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Abstract

Purpose - The purpose of this paper is to investigate how mock jurors perceive female-female sexual
harassment.

Design/methodology/approach - Participants read a case vignette depicting female-female workplace
sexual harassment where the sexual orientation of the harasser (lesbian vs heterosexual) and type of sexual
harassment (approach vs reject vs generalized) were randomly assigned across participants. Participants
were asked to make a liability determination for the case. They were also asked to rate the unwanted conduct
on several legally relevant dimensions (e.g. severity, pervasiveness, and unwelcomeness).

Findings — Results revealed that the sexual orientation of the harasser is an important factor used to make
legal decisions in same-sex sexual harassment cases. Participants found the same conduct to be more
severe, pervasive, unwelcome, and threatening when the harasser was lesbian than when she was
heterosexual. As hypothesized, female participants found more evidence of discrimination than male
participants.

Research limitations/implications — These findings illustrate biases mock jurors may hold when making
legal decisions in female-female sexual harassment cases.

Practical implications — Results are discussed in the context of decision-making models and possible
future directions and interventions are explored.

Originality/value — The findings extend the literature on female same-sex sexual harassment.

Keywords Prejudice, Sexual orientation, Discrimination, Juror decision-making, Legal decisions,
Same-sex sexual harassment

Paper type Research paper

Same-sex sexual harassment cases began to show up in American courts in the 1990s
(Wayne et al., 2001). Courts denied many of these claims citing that males could not sexually
harass males and females could not sexually harass females (Foote and Goodman-Delahunty,
2005). For example, in Garcia v. Elf Atochem North America (1994), the court ruled that the
sexual harassment of a man by his male supervisor was not actionable through Title VII, the act
that prohibits discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin, even though
the plaintiff complained of inappropriate touching of his genitals by a group of same-sex
co-workers. Even more telling is the 1996 decision in McWilliams v. Fairfax County Board of
Supervisors, where the court ruled that the sexual behavior perpetrated against the victim was
“utterly despicable” (p. 1196; plaintiff alleged numerous physical assaults in which a same-sex
co-worker placed his finger in victim’s mouth to simulate an oral sex act, a co-worker placed a
broomstick in plaintiff’s anus, and a co-worker fondled him at their place of employment),
but still denied the sexual harassment claim citing that both the “alleged harassers and the
victim are heterosexuals of the same-sex” (p. 1195). The issue was settled in 1998 when
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Joseph Oncale took his same-sex sexual harassment case to the Supreme Court. The Court
held that same-sex sexual harassment was actionable through the Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (1991).

Not much research has been conducted to understand how jurors make liability and
compensation decisions in different types of same-sex harassment. In fact, most
sexual harassment research has focussed on investigating the most common form of sexual
harassment, namely opposite-sex sexual harassment that usually takes place between a male
harasser and female victim (Baker et al., 1990; Hartnett et al., 1989; Wiener et al., 1995). Less
research has focussed on women harassing men (Paludi, 1990) and even less on same-sex
sexual harassment. This lack of information on research where females are the harasser is
problematic for two reasons. First, although women harassing men is typically a rare occurrence,
the growing number of women in the US labor market (US Department of Labor, 2014) means
that more and more individuals will find themselves working and building relationships with
women of different demographic backgrounds, perspectives, and worldviews than they have in
the past, providing a platform for personal and professional relationships, encounters and
situations that may not have been prevalent or possible decades earlier (Foote and Goodman-
Delahunty, 2005). Such relationships can also lead to a number of unique compromising
situations, including less traditional forms of sexual harassment.

Second, evidence suggests that same-sex sexual harassment does in fact occur. In one report,
21 percent of male federal employees reported experiencing same-sex sexual harassment (US
Merit Systems Protection Board, 1981, 1995) and 3 percent of female federal employees
reported experiencing same-sex sexual harassment (US Merit Systems Protection Board,
1981). Though these figures may seem low, underreporting may be a problem in fully assessing
the prevalence of same-sex sexual harassment (Foote and Goodman-Delahunty, 2005).
A victim of same-sex sexual harassment may feel embarrassed about reporting unwanted
sexual behavior by a co-worker or supervisor, especially if the sexual harassment is being
inflicted by a person of the same-sex. Apart from harming workers, same-sex sexual
harassment is costly to institutions. Indeed, one study found that the cost of same-sex sexual
harassment in the US Army was over $95,000,000 (Faley et al., 2006). Given the influx of
same-sex sexual harassment claims in the courts and the burden it can create for an
organization, it is important to investigate how jurors might make decisions in these kinds of
cases (Bennett-Alexander, 1998).

Typically, harassment cases are differentiated by the type of behavior the harasser displays.
For example, quip pro quo harassment occurs when a harasser attempts to sexually coerce the
victim (e.g. through threats or bribery), whereas gender harassment and unwanted sexual
attention are defined as contributing to a hostile work environment (Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC); O’Leary-Kelly et al., 2009). Stockdale et al. (2004) describe
three types of hostile work environment as approach-based, reject-based, or generalized sexual
harassment. Approach-based harassment is rooted in the harasser’s sexual interest toward the
victim. This behavior involves both verbal and non-verbal harassment of the victim. The harasser
in this approach-based harassment was intent on making romantic advances toward the victim.
Reject-based harassment is aimed at demeaning the victim due to their gender. Again, this
behavior involves both verbal and non-verbal harasser of the victim. The behavior is aimed at
degrading the victim rather than showing sexual interest, a key component of reject-based
harassment. In generalized harassment, harassment is not directed toward the specific victim but
rather toward men or women in general.

The focus of the current study is on juror decision-making in same-sex sexual harassment cases
when both the harasser and the victim are female. Researchers have only recently begun to focus
on same-sex sexual harassment. Most of these studies have concentrated on male-male sexual
harassment (DeSouza and Solberg, 2004; Stockdale et al., 2004), including the role of victim
sexual orientation as a predictor in juror decision-making. For example, in a 2004 study, DeSouza
and Solberg manipulated the sexual orientation of the victim in a male-male harassment case and
found that participants rated the harassment as more severe and needing further investigation
when the victim was homosexual rather than heterosexual, suggesting that the sexual orientation
of the parties involved does factor into the decision-making process.
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Research on juror reactions to female-female sexual harassment, however, is less clear. Wayne
et al. (2001) gave participants a case vignette that depicted a co-worker hostile work environment
case. The gender of both the harasser and the victim were manipulated across study conditions,
resulting in two opposite-gender cases (male harasser-female victim; female harasser-male
victim) and two same-sex cases (male harasser-male victim; female harasser-female victim).
Across all conditions, both male and female participants perceived same-sex cases as more
inappropriate, serious, and offensive. In fact, qualitative comments made by jurors in the
same gender cases were seen as angrier and more punitive than in the opposite-gender
cases (Wayne et al., 2001). Male jurors also issued more guilty verdicts to the same-sex cases
than the opposite-gender cases, and female jurors gave more guilty verdicts in the female
harasser-female victim condition than in the male harasser-female victim condition. Wayne et al.
concluded that individuals were biased against same-sex sexual harassment in part because
traditional sex roles dictate that relationships between members of the same gender are neither
normal nor natural, and therefore are subject to enhanced scrutiny and punishment. A degree of
anti-gay bias was also present in juror responses, although the sexual orientation of the harasser
or the victim was not fully specified in the stimulus materials.

More recently, DeSouza et al. (2007) conducted a cross-cultural investigation of female-female
same-sex sexual harassment. Unlike previous studies, they manipulated both the sexual
orientation of the victim of the harassment and the perpetrator of the harassment. Participants
read a vignette that depicted a case where one woman gave the victim unwanted sexual attention
along with other sexually harassing behaviors (e.g. telling sexual jokes). The results showed that
heterosexual dyads were seen as least likely to constitute sexual harassment, warrant
investigation, and to be punishable compared to the other conditions. Compared to US
participants, Brazilian participants also found the scenario where both the harasser and the victim
were lesbian to be more harassing and in need of investigation.

Taken together, these findings suggest that same-sex harassers are seen more negatively than
opposite-sex sexual harassers, particularly when homosexuality is implied or inferred. Sex role
theories might expose underlying mechanisms in how people make decisions in same-sex
sexual harassment cases. One reason for these findings might be the way people perceive
these types of situations. Giuffre and Wiliams (1994), for example, found that sexual
interactions (e.g. flirting, sexual innuendo) between members of the opposite-sex were seen as
normal whereas sexual interactions between members of the same-sex were seen as atypical.
Thus, jurors in same-sex sexual harassment cases may judge the same behavior as more
severe than opposite-sex sexual harassment case, in part because of anti-gay prejudice
(Wayne et al., 2001). In addition, Fiske and Glick (1995) suggest that same-sex harassment is
not likely to fit observers’ stereotypes about typical sexual harassment cases because most of
our interactions are with members of the opposite-sex. The same behavior may be more easily
interpreted as unwelcome or negative and rated as more sexually harassing when it involves
members of the same-sex. This could be particularly true for women, since female gender
stereotypes often depict women as passive and not necessarily sexually aggressive (Heilman,
2012; Wayne et al., 2001).

Previous research has not directly examined the conceptual underpinnings of jurors’ bias against
same-sex sexual harassment cases. However, expectations and stereotypes regarding
normative sexual activity, even in a same-sex harassment context, suggest that the type of
harassment engaged in by the harasser could influence juror decision-making in same-sex cases,
thereby shedding light on why jurors make more negative evaluations of same-sex sexual
harassment when one or both parties are lesbians.

On the one hand, it may be that anti-gay attitudes are driving reactions to female same-sex
harassment when one or both of the individuals involved is a lesbian, as Giuffre and Williams
(1994) suggest. On the other hand, juror reactions may be driven by gender stereotype violations,
as work by Fiske and Glick (1995) implies. Lesbian harassers may be judged more harshly than
heterosexual female harassers in general, but this effect could be especially pronounced in
situations where lesbians are not simply engaged in same-sex harassment, but also when they
are violating traditional gender stereotypes of women as gentle and permissive by acting
particularly aggressively (i.e. telling lewd jokes vs directing unwanted sexual attention).
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The purpose of the current study is to further investigate how jurors make decisions in female
same-sex sexual harassment cases. Specifically, the current study varied the sexual orientation of
the harasser (heterosexual vs lesbian) as well as the kind of harassment experienced by the victim
(approach vs reject vs generalized). Consistent with previous research:

H1. We expected that participants would judge the misconduct as more harassing on several
legal dimensions when the harasser was a lesbian as compared to when the harasser was
heterosexual.

H2. We predicted that this should be particularly true for female participants rather than male
participants.

As previous research suggests that women may be more likely to view the cases as sexual
harassment (Blumenthal, 1998; Rotundo et al., 2001) or hand down guilty verdicts (Wayne et al.,
2001) when a woman harasses a woman (Wayne et al., 2001). Due to the dearth of literature on
harassment type in same-sex research, no specific predictions were offered, although we did
expect approach-based harassment to be judged more harshly. That is, lesbian women who
assert their sexuality (approach) may be judged more harshly simply because they are lesbians
(due to anti-gay prejudice).

Method
Participants

Participants (n=283) were 83 (29 percent) male and 189 (67 percent) female undergraduate
students from a southeastern university. Participants completed the study online for course
credit. Most participants were hispanic (70 percent). In total, 17 percent worked full-time while 43
percent worked part-time. In total, 33 participants (11 males, 21 females, 1 undefined) were
excluded from analyses because they did not spend a minimum amount of 2-minutes on the case
vignette. The final sample included 250 participants.

Design

A 3 (sexual harassment type: approach vs reject vs generalized) x2 (sexual orientation of the
harasser: heterosexual vs lesbian) between-subjects design was used.

Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of six experimental conditions. Each participant read a
case vignette depicting female-female sexual harassment. Participants were randomly assigned to
one of three sexual harassment patterns (approach vs reject vs generalized). The sexual orientation
(heterosexual vs lesbian) of the harasser in each vignette was also varied across participants. After
reading the case vignette, participants answered a series of questionnaires aimed at assessing their
perceptions of the case and their legal decisions of the case.

Vignette and type of harassment manipulation

The vignette was created to depict a workplace harassment situation. Participants were given
background information about the place of work, background information about the women in the
vignette, a summary of the harassment conduct, and finally the complaint that was filed by the
alleged victim. Participants were given a vignette depicting one of three types of sexual harassment:
approach, reject, and generalized (Stockdale et al., 2004). In the approach-based harassment, the
harasser physically cornered the victim, put her arms around the victim’s waist, and said, “you look
and smell great, baby.” The intent was to communicate sexual interest. In the reject-based
harassment, the harasser physically cornered the victim, but said, “you”d look much better with a
bigger pair of t**s, little boy.” The intent was to humiliate the victim as an inadequate representative
of their gender. Finally, in generalized harassment, the harasser made degrading comments about
women (“just telling the ladies about this really hot nurse | saw”), but not directing her comments
toward the victim herself. The intent was to demean women, but not a particular victim.
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Measures

Liability determination. Participants were given the same instructions jurors are given in real cases
when making liability determinations. Specifically, participants were instructed to assess the case
facts in light of legally relevant dimensions (e.g. victim subjected to unwanted conduct, conduct
was severe, pervasive, or persistent). Participants were asked to make a liability decision with an
attached confidence rating scale where they could denote on a scale from 1 (not at all confident)
to 9 (very confident) how confident they were in their decision.

Legal elements. We asked participants to answer questions regarding the conduct in each
vignette using criteria the EEOC put forth to define sexual harassment. Specifically, the criteria are
that the behavior is unwelcome, pervasive, severe, threatening, and discriminatory. Immediately
following the case vignette, participants read a legal definition of hostile work environment (from
the EEOC) sexual harassment. Participants were asked to rate how severe, pervasive, and
unwelcome the conduct was from the perspective of a reasonable person, instructions that real
jurors receive in sexual harassment cases. Participants were also asked to rate the behavior
regarding how threatening it was and whether the behavior was discriminatory. Finally,
participants were asked if the behaviors they read about constituted hostile work environment, as
defined by the EEOQC. For each legal element the participant was asked how much of a quality
(e.g. pervasiveness) there was in the case they read. Participants answered all questions were on
a 1 (not very) to 9 (very) scale.

Manipulation/attention checks. Participants were asked to answer five true or false questions
about the case at the end of the study. This ensured that participants paid attention and read the
case vignette thoroughly, which included information about the harasser’s sexual orientation and
type of harassment.

Results
Manipulation checks

Participants completed five questions to test their accuracy for details contained in the case
vignette. Participants performed adequately with 80 percent correctly reporting that the harasser
was a lesbian in the lesbian condition and 75 percent reporting that the harasser was
heterosexual in the heterosexual condition. Analyses were completed only with participants that
passed the manipulation check.

Liability

Participants provided a verdict either for the plaintiff or the defendant. In addition, participants
rated their confidence in their liability decision from 1 (not at all confident in the verdict) to 9 (very
confident in the verdict). Liability was recoded into a variable that included each participants’
liability determination (liable =—1, not liable = 1) multiplied by their confidence in that decision
(thus creating a —9 to +9 scale). Although this technique has been used in sexual harassment
research to understand more clearly how jurors are making decisions in these cases (Wayne
etal., 2001), previous work also shows that recoding liability and confidence into one variable by
multiplying them leads to non-normal distributions. Indeed, after visually inspecting the liability
by confidence variable it was clear that the distribution was bimodal. As a result we used
a non-parametric test to look for differences between the lesbian condition and the heterosexual
condition. An Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test was conducted and no significant
results were found. The results, however, are in the hypothesized direction. Specifically,
participants found more liability when the harasser was lesbian (M =—2.19) than heterosexual
(M= —-1.00), with larger negative numbers indicating more liability.

Legal elements

A univariate analysis of variance was conducted using each legal element as the dependent variable
with sexual orientation of the harasser, gender of respondent, and the type of sexual harassment as
between-subjects variables (See Table I). A main effect of sexual orientation of the harasser was
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Table | Harasser sexual orientation main effects

Lesbian Heterosexual F p< 7"
Pervasive 6.19 (1.9) 5.71 (2.0) 6.74 (1,228) 0.01 0.029
Severe 5.99 (1.8) 5.64 (2.1) 4.21 (1,228) 0.05 0.018
Unwelcome 6.69 (1.8) 6.36 (2.1) 8.29 (1,228) 0.01 0.035
HWE 6.83 (1.8) 6.16 (2.3) 10.28 (1,224) 0.01 0.044
Threat 6.41 (2.0) 5.92 (2.3) 7.72 (1,225) 0.01 0.033

Note: Means range from 1 (not at all likely) to 9 (very likely)

found for pervasiveness, F(1,228) =6.74, p < 0.01, ;72 =0.29, with participants finding the conduct
to be more pervasive if the harasser was lesbian (M = 6.19) than if she was heterosexual (M =5.71).
A similar main effect of sexual orientation of the harasser was found for severity, F(1,228) =4.21,
p < 0.05, 47 =0.018. Participants found the same behavior to be more severe when the harasser
was lesbian (M =5.99) than when she was heterosexual (M =5.64). A main effect of harasser
sexual orientation also emerged for unwelcomeness, F(1,228)=8.29, p < 0.01, ;72 =0.035, with
participants finding the same behavior to be more unwelcome if the harasser was lesbian
(M =6.96) than if she was heterosexual (M = 6.36). There were no interaction effects for type of
harassment or gender of respondent. These results support H7 (Table ).

Discrimination

A univariate analysis of variance was conducted using discrimination as the dependent variable
with sexual orientation of the harasser, gender of respondent, and the type of sexual harassment
as between-subjects variables. A main effect of gender emerged for discrimination,
F(1,225)=5.76, p < 0.02, #° =0.025. As expected, female participants (M = 5.88) found more
evidence of discrimination than male participants (M = 4.93). These results support H2.

Hostile work environment

A univariate analysis of variance was conducted using hostile work environment as the dependent
variable with sexual orientation of harasser, gender of respondent, and type of sexual harassment
as between-subjects variables. A main effect of sexual orientation of the harasser was found for
hostile work environment, F(1,224)=10.28, p < 0.01, ;12 =0.044, where participants saw more
evidence of hostile work environment sexual harassment when the harasser was lesbian (V = 6.83)
than when she was heterosexual (M = 6.16). These results support H7.

Threat

A univariate analysis of variance was conducted using threat as the dependent variable with sexual
orientation of harasser, gender of respondent, and type of sexual harassment as between-subjects
variables. A main effect for threat emerged for the sexual orientation of the harasser, F(1,228)=7.72,
p < 0.01, 57 = 0.033, with participants finding more evidence of victim threat when the harasser was
lesbian (M = 6.41) than when she was heterosexual (M = 5.92). A significant sexual orientation of the
harasser by gender interaction emerged for the element of threat, F(1,228)=4.31, p <0.05,
¥ =0.019. Indeed, when the harasser was lesbian, female participants (M =6.25) saw more
evidence of threat than male participants (M = 5.08). These results support H7 and H2.

Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to understand the role that the sexual orientation of the
harasser (heterosexual vs lesbian) and the type of sexual harassment (approach vs reject vs
generalized) play in mock jurors’ perceptions of same-sex sexual harassment. Participants were
asked to make legally relevant decisions about the conduct in the case vignette. Our analyses
included legal concepts (liability) as well as more specific-legal elements of hostile work
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environment, as defined by the EEOC (i.e. whether conduct was severe, pervasive and
unwelcome). We predicted that participants would judge misconduct as more harassing on
several dimensions when the harasser was a lesbian as compared to a heterosexual harasser
(H7). This prediction was strongly supported. Participants used sexual orientation of the harasser
as a key component when judging the unwanted behavior, with lesbian harassers getting more
negative ratings on all legal elements of sexual harassment. The current study also manipulated
the type of harassment experienced by the victim (approach vs reject vs generalized), but we
failed to find any differences regarding participants’ decisions for types of sexual harassment.

Collectively, the data suggest that participants are sensitive to the sexual orientation of the
harasser. The current study looked at several legally relevant dimensions of sexual harassment.
When participants made decisions regarding the legal elements necessary for evidence of sexual
harassment, they found the same behaviors to be more indicative of sexual harassment when the
harasser was a lesbian than when she was heterosexual. Specifically, participants saw the same
behavior as more severe, pervasive, unwelcome, and threatening when the harasser was a
lesbian than when she was heterosexual. Participants also found more evidence of hostile work
environment when the harasser was a lesbian than when she was heterosexual. Previous court
decisions have established that the sexual orientation of the harasser should not be used as a
diagnostic tool for making legal decisions in sexual harassment cases (Oncale v. Sundowner
Offshore Services, 1998). However, mock jurors in this study saw sexual orientation of the
harasser as one of the most important factors in making their decisions about this case.

Two additional legal elements — evidence of hostile work environment and discrimination — were
included as variables of interest. As expected, gender of the participant played a role in how the
unwanted behaviors were perceived with women seeing more evidence of discrimination than
males (H2). This result supports previous research that shows that female participants see
female-female sexual interactions as more negative than do men (Wayne et al., 2001). Results of
perceived threat also give credence to the theory that female participants see atypical sexual
conduct between women as more negative than their male counterparts. In this study, there was
a significant observed interaction between sexual orientation of the victim and the gender of the
respondent. Indeed, female participants saw more evidence of threat than male participants,
especially when the harasser was a lesbian. Combined, these results tentatively suggest that
women may be more likely to judge female-female interactions as sexual harassment than males.
More research should focus on how men and women perceive same-sex sexual harassment
cases. Overall, type of sexual harassment had little impact on participant perceptions of sexual
harassment when making decisions about the case.

Juror decision-making

Juror decision-making is a complex process whereby jurors process case information through their
own lenses. Jurors include their own experiences, values, and biases when making decisions in
legal cases, sometimes using extra-legal information in their decisions (Bornstein and Greene,
2011; Winter and Greene, 2007). The findings of this study suggest that mock jurors hold biases
that determine how they make decisions in female-female sexual harassment cases. Indeed,
participants in this study were given legal instructions to make their decisions, and they still saw
sexual orientation as an important determinant when making decisions about unwanted conduct in
the case presented. Understanding juror decision-making models may shed light on our results.

One reason for our findings may be that jurors use cognitive shortcuts, or heuristics, to make
decisions. Research shows that low-effort information processing leads to the use of
stereotypes, which may be particularly problematic in same-sex sexual harassment cases
(Macrae et al., 1994). If mock jurors have a difficult time making legally accurate decisions, it is not
farfetched to assume that real jurors could use the same incorrect heuristics about sexual
orientation to make decisions in these kinds of cases (Bornstein and Greene, 2011). Although
research shows that jurors are often unable to ignore inadmissible evidence (Steblay et al., 2006)
or may override legal instructions to make decisions based on their own thoughts and feelings
about the case (Smith, 1991), one remedy for this problem could be the use of special
instructions in same-sex sexual harassment cases where jurors are told not to consider the
sexual orientation of the parties.
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Limitations and future directions

Although this study has the potential to make significant contributions to the literature on
same-sex sexual harassment, there are several limitations to consider. First, the sample was
somewhat homogenous as most of the sample identified as hispanic and heterosexual. Future
research on same-sex sexual harassment should include a sample of gay, lesbian, or bisexual
participants. Perhaps these participants will be more comfortable with the behaviors displayed by
people of the same-sex and see less evidence of harassment than their heterosexual counterparts.
Second, although use of mock jurors is commonplace in the social sciences, it is important to
understand that the decisions made by individual jurors could change if deliberations were involved.
Thus, future research should focus on simulating real-world cases in a setting that facilitates juror
interaction and decision-making. Third, we did not find any significant differences between the
types of sexual harassment (approach, reject, and generalized). Though these scenarios were
created using typology from previous research (Stockdale et al., 2004), we did not pilot test them
before use. Also, we did not include a type of sexual harassment that could serve as a control
group, limiting the information gathered in the current study.

The current study expanded the same-sex sexual harassment literature by looking at how mock
jurors perceive female-female sexual harassment. It also illustrates the need for further research in this
area. For example, researchers should focus on ways to offset the impact that sexual orientation of
the harasser has on jurors in these kinds of cases. One way to do this may be to make jurors aware of
their implicit biases. In fact, research shows that when people are made aware of their implicit biases
and the detrimental effects such biases can have on judgments, they can often correct them (Greene
et al., 2007). Additionally, having mock jurors deliberate during legal decision-making could attenuate
the effects of heuristic or low-effort processing. Future research should begin to test these and other
interventions that might theoretically limit the impact of in same-sex sexual harassment cases.

References

Baker, D.D., Terpstra, D.E. and Cutler, B.D. (1990), “Perceptions of sexual harassment: a re-examination of

gender differences”, | NEGENNENEGNGzGzGE \o. 124 No. 4, pp. 409-16.

Bennett-Alexander, D. (1998), “Same-gender sexual harassment: the supreme court allows coverage under
Title VII”, Labor Law Journal, Vol. 49 No. 4, pp. 927-48.

Blumenthal, H.A. (1998), “The reasonable woman standard: a meta-analytic review of gender differences in

perceptions of sexual harassment”, | NEGTzNEGEGEGE o 22 \o. 1, pp. 33-57.

Bornstein, B.H. and Greene, E. (2011), “Jury decision making: implications for and from psychology”,

I \/o!. 20 No. 1, pp. 63-7.

DeSouza, D. and Solberg, J. (2004), “Women’s and men’s reaction to man-to-man sexual harassment:
does the sexual orientation of the victim matter?”, SeaRas. Vol. 50 No. 9, pp. 623-39.

DeSouza, E., Solberg, J. and Elder, C. (2007), “A cross-cultural perspective on judgments of woman-to-
woman sexual harassment: does sexual orientation matter?”, SgaeRalas, Vol. 56 No. 7, pp. 457-71.

Faley, K., Kustis, D., Young, J. and Polin, B. (2006), “Estimating the organizational costs of same-sex sexual

harassment: the case of the US Army”, _ Vol. 30 No. 5, pp. 557-77,

doi: 10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.12.002.

Fiske, S. and Glick, P. (1995), “Ambivalence and stereotypes can cause sexual harassment: a theory with
implications for organizational change”, | N . /0. 51 No. 1, pp. 97-115.

Foote, W.E. and Goodman-Delahunty, J. (2005), |

, American Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

Greene, AR., Carney, D.R,, Pallin, D.J., Ngo, L.H., Raymond, K.L., lezzoni, L.I. and Benaji, M.R. (2007),
“Implicit bias among physicians and its prediction of thrombolysis decisions for black and white patients”,

I \o!. 22 No. 9, pp. 1231-8.

Garcia v. EIf Atochem North America. 28 (1994), F.3d 446 (5th Cir.).

Giuffre, P. and Williams, C. (1994), “Boundary lines: labeling sexual harassment in restaurants”, esccasas
Sagiely, Vol. 8 No. 3, pp. 378-401.

VOL. 8 NO. 4 2016 | JOURNAL OF AGGRESSION, CONFLICT AND PEACE RESEARCH | PAGE 245


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijintrel.2005.12.002&isi=000240902800003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F10827-000
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F10827-000
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0963721410397282
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs11199-007-9184-6&isi=000245502200006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000248814700002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F00223980.1990.10543236&isi=A1990DU31200006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-4560.1995.tb01311.x&isi=A1995RF76100008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F089124394008003006&isi=A1994PD32700006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F089124394008003006&isi=A1994PD32700006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1023%2FA%3A1025724721559&isi=000072042900003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1023%2FB%3ASERS.0000027566.79507.96&isi=000221389400003

Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOL OGIES At 00:30 15 November 2016 (PT)

PAGE 246

Hartnett, J., Robinson, D. and Singh, B. (1989), “Perceptions of males and females toward sexual harassment
and acquiescence”, Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, Vol. 4 No. 3, pp. 291-8.

Heiman, M.E. (2012), “Gender stereotypes and workplace bias”, _ Vol. 32,

pp. 113-35, available at: https://nyuscholars.nyu.edu/en/publications/gender-stereotypes-and-workplace-bias
McWilliams v. Fairfax Country Board of Supervisors (1996), 72 F. 3d 1191 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 117 S. Ct. 72.

Macrea, N.C., Milne, A.B. and Bodenhausen, G.V. (1994), “Stereotypes as energy-saving devices: a peek

inside the cognitive toolbox”, || GG /o c6 \o. 1. pp. 37-47.

O’Leary-Kelly, A.M., Bowes-Sperry, L., Bates, C.A. and Lean, E.R. (2009), “Sexual harassment at work:

a decade (plus) of progress”, | I \/o'. 35 No. 3, pp. 503-36.
Oncale v. Sundowner Offshore Services (1998), Inc., 118 S. Ct. 998.
Paludi, M.A. (Ed.) (1990), Ivory power: Sexual harassment on Campus, State University of New York Press, Albany.

Rotundo, M., Nguyen, D. and Sackett, P.R. (2001), “A meta-analytic review of gender differences in

perceptions of sexual harassment”, _ Vol. 86 No. 5, pp. 914-22.

Smith, V. (1991), “Prototypes in the courtroom; lay representation of legal concepts”, | NG
I \/ol. 61 No. 6, pp. 174-9.

Steblay, N., Hosch, H.M., Culhane, S.E. and McWehy, A. (2006), “The impact on juror verdicts of judicial

instruction to disregard inadmissible evidence: a meta-analysis”, | NG EGTGTzNGEG@G@E o 30 \o. 4,
pp. 469-92.

Stockdale, M., Berry, C.G., Schneider, R. and Cao, F. (2004), “Perceptions of the sexual harassment of men”,

I o\ 5 No. 2, pp. 158-67.

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (1991), 42 U.S.C. (as amended by Pub. L. No. 102-166).

US Merit Systems Protection Board (1981), Sexual Harassment in the Federal Workplace: Is it a Problem?,
US Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.

US Department of Labor (2014), Labor Force, Employment, and Unemployment Statistics for Women,
Washington, DC.

US Merit Systems Protection Board (1995), Sexual Harassment in the Federal Workplace: Trends, Progress,
and Continuing Challenges, Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.

Wayne, J.H., Riordan, C.M. and Thomas, K.M. (2001), “Is all sexual harassment viewed the same? mock juror

decisions in same- and cross-gender cases”, _ Vol. 86 No. 2, pp. 179-87.

Wiener, R.L., Watts, B.A., Goldkamp, K.H. and Gasper, C. (1995), “Social analytic investigation of hostile work
environments: a test of the reasonable woman standard”, || N NI o' 19 No. 3, pp. 263-81.

Winter, R.J. and Greene, E. (2007), “Juror decision-making”, in Durso, F.T. (Ed.), | R
magriiag, John Wiley & Sons, West Sussex, pp. 739-63.

Further reading

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (1980), “Guidelines on discrimination because of sex”, Federal
Register, Vol. 45, pp. 74676-7.

US Merit Systems Protection Board (1988), Sexual Harassment in the Federal Workplace: An Update,
US Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.

US Department of Labor (2007), Women in the Labor Force: A Databook, US Department of Labor,
Washington, DC.
Corresponding author

Marianna E. Carlucci can be contacted at: MECarlucci@loyola.edu

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

JOURNAL OF AGGRESSION, CONFLICT AND PEACE RESEARCH | VOL. 8 NO. 4 2016


https://nyuscholars.nyu.edu/en/publications/gender-stereotypes-and-workplace-bias
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0022-3514.61.6.857
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0022-3514.61.6.857
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.86.2.179&isi=000170878200001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1524-9220.5.2.158
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2F9780470713181.ch28
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2F9780470713181.ch28
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.86.5.914&isi=000171256500009
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0149206308330555&isi=000266729600002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs10979-006-9039-7&isi=000239737900004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF01501660&isi=A1995RA96000003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.riob.2012.11.003&isi=000320735900007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0022-3514.66.1.37&isi=A1994MQ11000003

