4.43 M =451 M = 4.66 M=3.35
harasser SD = 52 SD = .49 SD = .59 SD = .56 SD = .62 SD = .91




CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

4.1 Overview

In the discussion section, outstanding findings of the present study are
discussed in detail within the context of study hypotheses and exploratory
examinations. The aim of the present study was examining the associations of some
cultural variables which were liberalism/conservatism, uncertainty avoidance,
ambivalent sexism with its dimensions, hostile and BS, organizational climate with
perceiving ambiguous forms of SH namely sexist hostility, sexual hostility, and
insinuation of interest as SH. Furthermore, in the present study coping preferences of
women participants in the face of 5 different SH types was examined exploratorily
by using SH scenarios.

To my knowledge there is no former research in which the predictive effects
of the abovementioned cultural characteristics and organizational climate were
examined altogether on workplace SH perceptions of employed men and women.
Results of hypotheses of the present study, whether they were supported or not, and
findings of exploratory analyses will bring insights for both academical and
professional contexts.

4.2 Study Findings and Contributions

Before the hypothesis testing, factor analyses were conducted for all the
scales. From among these analyses, CFA which was conducted for Social/Sexual
Incidents Questionnaires separately for both genders had important findings.
According to the results, factor structures and fit indices for both men and women
samples were similar. Furthermore, internal consistency results of entire sample, men
sample and women sample were nearly same for the total questionnaire and its

subfactors. That means the questionnaire is consistent across genders.
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According to the t-test results, men had significantly higher mean scores than
women only for ambivalent sexism and its subfactors. Except for ambivalent sexism,
women showed higher mean scores on the variables of uncertainty avoidance and
perceiving the ambiguous forms of SH. That means men are more positive about
ambivalent sexism than women as expected from the former studies which
emphasize the social dominance motives and gender stereotypes of men (e.g., Glick,
& Fiske, 1997; Sibley, & Wilson, 2004). Hence, ambivalent sexism is still an
important issue for future studies in which sex related discriminations and
harassments will be investigated.

In the results section correlation analyses were performed in the women and
men samples separately. According to the results total sample’s correlation pattern
showed similarities with women data’s; while men data showed slightly different
patterns. For instance, ambivalent sexism was correlated with all the study variables
for total sample except for SH Climate Perception. While its correlations with
conservatism, organizational climate and uncertainty avoidance were in positive
direction; correlations between ambivalent sexism and perception of ambiguous SH
forms and its subfactors were in the negative direction. When the results of women
and men data were analyzed, ambivalent sexism had positive correlation with
conservatism and uncertainty avoidance; while it had no correlation with
organizational climate, ambiguous SH forms and its subfactors for the men data.
According to women’s data ambivalent sexism had positive correlations with
conservatism, organizational climate and uncertainty avoidance; while it had
negative correlations with perception of ambiguous SH forms, sexual hostility, and
insinuation of interest as similar with the results of total sample. Furthermore, for the
whole sample conservatism had positive correlations with uncertainty avoidance,
ambivalent sexism and organizational climate; while it had negative correlations with
perception of ambiguous SH forms and its subfactors except for sexual hostility. For
the women and men data pattern changed in uncertainty avoidance and perception of
ambiguous SH forms. To be more precise, conservatism had significant positive
correlations with ambivalent sexism for both men and women samples; on the other

hand, it had significant positive correlation with uncertainty avoidance for only men
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sample. Moreover, for women sample it had negative correlations with perception of
ambiguous SH forms and its subfactors except for sexual hostility similar with total
sample. According to men sample conservatism had only significant negative
correlation with sexist hostility. Those findings might be the result of higher number
of women participants in the sample. Even in that condition, those findings might
lead future studies to also investigate gender differences. SH studies may expect
differences depending not only on ingroup variance in cultural aspects but also
depending on gender differences. Women are mostly seen as a victim of SH; while
men are the initiator of it. Hence, depending on the focus of present study men
participants might feel more defensive and show perception differences.

Because to my knowledge there was no former study in which the association
between conservatism and SH perceptions was examined, conservatism and sexism
relationship gained importance in the present study. Because of that reason, besides
the abovementioned correlations, correlations between items of Social/economical
conservatism scale and ambiguous SH forms was examined exploratorily to see
whether different items had different correlations with SH perceptions. According to
the results, items which are “military and national security”, “traditional marriage”,
“traditional values”, and “patriotism” had negative significant correlations with
sexist hostility, insinuation of interest and ambiguous forms composite of SH.
“Religion” had negative significant correlations with sexist hostility and insinuation
of interest; while “business” and “the family unit” had negative significant
correlation with only sexist hostility. “Fiscal responsibility” had no significant
correlation with ambiguous SH forms. That means conservatism level of participants
had no relationship with sexual hostility; while it had negative correlation with sexist
hostility and insinuation of interest according to different items of social/economical
conservatism scale. These findings may present a new direction for conservatism and
sexism studies, because according to these results it can be said that scale items
mostly correlated with SH types which include sexual discrimination toward women.

Another important correlation in the present study was between the age and
other variables for only women participants. According to the results, for women

sample age had significant positive correlation with ambivalent sexism and its
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subfactors which are hostile and BS. Furthermore, it had significant negative
correlations with perceiving the ambiguous SH forms and sexist hostility. On the
other hand, for men sample there was significant positive relationship only for the
BS as a subfactor of ambivalent sexism. Furthermore, there were no relationship
between age and perceiving ambiguous forms of SH for men data. That means age of
the men does not affect perceiving ambiguous forms of SH; while, age of women
increases their likelihood of perceiving the ambiguous SH forms and sexist hostility
decreases. Because of that reason, while testing the hypotheses, age was controlled
for women sample in order to the see whether it has significant effect on the
perception of SH forms in women sample.

In the present study hypothesis 1a argued that participants’ BS level will have
small positive association with perceiving the ambiguous forms of SH. According to
the results there were no significant association between BS and ambiguous forms of
SH for women and men data. Hence, hypothesis 1a was not supported. However,
even though there were no significant results related with BS level, for men sample
BS showed positive trend with the perception of both total ambiguous SH form and
its subfactors. As mentioned before even there are no direct study related with the
perception of SH and BS level, according to the study of Wiener et al. (1997)
participants who have higher level of BS perceived sexual behaviors more severe
than participants who have lower level of BS. In line with this result, it might be
argued that male participants, who have higher level of BS in the present study,
might assume the role of protector and feel more comfortable with the sexual
harassment behaviors. This situation might lead them to rate SH perception questions
on positive trend. Same positive but nonsignificant trend was found for women
sample for the total ambiguous SH form, sexist hostility and insinuation of interest.
On the other hand, there was negative nonsignificant relationship between sexual
hostility and BS. Even though relationship between BS and, sexist hostility and
insinuation of interest showed positive association trend for women sample, sexual
hostility which is SH type related with the offensive sexual jokes and stories showed
negative association trend. This differentiation on the women sample amongst the

ambiguous SH forms also might be the future interest of the studies.
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According to the hypothesis 1b, it is argued that participants’ HS level will
have moderate negative association with perceiving the ambiguous forms of SH.
According to the results HS had small negative correlations with perceiving the
ambiguous forms of SH, sexual hostility, and insinuation of interest; while it had no
correlation with sexist hostility for women sample. On the contrary to women
sample, HS had only small significant negative correlation with sexist hostility for
men sample. Hence, hypothesis 1b was partially supported for women and men
samples. Interesting point from those finding was that association between HS and
ambiguous SH forms showed differential results for two genders. That means its
associations were significant with the ambiguous forms of SH, sexual hostility, and
insinuation of interest for women; while it significantly correlated only with sexist
hostility for men. Besides different association patterns, possible underlying reasons
of those relationship are important for the future studies. In accordance with the
dissertation of Sibley and Wilson’s (2004), as mentioned in the introduction section,
for men sample, those results may reflect the idea of women’s sex roles and men’s
attitude toward working women stereotype. If a man exhibits higher level of hostile
sexism, he may perceive sexist hostile behaviors as normal for a woman who
overthrow the societal gender roles. However, for women sample it can be important
topic to investigate why perceiving sexist hostility was not affected by HS level of
participants on the contrary to other SH types.

According to the hypothesis 2, it was argued that when the level of
conservatism increase, perceiving the ambiguous SH types will decrease. Results
showed that conservatism level of women participants had significant negative
correlation with perceiving sexist hostility as SH. On the other hand, there were no
associations between conservatism level and perceiving ambiguous forms of SH,
sexual hostility and insinuation of interest for women sample. Moreover, for men
there were also no associations between conservatism level and perceiving
ambiguous forms of SH or its subfactors. Hence, hypothesis 2 was supported
partially for only women sample and sexist hostility. As mentioned in the
introduction chapter sexist hostility is mostly about gender discriminatory behaviors

which include judging the ideas or careers of women as insignificant (Toker &
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Stimer, 2010). Furthermore, it was stated that conservative people care about in-
group identity and they want to maintain authority (Graham et al., 2009). In the light
of those information, it can be argued that conservative women may want to maintain
their in-group identity and evaluate working women negatively, even if they are
working women. There also might be a relationship like the one found in the
abovementioned study of Malovich and Stake (1990). In their study, they also
examined the interaction between self-esteem and having traditional sex-roles and
stated that when women were high on self-esteem and traditional sex-roles attitudes
at the same time, they were more likely to perceive harassment issues as
insignificant, undermine its seriousness, and do not criticize men who harass.
Moreover, in accordance with Silverman’s (1976) definition of “male identified”
women who are skilled and successful but reluctant to admit the seriousness of
harassment (as cited in Malovich & Stake, 1990), some women, even if they are
successful business women, might interiorize male dominance because of having
more traditional sex role attitudes. Hence, interaction between conservatism and
other personal variables like self-esteem might be the topic of future studies. Why
same results were not supported by men might be the result of some interactions
between other factors like self-esteem as mentioned above. For future researches
those findings might open new directions. Furthermore, it should be highlighted that
in the present study 12.1% of the total participants denominated themselves as
slightly or quite conservative. Moreover, among 154 men participants only 20 of
them stated that they are slightly or quite conservative; while among 226 women
only 26 of them stated they are slightly or quite conservative. Future studies might
reach more conservative sample and investigate in group variances in terms of
perceiving different ambiguous SH forms.

Hypothesis 3 argued that if a participant had higher level of uncertainty
avoidance, he/she will be more likely to perceive ambiguous SH forms with
moderate effect size. According to the results, uncertainty avoidance had small
significant correlation with perceiving sexual hostility as a form of SH for women
sample. There were no significant relationships between uncertainty avoidance and

perceiving ambiguous forms of SH, sexist hostility and insinuation of interest for
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women. In a similar direction, there were no significant associations between
uncertainty avoidance and perceiving ambiguous forms of SH, sexist hostility, sexual
hostility and insinuation of interest for men sample. Hence, hypothesis 3 mainly did
not receive support. As one and only supported part, the correlation between
uncertainty avoidance and sexual hostility was small instead of moderate. Because
former studies stated that women evaluated sexual hostility and insinuation of
interest as moderately severe forms of SH (Toker & Siimer, 2010), it can be expected
that these two SH forms which are sexual hostility and insinuation of interest would
show the same pattern in their relationship with other variables. According to these
findings, as expected from former studies perceiving those two SH types did not
show same pattern when the uncertainty level of participants changed. For women
sample only supported part of the hypothesis is the relationship between sexual
hostility and uncertainty avoidance; hence, it can be said that women who have
higher uncertainty level tend to perceive SH harassment if it contains sexuality. That
means, when compared to sexist hostility and insinuation of interest, sexual hostility
shows sexuality implication more openly by containing sexual jokes and sexual
materials as mentioned before. On the other hand, insinuation of interest consists of
showing interest toward women without showing sexuality explicitly and sexist
hostility consists of gender discriminatory items (Toker, 2016). Hence, it might be
argued that when women who have higher level of uncertainty avoidance are faced
with sexuality, they try to find out more meaningful marks of SH as it is seen as a
more sensitive issue. According to the study conducted by Kardam (2005), dynamics
of honor killings were examined in the Turkish culture. In general, findings showed
that honor was mostly evaluated as a concept which is related with women and
sexuality. Dressing properly, behaving in accordance with expectations, being
acquainted with one’s duties in accordance with traditions and chastity were some of
the points of the study. Hence, it might be argued that women raised in that honor
culture tend to see sexuality related behaviors or discourses more threatening and
feel more sensitive.

Hypothesis 4 argued that if participants’ perception about SH related

organizational climate is positive, that means if they perceive their organizations as
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proactive about SH related behaviors, they will be more likely to perceive ambiguous
forms of SH. According to the results, it was found that there were no associations
between organizational climate and ambiguous SH forms for both men and women
sample. On the contrary to hypothesis, in the present study there were a trend in a
way that if the organization were more tolerant to SH that means it is not proactive,
women were more likely to perceive ambiguous SH forms, even though there were
no significant result. This result seems coherent with the previous notions of
Fitzgerald and colleagues (1997) that when women think that their organization is
tolerant to the SH behaviors, they stated higher level of SH experiences. Hence,
when women feel unsafe in an organization that is tolerant of SH related behaviors,
they tend to perceive more behavior as malevolent and describe as SH. Moreover, in
the present study organizational climate assessed self-constructed questions and
participants were directly asked what they think about organizational climate about
SH. It is obvious that Turkish literature needs a survey which assess facets of
organizational climate implicitly. Because people feel sensitive about the topic of the
study, they may also feel sensitive while expressing their opinions about their
organizations and give biased answers.

As mentioned before, in the present study, coping preferences of only women
participants at the face of six different SH forms were investigated exploratorily.
Women participants were asked to read six different scenarios and rated each coping
style according to their preferences in relation to those scenarios. For the coping
preferences scale, after factor analysis was conducted, it was found that there were 3
different coping mechanism which are seeking social support, reporting to authorities
and avoiding the harasser. For this examination a canonical correlation analysis was
conducted to see the relationship between three SH types which are sexist hostility,
sexual hostility, and insinuation of interest; and abovementioned three coping
mechanisms. According to the results it was found that perceiving sexual hostility
was correlated with reporting to authorities and avoiding the harasser; while
perceiving sexist hostility correlated with the inclination towards reporting to
authorities and not avoiding the harasser. That means when participants perceive

sexual hostility as a form of SH, they preferred reporting to authorities and avoiding
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the harasser as coping mechanisms at the face of SH. On the other side, if
participants perceive sexist hostility as a form of SH, they preferred reporting to
authorities; while they did not prefer avoiding the harasser as a coping mechanism at
the face of SH. There was no significant relationship between preferring a coping
mechanism at the face of perceiving insinuation of interest as a form of SH.
However, according to the exploratory analysis in which descriptive analysis was
conducted for 6 different scenarios and 3 different coping mechanisms, there might
be some future directions for the literature about coping preference. For example,
except for sexist hostility in which gender discriminatory items such as underrating
women’s role in work life are involved, the highest mean score amongst the coping
styles was avoiding the harasser. It was followed by seeking social support for
scenario 1 (sexual hostility), scenario 3 (insinuation of interest), and scenario 4
(physical touching); while, it was followed by reporting to authorities for scenario 2
(physical offense) and scenario 5 (sexual coercion). That means even though the
severity of SH scenarios changed, women more likely to choose avoiding items as a
way of coping. For the sexist hostility seeking social support had the highest mean
score and it was followed by reporting to authorities. The lowest mean score was for
the avoiding the harasser for sexist hostility scenario. That means, when compared to
other scenarios, sexist hostility was exact opposite trend in terms of coping styles. As
mentioned in the earlier part of the present study sexist hostility is the SH type
involves least sexuality. It might be said that women who are faced with sexist
hostility do not feel abused as much as in the other types; hence, they do not need to
avoid from the harassher or do not beware of sharing their experience with others to
receive social support.

Final important finding from the present study was result of bivariate
correlation analysis between coping mechanisms and study variables. In the present
study in order to see whether different coping mechanisms had significant correlation
with the study variables, correlation analysis was conducted exploratorily. According
to the results, seeking social support as a coping mechanism had significant negative
correlations with the age of participants, tenure of participants, and their level of

ambivalent and hostile sexism. In the same way, another coping mechanism which is
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reporting to authorities had significant negative correlations with the age of
participants, tenure of participants, and their level of ambivalent and hostile sexism.
However, reporting to authorities also has significant positive correlations with
ambiguous SH forms, sexist hostility and sexual hostility. As a final coping
mechanism, avoiding the harasser had different pattern of correlations as compared
to other two mechanism. There were significant positive correlations between
avoiding the harasser and conservatism level of participants, level of uncertainty
avoidance, prospective anxiety and inhibitory anxiety, and sexual hostility. That
means younger and less experienced women workers are more likely to prefer
seeking social support and reporting to authorities as coping mechanisms. Moreover,
if participants’ level of ambivalent and HS is higher, their likelihood to prefer
seeking social support and reporting to authorities is lower. When participants
perceive ambiguous forms of SH and sexist hostility as SH, they prefer to report to
authorities as a coping mechanism; while if they perceive sexual hostility as SH, they
prefer not only reporting to authorities but also avoiding the harasser. Finally, if
participants have higher level of conservatism and uncertainty avoidance, they prefer
to avoid the harasser. As mentioned before people who have higher uncertainty
avoidance tend to be more aggressive in their communication and try to avoid others
when they perceive threatening situations (Merkin, 2006; as cited in Merkin 2012);
in the same direction as mentioned by Jost et al. (2003) people who are higher on
political conservatism tend to decrease feelings of uncertainty and threat. Hence,
avoiding to harasser might be most expected coping preference of uncertainty
avoidant and conservative person.
4.3 Limitations and Future Directions

Even though the present study had some important finding and contributions,
there were some limitations that should be highlighted. Firstly, although data were
collected from different gender, age groups, sectors, tenure; most of the data (N =
340) composed of white-collar workers. By considering the different working
conditions and educational level of white and blue-collar workers, different patterns
might be expected about the association between study variables. As Parietti (2019)

mentioned white and blue-collar workers may represent different social class, they
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may differ according to their working conditions, how to work, and educational
level. In the light of this information, SH related organizational climate and its
perception as one of those variables in the study findings may differ for the blue-
collar workers. Moreover, according to study conducted by Icenogle, Eagle, Ahmad
and Hanks (2002), it was stated that blue-collar women workers were less sensitive
to the behaviors which contains SH; while, white-collar women workers were more
likely to identify SH behaviors correctly. Hence as a study variable white/blue-collar
worker differentiation may be added to studies in which sex related discriminations
are investigated. Furthermore, because the collection process was completed by
distributing the Survey via personal contacts, participants were mostly from the
metropolitans of the Turkey which are Ankara and Istanbul. Some cultural aspects
may show an alteration even within the boundaries of the same country, data
collected from different parts of the Turkey can be more comprehensive for the
content of the present study. Moreover, as mentioned before at the demographic
questions section, participants were asked to rate their liberalism/conservatism level
in 4-point Likert that 1 means quite conservatist, 2 means slightly conservatist, 3
means slightly liberalist, and 4 means quite liberalist. According to the distribution of
the data 173 (45.5%) of participants mentioned they were quite liberal, 161 (42.4%)
of them were slightly liberal, 36 (9.5%) of them were slightly conservative, and 10
(2.6%) of them were quite conservative. It can be seen that, almost 88% of the
sample consisted of people who defined themselves as liberalist. More homogeneous
sample in terms of political orientation might create differences in the results.
Therefore, in the future studies abovementioned demographic variables should be
considered in order to see their impact.

Secondly, based on the comment of the participants, the length of the survey
was long and took time to complete. Since the survey consisted of several
questionnaires and some of them such as Coping Preferences Scale were slightly
longer that the others, participants reportedstruggling to focus. Especially for the
people who were stranger to logic of surveys, it took longer time than expected.
Because of abovementioned reasons nearly one half of the people who attempted to

fulfill the survey aborted it; hence, the process of data collection lasted longer.

66



Besides the length of the survey another reason which lead people to abort the survey
might be the topic. Some people might have felt more sensitive toward to topic and
did not complete it. In accordance with abovementioned study of Ulusoy, Swigart
and Erdemir (2011), people who heard that the topic of the study was related to
workplace SH felt sensitive about and did not want to complete it.

Thirdly, as mentioned in the introduction chapter conservatism as a concept is
hard to define and it comprises different subtitles such as economic, political and
religious (Hicks & Wright, 1970). Even though in the present study it was aimed to
assess political and economic conservatism, it was realized that literature needs more
comprehensive scales in order to assess conservatism/liberalism level most especially
for Turkey. For instance, according to the exploratory factor analyses, two-factor
solution of Everett (2013) was not supported in the present sample and items
“Abortion”, “Limited Government”, “Welfare Benefits” and “Gun ownership” were
removed from the inventory. This situation might be caused by different reasons such
as properties of the sample or inventory’s itself. Hence, that can be a starting point
for the researchers to investigate how to assess concept of conservatism/liberalism
from a more comprehensive perspective.

Finally, for the present study, accordance with the future direction of Toker’s
(2016) study, uncertainty avoidance as a cultural dimension of Hofstede was
examined. It was argued that people’s uncertainty avoidance level affects their
tolerance for the SH at work as Merkin stated (2012). On the other hand, according
to the examination of Luthar and Luthar (2002), all cultural dimensions of Hofstede
and their relationship with the managers’ likelihood of to sexually harass, blaming
the harasser, and tolerance of SH by women at work were analyzed. According to the
former literature and data pattern of countries they argued that level of
Individualism/Collectivism, Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance and
Masculinity/Femininity as cultural dimensions might affect the way of women’s
perception about unwelcome behaviors and in some cultural conditions such as
higher power distance and lower individualism lead them to tolerate those behaviors
as SH. Although their study compared different culture’s data and Turkey was not

included in the study; using other cultural dimensions of Hofstede as determinants of
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perception and likelihood to perform sexually harassing behaviors in Turkish sample

might be another future direction.
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B. INFORMED CONSENT
Goniilli Katilim Formu

Sayin Katilimet,

Bu calisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi
Yiiksek Lisans Programi 6grencisi Didem Dingal tarafindan Yrd. Dog. Dr. Yonca
Toker damismanliginda yiiriitiillen tez ¢alismasi kapsaminda yapilmaktadir.
Calismanin amaci, kiltlirel faktorlerin ve oOrgiitsel iklimin bireylerin is yerindeki
kadin-erkek etkilesimlerine dair algilarini aragtirmaktir.

Calismaya katilim tamamiyla goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Ankette,
sizden kurum kimligi veya kisisel kimlik belirleyici hi¢bir bilgi istenmemektedir.
Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan
degerlendirilecektir; kesinlikle hicbir kisi ya da kurumla paylasilmayacaktir. Elde
edilecek bilgiler sadece bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir.

Anketin tamamlanmas1 ortalama 15 dakika siirmektedir. Katilim sirasinda
sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz
cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz. Bdylebir durumda anket linkini kapatmaniz
yeterli olacaktir.

Liitfen anket sorularini dikkatli okuyunuz ve yanitsiz soru birakmayiniz.
Arastirmanin  giivenilir olabilmesi acisindan sorulart dikkatli ve igtenlikle
cevaplamaniz biiylik 6nem tagimaktadir.

Calismayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Didem DINCAL (e-mail:
e171819@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Bu ¢alismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu c¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilyyorum ve istedigim zaman
yarida kesip c¢ikabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amaclh

yayimlarda kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

Evet [ Hayir [
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C. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

Demografik Bilgi Formu
1. Cinsiyetiniz: __ Erkek ~ Kadin
2. Yasiniz:

3. Bu giine kadar, stajlar da dahil olmak iizere, herhangi bir 6zel ya da devlet

kurumunda ¢aligtiniz m1? (okul asistanliklart disinda)? ~~ Evet  Hayir
* 3. soruya Evet dediyseniz, a, b, c, ve d sorularini da cevaplayiniz.

a. Toplam ne kadar siire calistiniz? (eger birden fazla kurumda calistiysaniz toplam

stireyi belirtiniz): yil ve ay

b. Calistigimmiz kurum (birden fazla kurumda g¢alistiysaniz, birden fazla segenegi
isaretleyebilirsiniz):

devlet kurumu

0zel bir kurulus

arastirma kurumu

diger:

c. Calistigimiz Sektor:

Ajans-Fuar-Organizasyon__ Akademi-Yiiksek Ogretim  Arastirma_
Bankacilik  Basin-Yaym/Matbaa Bilisim  Cam ve Seramik  Cagri1 Merkezi
Danigmanlik  Dayanikli Tiiketim Demir-Celik  Denetim_ Denzicilik ile
ilgili Uretim& Hizmetler Egitim  Eglence-Sanat_  Elektrik-Elektronik_
Enerji_  Finansal Hizmet_ Gayrimenkul ~ Gida  Giivenlik/Koruma
Hizmetleri_  Kimya/Kimyasal Uriinler Kozmetik  Lojistik/Tagimacilik
Madencilik =~ Magazacilik Medya/Televizyon/Radyo/Film_ Mimarlik/Dizayn
Mobilya Miihendislik Hizmetleri  Otomasyon_  Otomotiv_
Perakendecilik/Toptancilik_ Petrol ve Uriinleri_ Reklam ve Tanitim

Saglik/Hastane  Savunma Sanayii_  Sigorta_ Silahli Kuvvetler Sivil Toplum
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Kuruluslar1 ~ Spor  Tekstil ~ Telekomiinikasyon ~ Tibbi Malzeme
Turizm/Otelcilik  Uretim/Imalat  Yapi/insaat  Ziraat/Hayvancilik

d. Asagida sunulan segencklerden, en uzun siire ¢alistiginiz kurumdaki kadin-erkek
oranini en iyi sekilde tanimlayani belirtiniz (sizin kurumdaki cinsiyet dagilimini nasil
algiladiginiza gore):

____neredeyse herkes erkek

_erkeklerin orani kadinlardan daha fazla

__erkek ve kadin oran1 yaklasik olarak esit

__ kadmlarm orani erkeklerden daha fazla

______neredeyse herkes kadin

4. Calistiginiz kurumda yonetsel bir role sahip misiniz? Evet Hayir

5. Calistiginiz kurumdaki ¢alisma bi¢iminiz hangisidir?

_____ Beyaz Yaka (Bedensel yerine zihinsel giicii ile maas kazanan kisi)
_____Mavi Yaka (Daha ¢ok bedensel giicii ile maas kazanan kisi)

6. Siyasi bakis a¢inizi genel olarak nasil degerlendiriyorsunuz?

(1) olduk¢a muhatazakar, (2) biraz muhafazakar, (3) biraz liberal ve (4) oldukca
liberal

7. Calistiginiz sehir:
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D. AMBIVALENT SEXISM INVENTORY (ASI) (Glick & Fiske, 1996)
Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyeteilik Ol¢egi- CDCO (Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2002)

Bu boliimde kadinlar, erkekler ve kadin erkek iliskileri hakkinda toplam 22
madde bulunmaktadir. Sizden istenen, her bir maddede ifade edilen goriise ne oranda
katildiginiz1 alti basamakli 6l¢ek iizerinde (1 = Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum; 6 =
Tamamen Katiliyorum), ilgili rakamm bulundugu kutucugu isaretleyerek

belirtmenizdir.

1 = Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum
2 = Katilmiyorum
3 = Pek Katilmiyorum
4 = Biraz Katiliyorum
5 = Katiliyorum

6 = Kesinlikle Katiliyorum

1. Ne kadar basarili olursa olsun bir kadinin sevgisine
sahip olmadikg¢a bir erkek gergek anlamda biitiin bir 1/2|13|4]|5|6
insan olamaz.

2. Gergekte bir¢ok kadin “esitlik” artyoruz maskesi
altinda ise alinmalarda kendilerinin kayirilmasi gibidzel | 1 {2 | 3 |4 |5 |6
muameleler artyorlar.

3. Bir felaket durumunda kadinlar erkeklerden 6nce
kurtarilmalidir.

4. Bir¢ok kadin masum s6z veya davranislari cinsel
ayrimcilik olarak yorumlamaktadir.

5. Kars1 cinsten biri ile romantik iliski olmaksizin
insanlar hayatta ger¢cekten mutlu olamazlar.

6. Feministler gercekte kadinlarin erkeklerden daha
fazla giice sahip olmalarini istemektedirler.

7. Bir¢ok kadin ¢ok az erkekte olan bir safliga sahiptir. 1/2|13|4]5|6
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8. Kadlar ¢ok ¢abuk alinirlar.

9. Kadinlar erkekler tarafindan el iistiinde tutulmali ve
korunmalidir.

10. Birg¢ok kadin erkeklerin kendileri i¢in yaptiklarina
tamamen minnettar olmamaktadirlar.

11. Her erkegin hayatinda hayran oldugu bir kadin
olmalidir.

12. Kadinlar erkekler lizerinde kontrolii saglayarak giic
kazanmak hevesindeler.

13. Erkekler kadinsiz eksiktirler.

14. Kadinlar igyerlerindeki problemleri abartmaktadirlar.

15. Erkekler hayatlarindaki kadin i¢in mali yardim
saglamak i¢in kendi rahatlarini goniillii olarak feda
etmelidirler.

16. Bir kadin bir erkegin bagliligin1 kazandiktan sonra
genellikle o erkege siki bir yular takmaya calisir.

17. Iyi bir kadin erkegi tarafindan yiiceltilmelidir.

18. Erkeklere cinsel yonden yaklasilabilir olduklarini
gosterircesine sakalar yapip daha sonra erkeklerin
tekliflerini reddetmekten zevk alan bir¢ok kadin vardir.

19. Kadinlar erkeklerden daha yiiksek ahlaki duyarliliga
sahip olma egilimindedirler.

20. Feministler erkeklere makul olmayan istekler
sunmaktadirlar.

21. Kadinlar erkeklerden daha ince bir kiiltiir anlayigina
ve zevkine sahiptirler.

22. Adaletli bir yarismada kadinlar erkeklere karsi
kaybettikleri zaman tipik olarak kendilerinin ayrimciliga
maruz kaldiklarindan yakinirlar.
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E. SOCIAL/ECONOMICAL CONSERVATISM SCALE

Sosyal ve Ekonomik Muhafazakarhik Olcegi

Liitfen asagidaki her bir konu i¢in olumlu veya olumsuz hissettiginiz seviyeyi
belirtin.

Puan 0’a yaklastik¢a daha biiyiik olumsuzlugu, 100’e yaklastik¢ca da daha
fazla pozitifligi isaret etmektedir.

50 puan, konuyla ilgili tarafsiz hissettiginizi gosterir.

1. Kiirtaj 0|10(20|30 40 |50|60|70|80]|90|100
2. Smurl hiikkiimet™® 0/10]|20|30(40|50|60|70|80]|90| 100
3. Askeri ve ulusal giivenlik 0(10](20|30|{40|50|60|70|80(|90| 100
4. Din 0|10(20|3040|50|60|70|80]|90 100
5. Sosyal Yardim 0|10(20|30 40 |50|60|70|80]|90|100
6. Silah miilkiyeti 0|10(20|30 40 |50|60|70|80]|90 100
7. Geleneksel evlilik 0|10(20|30 40 |50|60|70|80]|90|100
8. Geleneksel degerler 0/10]|20|30(40|50|60|70|80]|90| 100
9. Mali Sorumluluk** 0|10(20|30 40 |50|60|70|80]|90|100
10. Is 0/10]|20|30(40|50|60|70|80]|90| 100
11. Aile Birimi 0|10(20|30 40 |50|60|70|80]|90 100
12. Vatanseverlik 0|10({20|30 40 |50|60|70|80]|90 100

*Smirl hitkiimet kavrami hiikiimet giicliniin sivil 6zgiirliiklerin korunmasi i¢in

genellikle yazili bir anayasayla sinirlandirilmasini ifade eder.

**Mali sorumluluk kisinin hazineye veya bir baska kisiye verdigi zararin kendisine

Odettirilmesi sonucunu doguran sorumluluk tiirtidiir.
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F. INTOLERANCE FOR UNCERTAINTY SCALE (1US)

Belirsizlige Tahammiilsiizliik Ol¢egi (BTO)
Asagida insanlarin yasamin belirsizliklerine nasil tepki verecegini anlatan bir
dizi ifadeye yer verilmistir. Liitfen her bir maddeyi okuyarak 1 ile 6 arasindaki

Olcekte o maddenin ne kadar size tanimladigini belirtiniz.

Beni hi¢
tanimlamiyor
Beni
tanimlamiyor
Beni pek
tanimlamiyor
Beni biraz
tanimliyor
Beni oldukca
tanimliyor
Beni tamamen
tanimliyor

1. Onceden kestirilemeyen olaylar beni
alt st ediyor

2. Thtiya¢ duydugum bilginin tiimiine
sahip olamamak beni engelliyor

=
N
w
SN
a1
(op]

3. Belirsizlik istedigim sekilde bir 1 2 3 4 5 6
yasam slirmemi engelliyor

4. Beklenmeyen durumlardan
kaginmak icin insan hep ileriye 1 2 3 4 S) 6
bakmalidir

5. Cok 1yi planlanmigken bile
beklenmeyen ufacik bir durum her seyi 1 2 3 4 5 6
bozabilir

6. Harekete gegme zamani geldiginde
belirsizlik elimi kolumu bagliyor

7. Emin olamadigim zaman ¢ok 1yi is
cikartamryorum

8. Gelecegin benim icin neler
getirecegini her zaman bilmek isterim

0. Beklenmedik olaylara
katlanamiyorum

10. En ufak bir siiphe bile harekete 1 2 3 4 5 6
gecmemi engelliyor
11. Her seyi 6nceden organize 1 2 3 4 5 6
edebilmeliyim

12. Biitiin belirsiz durumlardan
uzaklagsmaliyim
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G. ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE TOWARD SEXUAL HARASSMENT
QUESTIONS

Is Yerinde Cinsel Taciz ile ilgili Orgiitsel iklim Sorular
Orgiitteki Cinsel Taciz Onleyici Politikalar

Liitfen asagidaki her bir madde i¢in kurumunuzda bulunan/uygulanan politikalari

diistinerek cevap veriniz.

1. Calistigim kurum is yerinde gergeklesebilecek cinsel taciz olaylarina karsi
Onleyici ve uygulayici politikalar uygulamaktadir.
___Evet, her zaman

___Bazen
Hayi1r hi¢bir zaman

2. Calistigim kurumda cinsel taciz olaylar1 ger¢ceklesmesi durumda, bu olaylara
kars1 tolerans gostermemektedir.
___Evet, her zaman

___Bazen
Hayi1r hi¢bir zaman

3. Calistigim kurum ¢alisanlar “is yerinde cinsel taciz” konusunda
bilgilendirmekte ve egitimler vermektedir.
___Evet, her zaman

___Bazen
Hayir hi¢bir zaman

Orgiitteki Cinsel Taciz Onleyici Politikalara Karsi Tutum

Liitfen asagidaki her bir maddeyi tamamen kendi algilarimza dayanarak

cevaplandiriniz.

1. Calistigim kurumun is yerinde gerceklesebilecek cinsel taciz olaylarina karsi
Onleyici ve uygulayici politikalar gelistirmek konusunda istekli olacagini
diistiniiyorum.

___Evet, buna kesinlikle inantyorum

__ Emin degilim

___Haynr, kesinlikle inanmiyorum
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Calistigim kurumda cinsel taciz olaylar1 ger¢ceklesmesi durumda, kurumun bu
olaylara kars1 tolerans gostermeyecegine inantyorum.
____Evet, buna kesinlikle inantyorum

____Emin degilim
___Hayur, kesinlikle inanmiyorum

Calistigim kurumun calisanlarini is yerinde cinsel taciz konusunda
bilgilendirme ve egitimler verme konusunda istekli olacagini diisiiniiyorum.
___Evet, buna kesinlikle inantyorum

___Emin degilim

____Hayir, kesinlikle inanmiyorum
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H. SOCIAL-SEXUAL INCIDENTS QUESTIONNAIRE (SSIQ)

Sosyal-Cinsel Yasantilar Olgegi

Asagida herhangi bir is yerinde samimi bir arkadaslik iliskisi i¢inde olmayan
bir erkek c¢alisan ile bir kadin ¢alisan arasinda gegebilecek cesitli davranig drnekleri
maddeler halinde verilmistir. Olgek 18 maddeden olusmaktadir. Her bir maddede
ifade edilen davranis1 “ne derece cinsel taciz” olarak degerlendirdiginizi, sunulan 5
noktali 6lgekteki aciklamalara gore, maddenin karsisinda size uygun rakami daire

icine alarak degerlendirmeniz istenmektedir.

Sizce bu davrams “cinsel taciz” midir?

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle cinsel | Pek cinsel taciz | Cinsel taciz Cinsel Kesinlikle
taciz degildir sayllmaz sayilabilir tacizdir cinsel tacizdir
Davranis: Cinsel taciz midir?

1. Bir erkek calisma arkadasinin, kadin ¢alisanin is ile ilgili 11213124 5
fikirlerini/Onerilerini dGnemsememesi.

2. Bir erkek galisanin is yerinde bir kadin ¢aligan ile
konusurken sohbet konusunu cinsellige ¢ekmeye 112|134 5
calismasi.

3. Herhangi bir erkek galisanin is yerinde bir kadin galisana
kadinlarin kullanildig1 pornografik resimler, karikatiirler 11213124 5
gostermeye ¢aligmasi veya is yerinde goriilebilecek
ortamda bu tip materyaller bulundurmasi.

4. Bir iistlin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef) cinsiyet ayrimi
yaparak erkeklerin is yerindeki pozisyonunu yiikseltip, 112|134 S
kadinlar1 yonetimden diglamasi. (sexist hostility)

5. Herhangi bir erkek ¢aliganin bir kadin ¢alisana onunla 11213124 5
ilgili cinsel icerikli sakalar yapmasi.

6. Bir erkek ¢alisanin kadin ¢alisanin bulundugu ortamda 11213 a 5
bilgisayarda pornografik sitelere girmesi.
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Bir erkek ¢aliganin bir kadin ¢alisanin yaninda kelime
oyunu yaparak cinsel igerikli sakalar yapmasi.

Erkek calisanin kadin ¢alisanin karsisinda veya ayni
ortamda iken kendi viicudunun bazi bolgelerine dikkati
¢ekmesi, bacaklarini agarak veya elini bacaklarinin
arasina koyarak oturmasi.

Bir erkek ¢alisanin sorulmadigi halde, kadin ¢caligsma
arkadasina kendi 6zel/cinsel hayatindan veya cinsel
tercihlerinden bahsetmesi. (sexual hostility)

10.

Erkek calisanin sik stk mesaiden sonra bir kadin ¢alisma
arkadasina beraber disar1 ¢ikma teklifinde bulunmasi.
(Insinuation)

11.

Bir erkek calisanin, kadin ¢alisma arkadasi tarafindan yiiz
gormedigi halde, sik sik onun masasina ilgisini belli eden
notlar birakarak, telefonla arayarak, telefonla mesaj
atarak veya e-posta gondererek iletisim kurmaya
calismasi. (Insinuation)

12.

Kadin ¢aliganin icra etmekte oldugu meslegini bir erkek
calisanin degersiz gormesi veya
kabullenememesi.(Ornegin; “Sen kimsin ki, sadece bir
hemsiresin.” demesi gibi) (sexist hostility)

13.

Erkek galisanin, cesareti bir kez kirildig1 halde, kadin
calisana 1srarli ¢ikma teklifinde bulunmasi.(Insinuation)

14.

Bir erkek ¢alisanin, kadin ¢alisana kisisel ilgisini belli
eden imali iltifatlar etmesi. (Ornegin; “Ah keske erken
dogsaydim, seninle evlenirdim” demesi gibi)-Insinuation

15.

Bir erkek ¢alisma arkadasinin sik sik bir kadin ¢alisana

“askim”, “bebegim”, “hayatim”, tathhm”, “yavrum” gibi
0zel hitaplarda bulunmasi. (Insinuation)

16.

Bir erkek ¢alisma arkadasinin, kadin ¢aligsanin is ile ilgili
fikirlerini kotii bir sekilde elestirmesi/asagilamast. (sexist
hostility)

17.

Is yerinde bir erkek calisanin bir kadin ¢alisana hakaret
etmesi. (sexist hostility)

18.

Zaman zaman bir erkek calisanin kadin ¢alisma
arkadasina erkek arkadasi, esi ve/veya ailesi ile ilgili soru
sorarak veya yorum yaparak 6zel yasamina karigmast.
(Insinuation)
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I. COPING PREFERENCES SCALE
Bas Etme Tercihleri Olcegi

BU BOLUMU EGER KADIN iSENiZ DEGERLENDIRINiZ.

Asagida is yerinde siz ve bir erkek calisan arasinda gegebilecegi varsayilan
alti senaryo okuyacaksiniz. Bu senaryolardaki erkek c¢alisanin sizin yakin bir
arkadasiniz olmadigim1 varsaym. Bu olgek ile, e§er bu senaryolar ger¢ek olsaydi,
belirtilen durumlara nasil tepki vereceginizi 6lgmekteyiz. Tepki stilinizi her bir
senaryo icin degerlendiriniz.

Is yerinde her bir senaryoda belirtilen durumla karsilasmis olsaydiniz, asagida
belirtilen tepkileri verme dereceniz ne olurdu? Her maddeyi sunulan 5 noktali dlgekte
size uygun gelen say1y1 ciimlenin solundaki bosluga yazarak degerlendiriniz.

1 = Asla bu sekilde tepki vermem
2 = Heralde bu sekilde tepki vermem
3 = Bu sekilde tepki verip vermeyecegimden emin degilim
4 = Heralde bu sekilde tepki veririm
5 = Kesinlikle bu sekilde tepki veririm

Senaryo 1:

“Ahmet Bey ve siz ayn1 kurumda ¢aligmaktasiniz. Ahmet Bey cinsel icerikli
espiriler ve sakalar yapmaktan hoslanmakta, siz bu sakalara giilmeseniz bile
yapmaya devam etmektedir Bir giin, Ahmet Bey sizi kendi ¢aligma ofisine davet eder
ve hi¢ beklenmedik bir sekilde size pornografik karikatiirler gosterir. Ahmet Bey’in
bu davranisi karsisinda kendinizi rahatsiz hisserdersiniz.”

is yerinde boyle bir olay yasadigimiz takdirde, asagidaki tepkileri verme
ihtimalinizi degerlendiriniz.

1. Kendime yasadigim seyin ¢cok da 6nemli olmadigini sylerim.

2. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan uzak durmaya ¢aligirim.

3. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan beni rahat birakmasini isterim.

4. Giivendigim birisi ile olay hakkinda konusurum.

5. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢aligani personel birimine rapor ederim.

6. Olay1 unutmaya calisirim.

7. Hareketi yapan erkek calisanla karsilasmamaya calisirim.

8. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisana, yaptig1 davranistan rahatsiz oldugumu
belirtmeye ¢aligirim.

9. Resmi bir sikayette bulunurum.
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___10. Destek bulmak ve anlayis gormek i¢in arkadaslarimla konusurum.
_11. Hareketi yapan erkek calisanla yalniz kalmamaya ¢aligirim.
____12. Ne yapabilecegim konusunda tavsiye almak i¢in bir arkadasima
danisirim.

13, Patronumla, siipervizérumle, veya bir sendika temsilcisi ile olay
hakkinda konusurum.

___14. Yazili sikayette bulunurum.

Senaryo 2:

“Siz ve Samet Bey birka¢ aydir ayn1 kurumda g¢alismaktasiniz. Bu zaman
zarfinda Samet Bey’i sik sik size bakarken gordiigiiniizden size ilgi duydugunu
hissettiniz. Farketmemis gibi davrandiniz ve Samet Bey’i cesaretlendirmemeye 6zen
gosterdiniz. Bir giin Samet Bey’le is yeri koridorunda karsilastiniz ve sizi istedigini
sOyleyerek ve sizi kucaklamaya, viicudunuzun 6zel bolgelerine (6rn., kalga, bacak,
gbgiis) dokunmaya calisti. Samet Bey’e karsi direndiniz ve hizlica kendi ofisinize
kostunuz.”

Is yerinde béyle bir olay yasadigimiz takdirde, asagidaki tepkileri verme
ihtimalinizi degerlendiriniz.

1. Kendime yasadigim seyin ¢ok da 6énemli olmadigini sdylerim.
2. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan uzak durmaya calisirim.
3. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan beni rahat birakmasini isterim.
4. Giivendigim birisi ile olay hakkinda konusurum.
5. Hareketi yapan erkek calisan1 personel birimine rapor ederim.
6. Olay1 unutmaya ¢aligirim.

7. Hareketi yapan erkek calisanla karsilasmamaya caligirim.

8. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisana, yaptig1 davranistan rahatsiz oldugumu
belirtmeye ¢aligirim.

9. Resmi bir sikayette bulunurum.

_____10. Destek bulmak ve anlayis gormek icin arkadaslarimla konusurum.
_11. Hareketi yapan erkek calisanla yalniz kalmamaya c¢aligirim.
__ 12, Ne yapabilecegim konusunda tavsiye almak i¢in bir arkadagima
danisirim.
_____13. Patronumla, siipervizorumle, veya bir sendika temsilcisi ile olay
hakkinda konusurum.
___14. Yazili sikayette bulunurum.

Senaryo 3:

“Siz ve Metin Bey ayn1 kurumda caligmaktasiniz. Metin Bey kimi zaman ne
kadar iyi bir ¢alisan oldugunuza dair veya ne kadar hos bir bayan oldugunuza dair

91



iltifatlar etmektedir. Bazen de saginiz, giyim tarziniz ve hatta fiziksel 6zelliklerinizle
ilgili de iltifat etmektedir (6rn., ne giizel bacaklarmiz var demektedir). Bununla da
kalmayip, sik sik 6zel hayatinizla ilgili sorular sormaktadir. Bu davraniglar size
Metin Bey’in profesyonelce davranmadigini diisiindiirtir.

Is yerinde béyle bir olay yasadigimiz takdirde, asagidaki tepkileri verme
ihtimalinizi degerlendiriniz.

1. Kendime yasadigim seyin ¢ok da dnemli olmadigini soylerim.

2. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan uzak durmaya c¢alisirim.

3. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan beni rahat birakmasini isterim.

4. Glivendigim birisi ile olay hakkinda konusurum.

5. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisani personel birimine rapor ederim.

6. Olay1 unutmaya calisirim.

7. Hareketi yapan erkek calisanla karsilasmamaya calisirim.

8. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisana, yaptig1 davranistan rahatsiz oldugumu
belirtmeye ¢aligirim.

____ 9. Resmi bir sikayette bulunurum.

____10. Destek bulmak ve anlayis gormek icin arkadaslarimla konusurum.
_____11. Hareketi yapan erkek calisanla yalniz kalmamaya caligirim.
____12. Ne yapabilecegim konusunda tavsiye almak i¢in bir arkadasima
danisirim.

____13. Patronumla, siipervizérumle, veya bir sendika temsilcisi ile olay
hakkinda konusurum.
___14. Yazili sikayette bulunurum.

Senaryo 4:

“Siz ve Can Bey ayni kurumda g¢aligmaktasiniz. Ne zaman Can Bey sizin
ofisinize gelip isle ilgili bir konuda konusmaya baslasa ellerinize, dirseginize veya
omzunuza dokunmaktadir. Her ne kadar Can Bey’in bu davranislarindan
hoslanmadiginizi gostermek icin bir ka¢ adim uzaklagsaniz da, her firsatta size
dokunmaya devam etmektedir.”

Is yerinde béyle bir olay yasadigimiz takdirde, asagidaki tepkileri verme
ihtimalinizi degerlendiriniz.

1. Kendime yasadigim seyin ¢ok da 6nemli olmadigini sdylerim.
2. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan uzak durmaya ¢aligirim.

3. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan beni rahat birakmasini isterim.
4. Giivendigim birisi ile olay hakkinda konusurum.

5. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢aligani personel birimine rapor ederim.
6. Olay1 unutmaya calisirim.

7

. Hareketi yapan erkek calisanla karsilasmamaya ¢aligirim.
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____ 8. Hareketi yapan erkek calisana, yaptig1 davranistan rahatsiz oldugumu
belirtmeye ¢aligirim.
____ 9. Resmi bir sikayette bulunurum.
____10. Destek bulmak ve anlayis gormek i¢in arkadaslarimla konusurum.
____11. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisanla yalniz kalmamaya ¢aligirim.
____12. Ne yapabilecegim konusunda tavsiye almak i¢in bir arkadasima
danisirim.
___13. Patronumla, siipervizorumle, veya bir sendika temsilcisi ile olay
hakkinda konusurum.
__14. Yazili sikayette bulunurum.

Senaryo 5:

“Dogan Bey bir yildir beraber calistiginiz patronunuz. Bu giine kadar is
performansinizdan son derece memnun kalmistir. Gegtiginiz sene boyunca
gosterdiginiz performansa iltifatlar etmis, sizde terfi beklentisi yaratmistir. Ne varki
bir glin Dogan Bey sizinle kisisel olarak ilgilendigini itiraf eder. Siz ise is diginda bir
ilisgkide bulunmak istemediginizi belirtirsiniz. Dogan Bey sizin tarafinizdan geri
cevrilmeyi kaldiramaz ve terfi istiyorsaniz kendisiyle iliskiye girmeniz gerektigini
ima eder.”

Is yerinde boyle bir olay yasadigimiz takdirde, asagidaki tepkileri verme
ihtimalinizi degerlendiriniz.

1. Kendime yasadigim seyin ¢cok da dnemli olmadigini sdylerim.

2. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan uzak durmaya calisirim.

3. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan beni rahat birakmasini isterim.

4. Giivendigim birisi ile olay hakkinda konusurum.

5. Hareketi yapan erkek calisan1 personel birimine rapor ederim.

6. Olay1 unutmaya calisirim.

7. Hareketi yapan erkek calisanla karsilasmamaya caligirim.

8. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisana, yaptig1 davranistan rahatsiz oldugumu
belirtmeye ¢aligirim.

_____ 9. Resmi bir sikayette bulunurum.

__10. Destek bulmak ve anlayis gormek i¢in arkadaslarimla konusurum.
_11. Hareketi yapan erkek c¢alisanla yalniz kalmamaya ¢aligirim.
___12. Ne yapabilecegim konusunda tavsiye almak i¢in bir arkadasima
danisirim.

____13. Patronumla, siipervizérumle, veya bir sendika temsilcisi ile olay
hakkinda konusurum.

__14. Yazili sikayette bulunurum.
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Senaryo 6:

“Siz ve Baran Bey aynmi kurumda ¢alismaktasiniz. Bazen bir kac ay siiren
projelerde beraber gorev aliyorsunuz. Bu zaman zarfinda ne zaman projeyle ilgili bir
fikir O6ne siirseniz Baran Bey Onerilerinizi geri gevirir. Proje toplantilart sirasinda
kadin calisanlarin iiretken veya yaratic1 olamadigina ve projelere dahil edilmemeleri
gerektigine dair sakalar yapmaktadir. Ne zaman yeni bir gorevlendirme olsa Baran
Bey bu gorevi size vermekten ka¢inmaktadir.”

Is yerinde béyle bir olay yasadigimiz takdirde, asagidaki tepkileri verme
ihtimalinizi degerlendiriniz.

1. Kendime yasadigim seyin ¢ok da 6nemli olmadigini soylerim.

2. Hareketi yapan erkek calisandan uzak durmaya calisirim.

3. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisandan beni rahat birakmasini isterim.

4. Glivendigim birisi ile olay hakkinda konusurum.

5. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisani personel birimine rapor ederim.

6. Olay1 unutmaya calisirim.

7. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisanla karsilasmamaya ¢aligirim.

8. Hareketi yapan erkek c¢aligana, yaptig1 davranistan rahatsiz oldugumu
belirtmeye ¢aligirim.

____ 9. Resmi bir sikayette bulunurum.

__10. Destek bulmak ve anlayis gormek i¢in arkadaslarimla konusurum.
_11. Hareketi yapan erkek ¢alisanla yalniz kalmamaya ¢aligirim.
_12. Ne yapabilecegim konusunda tavsiye almak i¢in bir arkadagima

danisirim.

____13. Patronumla, siipervizérumle, veya bir sendika temsilcisi ile olay
hakkinda konusurum.

___14. Yazili sikayette bulunurum.
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J. POST-PARTICIPATION INFORMATION FORM
Katilim Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu

Degerli Katilimet,

Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu arastirma, daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi,
Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi Yiiksek Lisans Programi ogrencisi Didem Dingal
tarafindan Yrd. Dog¢. Dr. Yonca Toker danmigmanhiginda yiiriitiilen tez c¢aligsmasi
kapsaminda yapilmaktadir. Arastirmanin amaci, kiiltiirel etkilerin ve Orgiitsel
iklimin; calisan bireylerin is yerinde yasanan gorece daha muglak cinsel taciz
olaylarina kars1 algist iizerindeki etkisini incelemektir. Buna ek olarak calismada
kadinlarin is yerinde cinsel tacize karsi kullandiklari savunma mekanizmalar1 da
saptanacaktir.

Yapilan arastirmalar Tiirk kadinlarinin cinsel taciz tiirlerinin her birini ayni
oranda cinsel taciz olarak algilamadigin1 bazi cinsel taciz tiirlerinin algilanmasinda
kisiler arasindaki varyasyonun daha fazla oldugunu gostermistir. Bu nedenle
ozellikle 3 gorece muglak Cinsel Taciz tiirii olan “Cinsiyet¢i Diismanlik”, “Ilginin
Imas1”, ve “Cinsel Diismanlik” bu arastirmanin odagidir. Arastirmada bireylerin
yukarida bahsedilen gorece daha muglak cinsel taciz tiplerine yonelik algilar
kiiltiirel faktorler ve orgiitsel iklim faktorii de goz onilinde tutularak incelenmeye
calisilmakta olup bunu 6lgmek i¢in katilimcilara bazi anketler verilmistir. Sadece
kadin katilimcilar i¢in hazirlanmis olan son boliimde, kadinlarin cinsel taciz olaylari
karsisinda tercih ettikleri savunma mekanizmalar1 incelenmektedir.

Bu calismadan alinacak ilk verilerin 2017 yili sonunda elde edilmesi
amaclanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir. Calismanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin giivenilir olmasi
icin ¢aligmaya katilacagii bildiginiz diger kisilerle ¢alisma ile ilgili detayli bilgi
paylasiminda bulunmamanizi dileriz. Bu arastirmaya katildiginiz igin tekrar ¢ok
tesekkiir ederiz.

Arastirmanin sonuglarini 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Didem

Dingal’a (e-mail:e171819@metu.edu.tr) bagvurabilirsiniz.
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K. TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET
GIRIS

Kadinlarin ¢esitli is kollarinda varliginin artmasi ile, isyerinde cinsel taciz
(CT), kadinlarin kars1 karsiya kaldigi ayrimeilik ve siddet bigimlerinden birisi haline
gelmistir. Isyerinde kadmlara yonelik CT, diinya capinda yapilan arastirma
sonuclarina gore ciddi ve yaygin bir insan haklari ihlali olarak kabul edildiginden
(Kadina Yonelik Siddeti Durdur, 2010), arastirilmasi gereken 6nemli bir konudur.
Tiirkiye, kadin erkek istthdam oranlarinda en biiylik cinsiyet farkina sahip olan
Avrupa iilkesi olarak bulunmustur (Eurostat Istatistikleri Agiklandi, 2015). Otuz bir
tilkeden yaklasik 30.000 iscinin katildigi 4. Avrupa Calisma Kosullar1 Arastirmasi
verilerine gore, Tirkiye’de c¢alisan kadinlarin %6's1 is yerinde cinsel tacize maruz
kaldigin1 bildirirken, bu oranin Italya ve Ispanya gibi bazi Avrupa iilkelerinde
%1'den diisiik oldugu goriilmiistiir (Eurofound, 2007). Bu veriler 15181inda Tiirkiye'de
kadinlarin isgiicline katilim oraninin Avrupa iilkelerindeki ve ABD'deki kadinlardan
daha diisiik olmasina ragmen; Tiirkiye'de CT'ye maruz kalma olasiligi Avrupa'dan
daha yiiksek oldugu goézlemlenmistir. Bu dogrultuda, isyerinde CT'nin ozellikle
Tiirkiye ornekleminde calismak i¢in 6dnemli bir konu oldugu sdylenebilir. Mevcut
calismanin temel amaci, ¢esitli kiiltiirel degiskenler ve CT ile ilgili 6rgiit ikliminin
katilimcilarin  CT algilarnn arasinda iliskiyt incelemektir. Ek olarak, kadmn
katilimcilarin farkli cinsel taciz tiirleri karsisinda tercih ettikleri bas etme yontemleri
de mevcut ¢alismada incelenmistir.
Isyerindeki Sosyal-Cinsel Olaylarin Cinsel Taciz Olarak Algillanmas1 ve
Kiiltiiriin Roli

CT kavraminin bir¢ok farkli tanimmin varligina ragmen, CT, 1964 tarihli
Medeni Haklar Yasasi'nda yer alana ve 1980'de tanimi yapilana kadar yasal bir
kavram olarak kabul edilmemistir. ABD Esit Istihdam Firsati Komisyonu (EEOC)
tarafindan kabul edilen ve en yaygin tanim olan MacKinnon’in (1979) tanimina gore,
CT iki genis davranis smifindan olusmaktadir. Bu iki davranis; Isle ilgili tehditler ya
da cinsel is birligi karsiliginda fayday1 iceren “alinan sey karsiliginda verilen sey” ve
isle ilgili herhangi bir tehdit veya fayda i¢ermeyen, cinsiyetle ilgili fiziksel ya da

sozIlii istenmeyen ve saldirgan davraniglart iceren “diismanca c¢evre” tacizinden
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olugmaktadir (EEOC, 1980; Fitzgerald, 1993'te belirtildigi gibi). Ek olarak, bugiine
kadar CT'nin kavramsallastirilmasi hakkindaki tartismalar (Fitzgerald, Gelfand, &
Drasgow, 1995; MacKinnon, 1979; Nye, Brummel ve Drasgow, 2014) farkli CT
taksonomilerine yol a¢mistir. Bu taksonomilere gore biitiin rahatsiz edici
davraniglarin CT olarak kabul edilmedigi gibi, CT'ye atfedilen tiim davranis
tiirlerinin de ayni siddette algilanmadigi goriilmiistiir. Arastirmalar CT'nin farkl
davranig tiirlerini veya tutumlarimi igerdigini, kadinlarla konusurken cinsiyet¢i ve
ayrime1 dili kullanma gibi davraniglarin isle ilgili 6diil ve ceza karsiliginda cinsel is
birligini istemek gibi davranigslardan daha 1limhi goriindiiglinii  gdstermistir.
(Fitzgerald, Magley, Drasgow ve Waldo, 1999; MacKinnon, 1979; Till, 1980). Bu
nedenle, CT c¢aligmalarinin bir bagka odagi da algisal farkliliklarin nedenlerini
bulmak olmustur. Cinsiyet (Rotundo, Nguyen ve & Sackett, 2001), cinsiyet rollerine
kars1 tutum, 6zsaygi ve olumsuz duygulanim gibi kisisel degiskenler (Toker ve
Stimer, 2010) ve cinsel yonelimli davranis tiirleri (Sheffey ve Tindale, 1992) 6nceki
akademik calismalarda incelenen degiskenler arasindadir. Zimbroff'un (2007)
belirttigi gibi, hangi davraniglarin CT olarak algilanip algilamayacagini belirleyen
temel Ozellikler kiiltiirel degerler ve inanclar ile baglantilidir. Bu nedenle, CT bu
kiltiire 6zgii faktorlerle iliskili olarak anlasilmalidir. Buna ek olarak insanlarin CT
ile basa c¢ikma tercihlerinin de farkli oldugu bildirilmis (Cortina ve Wasti, 2005;
Wasti ve Cortina, 2002) ve bu tercihlerin CT’ nin kotii sonuglart ig¢in bir tampon
olabilecegi bildirilmistir.

Mevcut calismada, celisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik, liberal / muhafazakar
tutumlar ve belirsizlikten kaginma incelenecek kiiltirel boyutlar olarak
tanimlanmistir. Mevcut ¢alismada, yukarida belirtilen kiiltiirel 6zelliklerin yani sira,
CT ile ilgili orgiitsel iklim alg1 farkliliklarimi etkileyen bir baska degisken olarak
calismaya dahil edilmistir. Mevcut calismanin yukarida verilen degiskenler ile is
yerinde cinsel taciz algis1 arasindaki iligkiyi aragtirmasi sonucunda mevcut literatiire
katk1 saglamasi beklenmektedir.

Cinsel Taciz Tiirleri
Toker ve Siimer (2010) tarafindan yapilan calismada, Tiirk kadinlarinin CT

olarak algiladiklar1 davranislara ulasabilmek adina Sosyal-Cinsel Yasantilar
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Olgegi’ni gelistirmislerdir. Calismada CT'nin 5 faktdrlii bir yapist bulunmasina
ragmen, Tiirk kadinlar1 tiim bu faktorleri ayni seviyede CT olarak algilamamustir.
Elde edilen sonuglara gore katilimcilar Cinsiyetgi Dismanligt CT olarak
algilamazken, yakin oturmak, daha yakin olmak i¢in fiziksel gii¢ kullanmak, 6pmeye
calismak ve kadinlarin cinsel bdlgelerine bakmak gibi fiziksel olarak yakin
davraniglar1 igeren Fiziksel Cinsel Saldiriy1 ve cinsel iliskiye girme karsiliginda isle
ilgili 6dil ve tehditleri igeren, Cinsel Riisvet ve Zorlamay1 siddetli CT bigimleri
olarak algilamislardir. Ek olarak Ilginin Imas1 ve Cinsel Diismanlig1 ise CT'nin orta
derece siddetli formlar1 olarak algilamislardir.

Bu ¢aligma kapsaminda Toker ve Siimer'in (2010) c¢alismasinda bulunan ii¢
gorece muglak CT formu incelenmistir. Bunlar, Tiirk kadinlar tarafindan CT olarak
algilanmayan ya da siddetli CT olarak algilanmayan gorece muglak CT big¢imleri
olan Cinsiyetci Diismanlik, ilginin imasi ve Cinsel Diismanlktir. Ilginin imas
cogunlukla kadinlara yonelik bir ilginin ima edilmesini ve agik bir cinsel icerige
sahip olmadan romantik bir iliski istenmesini ierir. Ornegin, “sevgili” gibi sevecen
sozlerle kadina hitap etmek ve siirekli bulusma talep etmek, bu kategorideki bazi
davraniglardir. Cinsel diismanlik, ¢ogunlukla sozlii veya gorsel yollarla cinsellige
maruz birakmakla ilgilidir. Cinsel sakalar, pornografi ve cinsellikten bahsetmek,
cinsel materyaller sunmak bu kategorideki bazi davraniglardir. Son olarak, Cinsiyetci
Diismanlik boyutu, kadmnin kariyerini degersiz olarak degerlendirmek, kadinlarin
fikirlerinin Onemsiz oldugunu diisinmek ve uygunsuz dilde kadinlara atifta
bulunmak gibi cinsiyet ayrimci davranislarla ilgilidir (Toker ve Stimer, 2010).
Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik

Celisik duygulu cinsiyetciligin 2 alt boyutu olarak diismanca cinsiyetgilik
(DC) 1ile korumact cinsiyetgilik (KC) Glick ve Fiske (1996) tarafindan
tanimlanmistir. DC erkeklerin baskinligim1 ve iistiinliigiinti tesvik eden geleneksel
cinsiyet¢i antipati veya diigmanca cinsellik olarak tanimlanirken, KC ise dogasi
geregi kadinlar1 basmakalip gorerek rollerini kisitladifi igin cinsiyet¢i olmakla
beraber toplum yanlis1 ve yakinlik arayan oOzellikler de barindirdigi i¢in pozitif
algilanan davraniglar olarak tanimlanmistir. Glick ve Fiske’e (1997) gore KC,

kadinlarin erkeklerin olumlu olarak degerlendirdigi geleneksel ev kadini rolilyle
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olumlu bir sekilde iligskiliyken, DC ise erkekler tarafindan olumsuz olarak
degerlendirilen 1is kadin1 gibi geleneksel olmayan kadin rolleriyle iliskili
bulunmustur. Yiriittiikkleri ¢alismada, Russell ve Trigg (2004) cinsiyet, cinsiyet
rolleri, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetgilik ve sosyal baskinlik yonelimlerinin katilimeilarin
CT toleransi lizerindeki etkisini aragtirmistir. Beklenildigi gibi kadinlarin, erkeklerle
karsilastirildiginda CT'ye daha az tolerans gosterdigi; dahasi, KC ve kadinlara karsi
diismanca tutumun CT'ye tolerans konusundaki varyansin cogunu agikladig
bulunmustur. Hem kadinlarin hem erkeklerin cinsiyetciligi yiiksek oldugunda CT’ye
karsi daha toleransli olmalari, ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetciligin CT’yi algilamada
cinsiyetten daha 6nemli oldugunu gostermistir.

Hipotez 1a: Katilimcilarin Korumaci Cinsiyetgilik Diizeyi ile gérece muglak
CT tiirlerini algilamas1 arasinda kiiciik pozitif iliski olacaktir.

Hipotez 1b: Katilimcilarin Diismanca Cinsiyetgilik diizeyi ile gorece muglak
CT tiirlerini algilamasi arasinda orta diizeyde olumsuz iliski olacaktir.
Muhafazakarhk

Muhafazakarlik kavrami, bircok farkli alt boyut i¢ermesi nedeniyle etkisini
olgmekte zorlanilan bir degiskendir. Ornegin, Hicks ve Wright (1970) bes farkl
liberalizm ve  muhafazakarlik  Olgeginin  karsilastirildigi  calismalarinda
muhafazakarligin ekonomik, politik, dini ve estetik olarak adlandirilan en az dort alt
boyutunun oldugunu belirtmistir. Muhafazakar ve liberal terimlerinin kullanildiklar:
baglama gore anlami degisiklik gosterebilmektedir.

Muhafazakarlik, insanlarin yasadigi sosyal ortamin baskin degerlerini
igsellestirildigi bir sosyal tutum olarak tanimlanir. Muhafazakar olan kisilerin
genellikle degisime direngli, statiikoyu devam ettirmek isteyen ve toplumsal diizeni
koruma egilimindeyken; daha liberal insanlarin yaklagsmakta olan degisimi
destekleyen; bu degisimin sosyal diizeni bozmayan, yasal ve kabul edilebilir olmasi
gerektigini savundugu belirtilmistir (Pienaar, Beukes ve Esterhuyse, 2006). Jost,
Glaser, Kruglanski ve Sulloway’e (2003) gére muhafazakarligin iki temel bileseni,
belirsizligi ve tehdit duygusunu azaltmak i¢in, degisime direng ve esitlige karsi
durmak olarak ifade edilmistir. Daha muhafazakar kadinlarin cinsiyetler arasi

esitsizligi ve hiyerarsiyi kabul ederek bazi belirsiz davranislar1 CT yerine kadin erkek
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rollerinin farki olarak gorebilirler. Ornegin, Malovich ve Stake (1990) calismalarinda
geleneksel cinsiyet rollerine sahip Ogrencilerin CT davramiglarina daha toleransh
oldugunu, geleneksel cinsiyet rollerine sahip olmayan Ogrencilerin ise daha az
toleransli oldugunu bulmustur.

Hipotez 2: Muhafazakarlik seviyesi yiiksek olan katilimcilarin, gérece daha
muglak CT tiirlerini algilama ihtimali kii¢ilik etki boyutu ile daha diisiik olacaktir.
Belirsizlikten Kacinma

Hofstede, Kiiltiirel Boyut Teorisi'nde giic mesafesi, bireycilik, belirsizlikten
kacinma ve erkeklik olmak {izere ulusal kiiltiiriin dort boyutundan bahsetmistir.
Hofstede bu o6zellikleri Ulkeleri birbirinden ayiran ve esitsizlik, belirsizlik gibi
sorunlarla basa ¢ikmanin yolunu gosteren degerler olarak tanimlamaktadir. Hofstede,
Hofstede ve Minkov (2010) belirsizlikten kacinmayir “bir kiiltiiriin iiyelerinin
belirsizlik ya da bilinmeyen durumlarda tehdit altinda hissettigi 6l¢ti” olarak
tanimlamislardir.

Tavakoli, Keenan ve Cranjak-Karanovi¢ (2003) belirsizlikten kaginmanin
yiiksek oldugu kiiltiirlerin iyelerinin etik dis1 ihlalleri daha siddetli degerlendirme
thtimali oldugunu belirtmistir. CT literatiirii cogunlukla, ABD (46), Birlesik Krallik
(35), Isve¢ (29) ve Hollanda (53) gibi belirsizlikten kacinma seviyelerinin diisiik
oldugu iilkelerden gelirken, Tiirkiye nin belirsizlikten kaginma skoru (85) tiim bu
iilkelerden yiiksektir (Hofstede ve arkadaslari, 2010). Hofstede'ye (2001) gore,
belirsizlikten kaginmanin yiliksek oldugu kiiltiirlerdeki bireylerin diger insanlari
algilarken belirsizlige tahammiil etmedikleri i¢in, iletisimlerinde daha agresif
olabildigi ve tehdit edici durumlarda digerlerinden kag¢inmaya calisabilmektedirler
(Merkin, 2006; Merkin 2012). Belirsizlikten kaginmanin yiiksek oldugu kiiltiirlerin
tiyeleri icin isyerinde CT’ye kars1 tolerans gostermelerinin daha az miimkiin oldugu
savunulmustur.

Hipotez 3: Belirsizlikten kagimma seviyesinin daha yiiksek oldugu
katilimeilarin, gorece daha muglak CT tiirlerini algilama ihtimalleri kiigiik bir etki

boyutu ile daha muhtemel olacaktir.
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Orgiitsel Iklim

Orgiit iklimi, Parker ve arkadaslari (2003) tarafindan, isyeriyle ilgili
politikalar, uygulamalar ve prosediirler de dahil olmak {izere bireylerin igyerini nasil
algiladiklar1 olarak tamimlanmistir. (Buchanan, Settles, Hall ve O'connor, 2014'te
belirtildigi gibi). Iklim hem orgiitsel hem de kiiltiirel diizeyde énemlidir, ciinkii Sigal
ve Jacobsen (1999) “iklim”in iilke genelinde ya da belirli bir kurulus 6zelinde CT ile
iliskili oldugunu savunmustur.

Ulkelerin kanun ve politikalar1 yiiriirliige koyarken ve uygularken ne kadar
kat1 olduklari, bu iilkedeki kuruluslarin bu yasa ve politikalari ne kadar ciddiye
alacagin1t yansitabilir. Bu yasalar ve politikalar, CT olaylarina, bunlarin
algilanmasina, degerlendirilmesine ve bunlara verilen tepkilere yon verebilir.
Ornegin, Williams, Fitzgerald ve Drasgow (1999) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismada, CT
ile ilgili orgiitsel uygulamalarin, her iki cinsiyet i¢in de orduda taciz vakalar
tizerinde 6nemli olumlu etkisi oldugu bulunmustur. Literatiirde 6rgiitsel iklim ile CT
algilar arasindaki iliskiyi dogrudan arastiran bir ¢calisma olmamasina ragmen, CT'nin
dogru tanimlandig1 ve olast eylemlerin kurallar ve politikalar ile kontrol edildigi
kurumlarda, calisanlarin endise yaratan ve tehditkar vakalarda daha duyarli olmalari
beklenebilir.

Hipotez 4: Katilimcilarin CT’ye karsi proaktif bir orgiitsel iklim oldugunu
diistinmeleri ile gorece muglak CT tiirlerini algilanmasi arasinda kiigiik pozitif iliski
olacaktir.

Cinsel Taciz ile Bas Etme Tercihleri

CT ile basa ¢ikma tercihlerinin arastirildig literatiir, basit bir modelden
karmagik hiper boyutlu modellere kadar olan ¢aligmalar igermektedir. Knapp, Faley,
Ekeberg, ve Dubois (1997), literatiirdeki bulgulara gore, CT'ye verilen yanitlarin tek
boyutlu modeller yerine ¢ok boyutlu yapilart yansittigini belirtmistir. Onlarin
tipolojisinde CT’ye karst tepkilerin ya maruz kalan kisinin kendine
odaklanabilecegini ya da baslaticiya odaklanabilecegini belirtmistir. Kendi kendine
odaklanmis cevaplar, CT'nin failini icermedigi anlamina gelirken, baglatict odakli

yanitlar dogrudan fail ve olayi ifade etmektedir.
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Tipolojinin Tiirk kadimini da igeren kiiltiirel bir karsilastirmasi, Wasti ve
Cortina (2002) tarafindan yapilmistir. Bu tipolojiyi, iki farkli meslek grubundan dort
farkli ¢alisan kadin grubu ve ilk analizlerde teyit edilen bes basa ¢ikma mekanizmasi
kullanarak Tiirk, Anglo Amerikan ve Ispanyol Amerikan olan ii¢ farkli kiiltiirle
incelemislerdir. S6z konusu 5 basa ¢ikma mekanizmasi olan Kaginma, reddetme,
miizakere, savunuculuk arayisi ve sosyal basa ¢ikma tiim bu kiiltiirel gruplar igin
onaylanarak Knapp ve arkadaslarinin tipolojisini desteklenmistir (1997). Latin
Amerikali ve Tiurk kadinlarin, Anglo Amerikali kadinlardan daha fazla kaginma
davranisi gosterdikleri ve bu calismada genellikle inkar yerine kaginma maddeleriyle
kiimelendikleri belirtilmektedir. Ustelik, biitiin kiiltiirler ve meslek gruplar1 arasinda
CT'ye en nadir goriilen cevap, savunuculuk arayisiydi. Ayrica, miizakere yontemi
Tiirk kadinlar tarafindan Anglo Amerikali kadinlardan daha fazla kullanilmistir
(Wasti ve Cortina, 2002). Mevcut calismada, kadin katilimcilarin CT davranist
karsisinda bu 5 bag etme mekanizmasini tercihleri noktasinda grup i¢i varyasyonlari
arastirict olarak incelenmistir.

YONTEM
Prosediir

Veri toplama stirecinden ilk olarak aragtirma konusu i¢in Orta Dogu Teknik
Universitesi Insan Arastirmalart Etik Kurulu tarafindan onay alimmistir. Onayin
ardindan Qualtrics anket yazilimi ile hazirlanan anket linki katilimcilara sosyal
medya, e-mail ve kisisel baglantilar yoluyla iletilmistir. Anketin basinda
katilimcilardan Gontlli Katilim Formunu doldurmalart istenmis ardindan sirayla
Demografik Bilgi Formu, Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi, Sosyal ve Ekonomik
Mubhafazakarlik Olgegi, Belirsizlige Tahammiilsiizliik Olgegi, Cinsel Taciz ile ilgili
Orgiitsel Iklim Sorulari, Sosyal-Cinsel Yasantilar Olgegi sunulmustur. Calismada yer
alan kadin katilimcilara is yerinde cinsel tacize maruz kaldiklarinda tercih ettikleri
basa ¢ikma yontemlerini anlamak igin Cinsel Tacizle Basa Cikma Olgegi
uygulanmistir.

Katihmcilar
Calismanin 6n sart1 olarak hayatinin bir doneminde ve/veya halihazirda tam

zamanli ¢alismig/calisan katilimcilardan alinan bilgiler kullanilmistir. Ankete katilan
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ve bu sartt saglayan katilimcilarin yaklasik yarisi tiim anketleri sonuna kadar
doldurmustur ve bu say1 420 kisi olarak tespit edilmistir. Gelisiglizel cevap veren
kullanicilarin yam sira tek degiskenli ve ¢ok degiskenli aykir1 degerli katilimcilar,
toplanan veriden c¢ikarildiginda 380 katilimcidan alinan veriler 1s1ginda calisma
ylritilmistir.

Bu katilimcilardaki 154 (40,5%) kisi erkek, 226 (59,5%) kisi kadindir. Ug
yiz kirk (89,5%) kisi beyaz yaka, 40 (10,5%) mavi yaka calisandir. Tiim
katilimcilarin yas ortalamasi 37.18 (SS = 11.46), katilimcilarin ortalama g¢alisma
tecriibesi 13.38 (SS = 11.27) yildir. Calisilan ortamdaki kadin erkek orani goz
onlinde bulunduruldugunda tim katilimcilardan 120 (31.6%) kisi kadin erkek
sayisinin neredeyse ayni oldugu is yerlerinde ¢alistiklarini, 103 (27.1%) kisi kadin
agirlikli, 107 (28.2%) kisi erkek agirlikli, 34 (8.9%) hemen hemen herkesin erkek
agirliklt oldugu, 16 (4.2%) kisi de hemen hemen herkesin kadin agirlikli oldugu
ortamlarda calistigin1 belirtmistir. Son olarak katilimcilardan 173 (45.5%) kisi
kendini oldukga liberal olarak tanimlarken, 161 (42.4%) kisi kendini biraz liberal, 36
(9.5%) kisi kendini biraz muhafazakdr, 10 (2.6%) kisi de kendini oldukga
muhafazakar olarak tanimlamistir.

Araclar

Calismada katilimcilara yoneltilen Demografik Bilgi Formunda katilimcilarin
cinsiyet, yas, calisma tecriibesi, calistigi sektor, siyasi bakis agis1 gibi demografik
ozelliklerini tanimlayan sorular sorulmustur.

Glick ve Fiske (1996) tarafindan olusturulan ve Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002)
tarafindan Tiirkce’ye uyarlanan Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetgilik Olgegi toplam 22
sorudan olusan ve kadinlara yonelik diismanca cinsiyetcilik (DC) ile korumact
cinsiyet¢ilik (KC) davranislarim1 dlglimleyen bir ankettir. Bu anket 6’11 Likert tipi
Olcekle (1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum; 6 = kesinlikle katiliyorum) 6l¢iimlenmektedir.

Everett (2013) tarafindan olusturulan Sosyal ve Ekonomik Muhafazakarlik
Olgegi katilimcilarin sosyal ve ekonomik muhafazakarlik seviyelerini “Sosyal
Yardim”, “Mali Sorumluluk” ve bunun gibi toplam 12 kalip madde iizerinden
Olctimlemeyi hedefleyen bir ankettir. Burada katilimcilardan 0-100 puan skalasi

arasinda 10’ar puanlik araliklarla s6z konusu kalip maddeler hakkinda ne kadar
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pozitif hissettiklerini puanlamalar1 istenmistir (0 = olduk¢a negatif hissediyorum,;
100 = oldukg¢a pozitif hissediyorum). Bu o6lcekte kullanilan 12 kalip madde
Tirkge’ye ¢evrilerek katilimcilara yoneltilmistir.

Freeston ve arkadaslari (1994) tarafindan olusturulan ve Sarigam ve
arkadaglar1 (2014) tarafindan Tirk¢e’ye uyarlanan Belirsizlige Tahammiilsiizlik
Olgegi belirsizlige tahammiilsiizliik ifadelerini iceren 27 maddenin 5°li Likert tipi
Olcek ile (1 = beni hi¢ tanimlamiyor; 6 = beni tamamen tanimliyor) dl¢limlendigi bir
ankettir.

Cinsel Taciz ile ilgili Orgiitsel Iklim Anketi toplamda 6 sorudan
olusmaktadir. Tk 3 soru calisilan sirkette cinsel taciz ile alakali bir diizenlemenin
olup olmadigr katilimciya sorarken, ardindan gelen 3 soru ise katilimcilara mevcut
kurumlan tarafindan cinsel tacize yonelik yapilan diizenlemeleri nasil algiladiklarini
sormustur. Tiim sorularda degerlendirme 6lgegi “Evet, her zaman”, “Bazen”, “Hayir,
hi¢bir zaman” seklinde ii¢ tipte verilen kalip cevaplardan olugsmaktadir.

Sosyal-Cinsel Yasantilar Olgegi, Toker (2003) tarafindan olusturulmustur ve
Toker ve Stimer (2010) tarafindan tanimlanmis 5 farkli cinsel taciz tiirliniiniin ne
derece cinsel taciz olarak degerlendirdigini 6lgmektedir. Mevcut calismada s6z
konusu 5 cinsel taciz tiirlinden gorece daha muglak olan 3 tanesi Ol¢limlendigi i¢in
Olgegin 18 maddesi kullanilarak 5 noktali 6lgek (1 = Kesinlikle Cinsel Taciz
Degildir; 5 = Kesinlikle Cinsel Tacizdir) ile katilimcilardan bilgiler toplanmustir.

Cinsel Tacizle Basa Cikma Olgegi Toker (2011) tarafindan gelistirilen ve 6
farkli cinsel taciz tliriinli Olglimlemeyi saglayan 6 varsayimsal senaryodan
olusmaktadir. Her bir senaryo Knapp, Faley, Ekberg, ve Duboi’nin (1997) farkli basa
¢tkma mekanizmalarini 6lgen 14 maddenin 5°li Likert tipi l¢ekle (1=Asla bu sekilde
tepki vermem; 5=Kesinlikle bu sekilde tepki veririm) degerlendirilmesiyle
Olctimlenmistir.

SONUCLAR

Veri temizlendikten sonra, ¢aligmada kullanilan 6l¢eklere A¢imlayici Faktor

Analizi (AFA) ve Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi (DFA) uygulanmistir. Hipotez testine

gecmeden Once, veriler Mahalanobis mesafesi kullanilarak c¢ok degiskenli aykiri
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deger icin taranmis ve sadece bir tane tespit edilmistir. Analizler 380 katilimcr ile
gergeklestirilmistir. Bunlarin 226's1 kadin, 154'u erkektir.

DFA, Celisik Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik Olgegi, Belirsizlige Tahammiilsiizliik
Olgegi, Sosyal-Cinsel Yasantilar Olcegi icin gerceklestirilmistir. ki faktorlii Celisik
Duygulu Cinsiyetcilik 6lcegi i¢in i¢ tutarlilik puani .90, 11 maddeli diismanca
cinsiyeteilik faktorii i¢in .89, korumaci cinsiyet¢ilik faktorii i¢in .85°dir. (bkz. Tablo
1). Diismanca ve yardimsever cinsiyet¢ilik arasinda orta diizeyde bir iliski
bulunmaktadir. (r = .50, p <.001). Iki faktorlii Belirsizlige Tahammiilsiizliik Olcegi
icin i¢ tutarhilik puam .88 dir. Sosyal-Cinsel Yasantilar Ol¢egi igin 3 faktorlii yapi
onaylanmis, tiim Orneklemde Olgek i¢ tutarliligr .89 iken Cinsiyet¢i Diismanlik i¢in
.86, Cinsel Diismanlik icin .85 ve Ilginin Imasi i¢in .84 olarak bulunmustur (bkz.
Tablo 1). Olgek, cinsiyetci diismanlik (r = .75, p <.001), cinsel diismanlik (r = .79, p
<.001) ve ilginin imas1 (r = .85, p < .001) alt faktorleri ile anlamli korelasyon
gostermistir.

AFA, Sosyal-Ekonomik Muhafazakarlik Olgegi, CT ile ilgili 6rgiitsel iklim
sorular1 ve Bas Etme Tercihleri Olgegi icin gergeklestirilmistir. Analiz sonucunda
Sosyal-Ekonomik Muhafazakarlik Olgegi tek boyut ve 8 maddeye indirilmistir ve i¢
tutarlilik puani .84 olarak bulunmustur. Tek faktorlii 6rgiitsel iklim sorulari i¢in i¢
tutarlilik .78 olarak bulunmustur. Son olarak, CT ile bag etme 6lcegi icin 3 faktorlii
bir yapt bulunmustur. Olgegin ig tutarliligi .94 iken, alt faktdrleri olan “Sosyal destek
arayist” i¢in .96, “Makamlara raporlama” icin .95, “Tacizciden kaginma” icin .90
olarak bulunmustur.

Betimleyici istatistikler, i¢ tutarlilik puanlari ile tiim &rneklem igin Tablo 1'de
Ozetlenirken, Erkek ve kadin katilimcilar i¢in sonuglar Tablo 2'de verilmistir.
Calisma degiskenleri icin, kadin ve erkek katilimcilar arasinda farklilik olup
olmadigint gérmek i¢in bagimsiz grup t testi uygulanmistir (bkz. Tablo 1.). Buna ek
olarak c¢alisma degiskenleri arasinda iki degigkenli korelasyon analizi yapilarak
Tablo 3’te sonuglar sunulmustur. iki degiskenli korelasyon analizi cinsiyetler igin
ayr1 ayri yapilarak, Tablo 4'te kadinlar i¢in korelasyonlar alt ticgende, erkekler i¢in

korelasyonlar iist liggende gosterilmektedir.
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Calisma degiskenleri arasindaki iliskiyi gérmek icin erkekler ve kadinlar i¢in
ayr1 ayri regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Regresyon analizi ile sosyal / ekonomik
muhafazakarlik, DC, KC, belirsizlikten kaginma ve orgiitsel iklimin, gérece muglak
CT tirleri olan cinsiyet¢i diismanlik, cinsel diismanlik ve ilginin imasmin
algilanmasi iizerindeki etkisi incelemistir. Kadin katilimcilar i¢in, gorece muglak CT
tiirleri ve cinsiyet¢i diigmanligr algilamak ile yas degiskeni arasindaki yiiksek
korelasyon nedeniyle analizlerde yas degiskeni kontrol edilmistir.

Kadin 6rneklemindeki sonuglara gore, yas (f = -.13, t (225) = -1.99, p = .05)
ve diismanca cinsiyet¢ilik (B = -.21, t (225) = -2.52, p = .01) kompozit gorece
muglak CT tiirlerinin algilanmasini anlamli ve negatif sekilde yordamistir. Ayrica,
yas (B = -.25, t (225) = -3.65, p <.001) ve sosyal / ekonomik muhafazakarlik (B = -
21, 1 (225) = -3.12, p = .002) cinsiyet¢i diigmanligin bir CT tiirii olarak algilamasini
anlaml1 ve ters yonde yordamistir. Diismanca cinsiyetgilik ( = -.25, t (225) = -3.11,
p =.002) anlamli ve negatif yonde ve belirsizlikten kaginma (8 = .19, t (225) = 2.82,
p = .01) ise anlamli ve pozitif yonde olmak iizere cinsel diismanligin bir CT tiiri
olarak algilanmasini yordamistir.. Son olarak, Diismanca cinsiyetgilik (B = -.22, t
(225) = -2.72, p = .01), ilginin imasimnin bir CT tiirii olarak algilanmasini negatif ve
anlamli sekilde yordamistir. (bkz. Tablo 6.). Sosyal/cinsel muhafazakarligin,
diismanca cinsiyet¢iligin, korumaci cinsiyetciligin, belirsizlikten kacinmanin ve
orgiitsel iklimin gorece daha muglak CT tiirlerinin algilanmasinda bireysel ve ortak
etkilerinin anlagilabilmesi adina bir gorece Onem analizi olan baskinlik analizi
yapilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore, goérece daha muglak CT tiirlerinin
algilanmasindaki toplam varyansin, %8,9'u yukarida verilen 5 degisken tarafindan
aciklanmaktadir. Bu  varyansin  %46'st  diismanca  cinsiyetgilik,  %25'i
sosyal/ekonomik muhafazakarlik, %130 ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyet¢ilik, %9'u
belirsizlikten ka¢inma ve %S8't Orgiitsel iklim tarafindan agiklanmaktadir. Bu
dogrultuda, diismanca cinsiyetcilik ve sosyal/ekonomik muhafazakarlik, gérece daha
muglak CT tiirlerinin algilanmasinda en 6nemli belirleyiciler olarak bulunmustur.
Ote yandan, erkek katilimcilar igin, regresyon analizi sonuglarina gore sadece

diismanca cinsiyetciligin (B = -.21, t (153) = -2.45, p = .02) cinsiyet¢i digmanlhigi CT
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tiirii olarak algilamay1 anlamli ve negatif yonde yordadigi bulunmustur (bkz. Tablo
7.).

Cinsel Taciz Algilama ve Tercih Edilen Basa Etme Mekanizmalar1 Uzerine
Kesifsel Analizler

Gorece muglak CT tiirleri olan cinsiyet¢i diismanlik, cinsel diismanlik ve
ilginin imasi1 ile {i¢ bas etme mekanizmasi olarak bulunan sosyal destek arayisi,
makamlara raporlama ve tacizciden kaginma arasindaki iliskiyi gérmek igin kanonik
korelasyon analizi yapilmistir. Bu analize gore ilk set olan set A gorece muglak CT
tiirlerini, ikinci set olan set B bas etme mekanizmalarini igermektedir.

Analiz sonuglarina gore ii¢c kanonik korelasyon hesaplanmig ve ilk (Wilks
'Lambda = .85, > (9) = 35.28, p <.001) ve ikinci (Wilks' Lambda = .95, ¥*> (4) =
12.00, p = .017) anlamli iken, iiciincii korelasyonda anlamli bir iliski bulunamamustir.
Set A ve B'deki ilk kanonik degisken giftleri i¢in kanonik korelasyon .32’dir ve
toplam varyansin %]10'unu aciklamaktadir. Ikinci kanonik korelasyon ise .23’diir ve
toplam varyansin %5'ini olusturmaktadir. Set A ve B i¢in kanonik ytiklerin 6zeti
Tablo 8'de verilmistir. Ilk degisken cifti icin yapilan gapraz yiiklemelerin sonuglarina
gore, A Set’inde cinsel diismanlik (r = -93) ile Set B'nin ilk degiskeni olan
makamlara raporlama ile tacizinden kag¢inma ile negaitif ve anlamli bir iliski
icerisindedir. A Set’indeki cinsiyetgi diismanlik (r = .92) ile B Setinin ikinci
degiskeni olan tacizciden kacginma ile anlamli negatif ve yetkililere rapor verme
egilimi ile anlamli pozitif bir iligki i¢erisindedir.

Ayrica, calisma degiskenleri ve bas etme mekanizmalar1 arasindaki
korelasyonlar1 gormek i¢in iki degiskenli korelasyon analizi yapilmistir. Tablo 9'da
tim korelasyon sonuclar1 gosterilmektedir. Son olarak, farkli bas etme
mekanizmalaria bagli olarak farkli senaryolarin ortalama seviyesini gormek igin,
kesif esasina dayali betimsel analiz yapilmistir (bkz. Tablo 10.).

TARTISMA

Tartisma bdliimiinde, hipotezler ve kesfedici analizleri dogrultusunda 6ne

cikan bulgular tartisiimaktadir. Mevcut ¢alismanin hipotezleri dogrultusunda

beklenen tiim sonuglar alinmamis olsa dahi, desteklenen hipotezlere ve kesifsel
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analizlere dair bulgularin hem akademik hem de profesyonel baglamda i¢ gorii
saglayacagina inanilmaktadir.
Calisma Bulgular: ve Katkilar:

Hipotez testinden once, Sosyal/Cinsel Yasantilar Anketleri icin kadin ve
erkek katilimcilar i¢in ayr1 olarak yapilmis olan DFA analizi dogrultusunda hem
erkek hem de kadinlar i¢in faktér yapilar1 ve uyum endekslerinin benzer ¢iktigi
goriilmiistiir. Buna ek olarak, tiim o6rneklem, erkek ve kadin 6rneklemi igin tiim
anketin ve anket alt faktorlerinin i¢ tutarlilik sonuglar1 benzer ¢ikmistir. Bu sonuglar,
anketin cinsiyetler arasinda tutarli oldugu anlamina geldigi icin Onemli
bulgulardandir.

Calismadaki bir diger O©nemli bulgu, t-test sonuclarina gore erkek
katilimcilarin  degiskenler arasinda sadece ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetcilik ve alt
boyutlarinda kadin katilimcilardan daha yiiksek ortalamalara sahip olmalaridir. Bu
bulgu, onceki ¢alismalarda da belirtildigi gibi (6rn.; Glick ve Fiske, 1997; Sibley ve
Wilson, 2004) erkeklerin sosyal baskinlik giidiilerini ve toplumsal cinsiyet rollerini
vurgulayan ¢elisik duygulu cinsiyetgilikle alakali daha olumlu bir tutum igerisinde
oldugunu gostermistir.

Calismadaki hipotez 1a, katilimecilarin korumaci cinsiyetcilik diizeyinin,
CT'nin gorece daha muglak bicimlerini algilamakla kiiciik pozitif bir iligkiye sahip
olacagini savunmustur. Sonuglara gore, korumaci cinsiyetcilik i¢in kadin ve erkekler
ornekleminde anlamli bir iliski bulunamamaistir. Hipotez 1a desteklenmemis olsa da,
erkekler i¢cin korumaci cinsiyet¢ilik ve gorece muglak CT tiirleri arasindaki iliskide
pozitif bir trend goriilmistir. Bu sonuclar dogrultusunda, yiiksek korumaci
cinsiyetcilik diizeyine sahip erkek katilimcilarin, koruyucu rol iistlendigi ve cinsel
taciz davraniglarina karsi bu nedenle daha duyarsiz olduklar1 sdylenebilir.

Hipotez 1b’ye gore, katilimcilarin diismanca cinsiyetcilik diizeyinin gorece
muglak CT'nin tiirlerinin algilanmasi ile orta diizey ve negatif yonde bir iliskide
olacagi beklenmistir. 1b hipotezi, kadin ve erkek Orneklemi i¢in kismen
desteklenmistir. Bir 6nemli bulgu da diismanca cinsiyetcilik ile gérece muglak CT
tiirleri arasindaki iliskinin 1ki cinsiyet i¢in farkli sonuglar gostermesidir. Kadinlar i¢in

diismanca cinsiyetcilik ile kompozit CT tiirleri, cinsel diismanlik ve ilginin imasi
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arasindaki iligkiler anlamli iken, erkekler i¢in sadece cinsiyetci diismanlik ile anlamli
bir iliski bulunmustur. Bu sonuglar, Sibley ve Wilson’in (2004) erkeklerin olumsuz
alt tipe sahip kadinlara (6rn. Calisan kadin) karsi yiliksek diismanca cinsiyetgilik
gosterirken diisiik korumaci cinsiyetcilik gdstermeleri ve bu orlintliiniin olumlu alt
tipe sahip kadinlara (6rn. Ev kadini) karsi tam tersi olmasi tezine uygun olarak,
erkeklerin kadinlarin cinsiyet rolleri karsi tutumunu ve erkeklerin c¢alisan kadin
profiline bakisini yansitiyor olabilir.

Hipotez 2 muhafazakarlik diizeyi arttikga muglak CT tiirlerini algilamanin
azalacagmi savunmustur ve bu hipotez sadece kadin oOrnekleminde cinsiyetgi
diismanlik tiri icin desteklenmigtir. Ayni sonuglarin erkekler tarafindan
desteklenmemis olmasi gelecekteki arastirmalar i¢in onemli bir konu olabilir.
Ornegin, bu calismada toplam katilimcilarin %12,1'inin kendilerini muhafazakar
olarak nitelendirdigi g6z Oniinde bulundurularak daha muhafazakar katilimer
gruplarinda benzer iliskiler arastirilabilir.

Hipotez 3, belirsizlikten kaginma seviyesinin daha yiiksek olmasinin goérece
muglak CT tiirlerini algilamada orta derecede etki biiyiikliigiiyle olumlu ydnde
yordayacagini savunmustur. Elde edilen sonuclara gore belirsizlikten kaginma,
sadece kadin Ornekleminde cinsel diismanhigi algilamada kiigiik ve pozitif bir
korelasyon gdstermistir. Cinsiyetci diismanlik ve ilginin imasi ile karsilagtirildiginda,
cinsel diigmanlik, cinsel sakalar ve materyaller igererek cinselligin daha agik bir
sekilde ortaya ¢ikarttig1 i¢in (Toker, 2016), daha belirsiz bir durum olarak goriilmiis
ve kadin 6rnekleminde bu sekilde bir sonug yaratmis olabilir.

Hipotez 4, katilmecilarin CT ile ilgili orgiitsel iklim hakkindaki algilarinin
olumlu oldugu takdirde daha ¢ok davranist CT olarak algilayacagini savunmustur.
Hem kadin hem erkek orneklemi i¢in Orgiitsel iklim ile alakali anlamli bir sonug
bulunamamistir. Bu c¢alismada orgiitsel iklim sorularinin arastirmaci tarafindan
gelistirilerek dogrudan katilimcilara diislinceleri sorulmasi dolayisiyla, orgiitsel
iklimin gilivenirlik ve gecerliligi saglanmis daha Ortiik anketler araciligryla

Olctimlenmesi sonuclar etkileyebilecektir.
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Kisitlar ve Gelecek Calismalar Icin Oneriler

Ik olarak mevcut data farkli yas gruplari, farkli sektdrde calisan ve farkl
deneyim yilina sahip kisilerden toplanmis olsa da katilimcilarin %89.5’1 beyaz yaka
calisandir. Beyaz yaka ve mavi yaka calisanlar arasindaki ¢aligma kosullari, egitim
diizeyleri ve is yapis sekilleri anlaminda farkliliklar olmasi nedeniyle, benzer bir
calismanin mavi yaka c¢alisanlarin  ¢ofunlukta oldugu bir 6rneklemde
gergeklestirilmesi literatiir i¢in faydali olacaktir. Buna ek olarak benzer sekilde bu
caligmadaki katilimcilarin neredeyse %88’1 liberal olduklarin1 belirtmistir. Bu
anlamda daha homojen bir 6rneklem ile ¢alisilmasi, Cinsel taciz konusu 6zelinde
farkliliklar yaratabilecektir.

Calismadaki bir diger kisit, 6zellikle kadin katilimeilarin cinsel taciz ile bas
etme anketini de doldurmasi dolayisiyla anket uzunluklarinin fazla olmasidir. Daha
once de belirtildigi gibi katilimcilarin neredeyse yarisinin anketi sonuna kadar
tamamlamadig1 goriilmiistiir. Anket uzunluklarina ek olarak, mevcut ¢aligma konusu
geregi katilimci bulmak ve sonuna kadar doldurmalarin1 saglamak gorece zor bir
konudur.

Muhafazakarlik boliimiinde bahsedildigi tizere, muhafazarlik tanimlamasi ve
Olclilmesi zor bir kavram olmasi dolayisiyla Tiirk ornekleminde gegerlilik ve
giivenilirligi saglanmis farkli muhafazakarligi Olgeklerine de ihtiyag duyuldugu
gozlemlenmistir. Bu ¢aligmada kullanilan 6lgek 6zelinde, simirl hiikiimet ve kiirtaj
gibi kavramlarin faktor analizi sonrasinda c¢ikarilmasi gerekmistir. Bu dogrultuda
mevcut ¢alisma muhafazakarlik kavramini daha detayli incelemek ve Slgiimleme
adina bir basglangic noktas1 olusturabilir.

Son olarak mevcut calismada Hofstede’nin kiiltiirel degiskenleri arasindan
sadece belirsizlikten kacinma degisken olarak kullanilmistir. Ancak Luthar ve
Luthar’in (2002) calismasma gore Hofstede’nin tiim kiiltiirel degiskenlerinin is
yerinde yoneticiler tarafindan cinsel taciz uygulanma ihtimalini ve kadmlarin bu
davraniglara kargt toleransim1i yordadigi belirtilmistir. Dolayisiyla, gelecek
caligmalarda belirsizliten kaginma boyutuna ek olarak Bireysellik/Kollektivizm, Gii¢

Mesafesi ve Erkeklik/kadinlik boyutlarinin da kullanilmas1 faydali olacaktir.
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