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ABSTRACT 

Research and recent nationwide media coverage have asserted that sexual harassment and assault 

(SH/SA) in the military is a serious problem that has yet to be adequately addressed and remedied. The 

Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) produced the 2006 and 2010 Workplace and Gender Relations 

Surveys of Active Duty Members (WGRA), a governmental survey that examined workplace SH/SA. This 

dissertation investigates how gender, race, rank, and branch of military service were associated with SH/SA. 

It also examines organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) by the perception of the 

military’s reporting barriers and their ability to stop SH/SA, the dissemination of knowledge, the pertinence 

of SH/SA training, and whether SH/SA has been more or less of a problem within the prior four years of 

each survey. The 2006 WGRA had an analytic sample size of 30,633, and the 2010 WGRA had an analytic 

sample size of 30,362. Proportions, logistic regression, and hierarchical multiple regression analysis of 

SH/SA indexes were utilized to examine whether differences in experiences of SH/SA existed by gender, 

race, rank, and service. Multivariate analyses and logistic regression were utilized to study perceptions of 

OTSH and the military’s response to SH/SA. Results revealed that being female, a minority, in a lower 

rank, and in the Army, Marines and Navy (“the Terrible Three”) is associated with higher risk of SH/SA 

victimization. These groups therefore have less favorable perceptions of the efficacy of the military’s ability 

to ameliorate this problem with its policies and training.   
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSE OF STUDY 

Sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) are pervasive throughout the world and our culture. They 

are embedded within the institutions of our society including the military.  The majority of military sexual 

assaults have been found to be underreported and/or unreported (Suris and Lind 2008).  Although policy 

changes have been implemented by the military to ameliorate this issue, SH/SA still persists (SAPRO 

2014; SAPRO 2015).  The purpose of this study was to examine the frequencies and manifestations of 

SH/SA in the military by gender, race, rank, and branch of service for the survey years of 2006 and 2010 

and also to investigate participants’ perceptions of the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual 

harassment and assault (OTSH) relative to the actions the military has taken to confront the issues of 

SH/SA, and if perceptions varied by gender, race, rank, and branch of service.  If the military is not doing 

enough to confront this issue, this may lead to persistence of SH/SA. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

This study is significant for gender, race, and military research, and the nonacademic community 

to examine the difference in perceptions by gender, race, rank, and service branch of the frequencies and 

manifestations of sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) in the military in 2006 and 2010 Workplace and 

Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (WGRA). The military is the perfect environment to 

examine as it is hypermasculine and hierarchical, as are most other organizations, with men still being at 

the top levels and positions (Bergman et al. 2002; Buchanan, Settles, and Woods 2008; Butler and 

Schmidtke 2010; Firestone and Harris 2009; Pershing 2003; Stockdale and Hope 1997; Street et al. 2007).  

The 2006 and 2010 survey years are significant to study due to the organizational changes and policy 

implementations initiated in 2005, which included but were not limited to the establishment of Sexual 

Assault and Prevention Response Office (SAPRO) and the addition to the confidential, restricted 

reporting option. 
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There are many consequences to SH/SA.  If the military is not doing enough to confront this 

issue, this may lead to persistence of SH/SA especially if there is a perception that nothing will be done or 

that one will suffer potential professional and social retaliation consequences.  Investigating 

organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) is also vital to the military, academia, 

and the civilian world as it shows what guidance academics and policy makers can offer with regard to 

the ways that institutions can foster an environment that eliminates OTSH through policy implementation 

and training. The military and society, in general, could benefit from this research in understanding 

generally the ways in which SH/SA occurs and what the military is doing to confront this issue.  

For gender researchers, studying SH/SA from a sociological context would help advance further 

understanding that SH/SA are, in fact, problems of power/control, and the perceived assumptions for non-

reporting could not only lead to its persistence but also a lack of belief in the military and other 

institutions it may persist in.  

The perception that the military, along with many corporations in the business milieu, is 

hypermasculine with mostly men in higher status positions lends itself to issues regarding the relationship 

between various levels of power and SH/SA. This research could encourage not only academia but also 

the public in confronting inadequate policies, and confronting a SH/SA tolerant environment that leads to 

perceived barriers to reporting and other issues. This could therefore elicit efficacious and more focused 

treatment for SH/SA victims thereby decreasing the psychological and physical effects of SH/SA, and 

inhibiting and perhaps even curtailing further victimization due to SH/SA.  The broader impact of this 

research could lead to decreased costs to the medical, psychiatric, and legal system, which would further 

reduce costs and damage to the military and civilian organizations. 

CONTEXT 

Sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) are pervasive social issues. It has become a daily, hot topic 

in the media in the last two years with the accusation of Harvey Weinstein, co-owner for Miramax Films, 

of SH/SA by 84 women (Corey 2018). According to NBC News, “The public condemnation of Weinstein 

has seemingly emboldened others to come forward with allegations of sexual misconduct against 
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celebrities — with studios, networks and major companies responding — in what some have dubbed the 

‘Weinstein ripple effect’” to include Matt Lauer and Charlie Rose, among many others, as perpetrators 

(Corey 2018). This led to the Silence Breakers movement who received the Time’s Person of the Year 

cover in 2017 and the “Me Too” movement comprised of SH/SA victims from different areas of life. 

Notwithstanding, the year of 2017 started off with a 69,000-person class action suit against Sterling 

Company, the parent company of Kay and Jared Jewelers (Hersher 2017). This suit claims not only 

widespread pay discrimination against women employees, but charges the company with failing to confront 

and eradicate a pattern of unwanted sexual advances by male managers.  

Sexual harassment and assault are embedded in every aspect of society and are found to be 

problematic in the military (Firestone and Harris 2009).  Recent developments have been illustrated by the 

media with regard to assault in the military as this has been an enduring and problematic issue. Heightened 

awareness of SH/SA originated with the Las Vegas, Nevada 1991 Tailhook scandal (Hay and Elig 1999), 

in which Navy and Marine Corps were involved in the sexual assault of 83 women and 7 men during the 

35th Annual Tailhook Symposium. Little was done by the military to address and/or ameliorate this 

incident (Rosenthal and Korb 2013). In 1996, 12 officers and noncommissioned officers were accused of 

sexually assaulting female trainees under their command at Aberdeen Proving Ground, which is an Army 

base in Maryland. In 2004, hundreds of female soldiers were assaulted while deployed in Iraq and 

Afghanistan (Benedict 2013).  

Sexual assault in the military has been further brought to the media and general public’s attention 

by Senator Kirsten Gillibrand who first challenged this issue in Congress in March 2013 during a hearing 

hosted by the Senate Armed Services Committee’s Subcommittee on Personnel. Since then, Gillibrand and 

other members of Congress have continued to fight this issue (Townes 2013). Since 2012, Congress has 

passed 71 laws regarding SH/SA in the military, and the Secretary of Defense created 54 initiatives to 

confront the issue of SH/SA in the military (DOD 2015). 

Recently, military SH/SA has been acknowledged more, and reporting rates have increased due to 

changes in military policies and interventions. Recently, the RAND Corporation was selected by the 
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Department of Defense to conduct the 2014 Workplace Relations Survey called the Military Workplace 

Study (RMWS), which garnered more than 170,000 participants and found that 20,300 members (10,600 

men and 9,600 women) were sexually assaulted in 2014. According to the Sexual Assault Prevention and 

Response Office (SAPRO 2014), from fiscal year FY2012 to FY2013, a 53 percent increase in victim 

reporting of sexual assault was noted; however, by 2014, the reporting rate for unwanted sexual contact 

was at its highest at 25 percent, which had almost doubled from 13 percent in 2010. Although these rates 

are increasing, they are still low as they are reflective of only one quarter of the total victimized population. 

Therefore, a persistent lack of reporting for active duty individuals may be due to members’ 

perceived severity of reporting barriers. Barriers to reporting for men and women exist in the construct of 

the soldier, rape myths, professional and social retaliation, and the perceived assumption that nothing will 

be done about the assault (Bourke 2007; Groth 1979; Polusny 2005; RAND 2014; Scarce 2001; 

Sivakumaran 2005). When sexual assault has been reported, charges and initiated court-martials and 

convictions decreased in proportion to the number of sexual assault incidents. While a variety of sexual 

assault statistics may be available, these numbers do not accurately highlight the problem of sexual assault 

in the military due to the perception of the severity of reporting barriers faced by both women and men.  

Moreover, rapes go unreported due to reporting barriers (Firestone and Harris 1999; Pershing 2003; 

Vijayasiri 2008). While sexual assault in the military has come under increased scrutiny, the military has 

engendered various changes to confront sexual assault and encourage reporting such as the creation of the 

DoD Safe Helpline, a confidential 24/7 hotline resource for sexual assault victims, in fiscal year 2012 

(SAPRO 2013). The military has also enacted various programs for training on SH/SA, but more needs to 

be done to ameliorate this problem. 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS/QUESTION 

Previous research has found that various manifestations of sexual harassment and assault 

(SH/SA) persist in the military (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2001; Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2006; Bergman 

and Henning 2008; Culbertson and Rosenfeld 1994; Donovan and Drasgow 1999; Firestone, and Harris 

1994; Firestone, and Harris 1999; Firestone, and Harris 2003; Firestone, and Harris 2009; Fitzgerald and 
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Shullman 1993; Fitzgerald et al. 1999a; Fitzgerald, Drasgow, and Magley 1999b; Gruber and Bjorn 1986; 

Gruber and Smith 1995; Gruber 1998; Harned et al. 2002; Hay and Elig 1999; Kimerling et al. 2007; 

Langhout et al. 2005; Magley et al. 1999; Munson, Miner, and Hulin 2001; Murdoch et al. 2007; 

Murdoch et al. 2009; Newell, Rosenfeld, and Culbertson 1995; Rosen and Martin 1998; Sadler et al. 

2001; Sadler et al. 2003; Sims, Drasgow, and Fitzgerald 2005; Street et al. 2007; Williams, Fitzgerald, 

and Drasgow 1999).  The intent of this research is twofold. The first is to examine whether the types of 

military SH/SA vary by gender, race, rank, and service and to study whether the incidences of 

manifestations of SH/SA changed from 2006 and 2010.  Secondly, it is important to examine the 

military’s organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH).  This includes perceptions 

of reporting barriers and SH/SA training and perceptions of the military’s ability to confront and eradicate 

SH/SA. The research seeks to answer this question: What are the perceptions of OTSH and does it vary 

by gender, race, rank, and service? 

Various policy implementations and training programs have been enacted in the military to 

confront the issue of SH/SA; however, reporting barriers still persist.  It is important to investigate if the 

frequency of reporting has varied from 2006 and 2010, and, if so, whether it varies by gender, race, rank, 

and service branch.  If reporting barriers persist, what does this say about the military? Does OTSH still 

exist, and in what ways?  This is significant as it shows a trust in the military and its channels of 

reporting, the efficacy of their training, and their intent on stopping SH/SA.  This research will examine 

these perceptions by gender, race, rank and service branch. If there are negative perceptions, this leads to 

perpetrators believe they can get away with it and this will keep occurring.  Lastly, it is important to see 

active duty members’ perceptions of sexual assault in the military and the U.S. is more or less of a 

problem as if it is not viewed as a social problem, it becomes relegated to an individual issue and then 

will not be confronted.  Active duty members’ perceptions of what the military has done by way of policy 

implementation and training to confront these issues are imperative as it reveals a trust in the military and 

a perception of OTSH.  However, if it is believed that the military will do nothing to confront these 

issues, not only will perpetrators continue their behavior, but there will be a lack of reporting, which can 
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lead to job dissatisfaction, and psychological and physical consequences as well as less unit cohesion, 

combat readiness, and a high turnover rate.  Moreover, if the military can eradicate the problems of 

SH/SA, this could lead other organizations to adopt effective strategies to confront this social problem.  

The 2006 and 2010 surveys were examined as the Sexual Prevention and Response task force (SAPRO) 

was established and the confidential, restricted reporting option, was allowed in 2005.  The creation of 

SAPRO led to a snowball effect of policy creation and implementation, outreach, PSA, training, with 

regard to SH/SA, and these changes may be seen by the 2010 survey. 

6 



 
 

   

   

  

   

  

  

   

 

  

   

   

  

 

 

 

    

  

  

 

 

   

     

CHAPTER 2 - THEORETICAL ORIENTATION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

A multitude of theories can elucidate the social problem of sexual harassment and sexual assault 

(SH/SA) in the workplace and other segments of society.  The perspectives used in this research are 

organizational power via sex-role spillover and organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault 

(OTSH) as research has hypothesized that OTSH may contribute to the persistence of SH/SA in the 

military.  Additionally, the social construct of SH/SA in society and military is analyzed in this research 

to explain perceptions that survey respondents have of OTSH. 

ORGANIZATIONAL PERSPECTIVE 

The organizational models are comprised of the organizational power model, which includes sex-

role spillover and organizational tolerance to explain sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) in the 

military.  Organizational power examines how men are in higher positions of power and status whereby 

sex-role spillover focuses on the transfer of expectation of gender roles from the home to the public 

section of society.  Additionally, organizational tolerance posits the way in which SH/SA persist in 

workplace environments. 

Organizational power 

Organizational power theory posits that sexual harassment occurs from abuse of hierarchical 

organizational power in which most men are in the higher positions with accompanying elevated status 

and access to company’s resources and power.  Feminist scholars assert that psychological perspectives 

“…fail to examine the social context of behavior and to acknowledge the effects of sex role socialization.  

Specifically, in regard to sexual harassment, the saliency of gender vis-à-vis sexual harassment and the 

imbalance of power between men and women…has not been recognized through traditional paradigms” 

(Hotelling and Zuber 1997:101).   This power, therefore, is used to sexually harass or coerce women 

(Firestone and Harris 1999; Tangri and Hayes 1997).  According to Firestone and Harris (1994), 

“… organizations provide the opportunity structures that perpetuate sexual harassment… individuals use 

their structural positions within an organizational system to compel others to provide sexual gratification” 

(1994:27). Tangri and Hayes 1997) note that Cleveland and Kerst (1993) offer other types of power are 
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represented as societal and interpersonal power.  In the workforce, women tend to occupy lower positions 

and, in turn, are excluded from the informal networks of power and authority such as the good old boy 

networks and thereby renders women more vulnerable to sexual harassment.  Differential power exists 

and therefore may not only be hierarchical (Tangri and Hayes 1997).  Firestone and Harris (1999) found 

while comparing sexual harassment patterns in 1988 and 1995 that lateral harassment exists and state 

“…research has shown that coworkers are more often responsible for harassment… coworkers and 

subordinates may lack organizational legitimacy, but can display other forms of power” (1999:614).  

However, contrapower sexual harassment has been found by subordinates in which students may harass 

their teachers (Hotelling and Zuber) in academic settings.  This is considered rare and is always 

perpetrated by men against women (Tangri and Hayes 1997).  Different types of power exist and need to 

be researched.  Hotelling and Zuber note that “…since the inherent hierarchy between the sexes is often 

overlooked, lateral and reverse hierarchical sexual harassment are often not understood by men; this leads 

in part to its perpetuation” (1997:101).  Therefore, many forms of power and perpetrators are in existence 

that manifest in sexually harassing behavior regardless if the perpetrator is on top of the hierarchical 

ladder or in a position lateral to the victim.     

Sex-role spillover 

The sex-role spillover theory by Gutek and Morash (1982) opines that gender role expectations 

are transferred from the home into the workplace and manifests itself by inappropriate behaviors in the 

workforce such as SH/SA.   Hotelling and Zuber state, “The gender role of the predominant group 

influences the workplace expectations for that job and the treatment of women within that workgroup” 

(1997:101).  Hotelling and Zuber note when men are dominant in a work group, that environment will be 

characterized by assertiveness, rationality, and competition.  Additionally, when women work in 

traditionally male environments or male gendered jobs, men may resent these women who are noted to be 

pioneers.  This may occur in the military, as it is a highly masculinized environment.  In male gendered 

work environments, women who transgress these boundaries may be at risk for SH/SA victimization 

(Hotelling and Zuber 1997).    
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ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE AND ORGANIZATIONAL TOLERANCE OF SEXUAL 

HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT 

Research has found that organizational climate and tolerance of sexual harassment and assault 

(OTSH) are influential determinants of victimization (Fitzgerald and Shullman 1993; Fitzgerald, 

Drasgow, and Magley 1999). Fitzgerald and Shullman’s (1993) model examined the military’s OTSH via 

its organizational policies and procedures to confront sexual harassment. They also highlighted the 

relationship between job gender context, which is the gendered ratio of the work force in a certain 

occupation, and the degree to which the work requirements reflect traditional gendered expectations and 

SH/SA.  Fitzgerald and Shullman (1993) noted that organizational context and SH/SA tolerance, job 

context, and personal vulnerability characteristics such as age, race, organizational status, and victims’ 

response styles all lead to SH/SA and should be studied on a multi-level front.    

Gruber and Bjorn (1986) analyzed variables relating to power:  sociocultural power, 

organizational power, and personal resources.  They found sociocultural power is important for predicting 

the targets of sexual harassment whereby men select female victims with less sociocultural power.   

Women are in low skilled or low status jobs whilst having less organizational power and are thereby 

targeted for harassment.  Women with more personal power, such as high self-esteem and confidence and 

life satisfaction, are more apt to respond more assertively than women with less personal power. They 

noted that women who have less power while being perceived as threats to “…male dominated power 

bases” (1986:822) are at a high inclination to be targets of sexual harassment.  

Gruber (1988) illustrated that sexual harassment in organizations is related to factors such as 

OTSH, workers’ perception of organizational commitment of confronting SH/SA, and the existence and 

implementation of anti-sexual harassment and assault policies or procedures.  Gruber notes relationships 

between the perception of an organization as proactive and anti-sexual harassment and decreased 

frequency of sexual harassment.  Sadler and colleagues (2003) state that “…key role of leadership or 

supervisory behavior in contributing to an environment that tolerance or even encourages behaviors that 

directly or eventually results in sexual violence towards military women.  Conversely, it is important to 
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note that officer or supervisory conduct can promote a healthy work environment for women.  

Interventions with the training and supervision of officers are clearly indicated for these findings” 

(2003:271).  It is imperative to examine organizational factors as opposed to solely perpetrator behavior.  

Firestone and Harris (1999) posit that the military is an interesting milieu as not only a hypermasculine 

environment, but organizational norms favor and value male bonding rituals designed to build group 

cohesion which is imperative for survival.  They further note that the military environment becomes a 

hostile environment towards women and thereby becomes a covert method restricting the acceptance of 

women.  Barriers to official reporting a SH/SA incident further exacerbate this issue. Firestone and 

Harris (1999) note that their results, “…reinforce the crucial link between environment and individual 

harassment.  Preventing environmental harassment should go a long way towards stopping the more 

egregious individual forms.  It seems likely that an organizational context in which environmental 

harassment is common sends a message to the few individuals inclined to engage in individualized 

harassment that their behavior is acceptable” (1999:627). 

Fitzgerald, Hulin, and Drasgow (1995) combined both the sex-role spillover theory and 

organizational climate theory to predict sexual harassment.  According to this perspective, workplace 

sexual harassment results from organizational climate and job gender context.  Organizational climate is 

an organization’s implementation of policies, procedures, resources, and training relative to sexually 

harassing behaviors (Harned et al. 2002).  Fitzgerald, Drasgow, and Magley (1999) posited that 

organizational characteristics such as job gender context, sex ratio of workgroup, and OTSH are the 

“…primary determinants of sexual harassment amenable to organizational policies and actions” 

(1999:331).  Harned and colleagues (2002) explained organizational power theory does not necessarily 

elucidate laterally powered sexual harassment and that more comprehensive power explanations need to 

examine sociocultural factors such as age, marital status, race, and other factors.   

SOCIAL CONSTRUCT OF LAW AND CRIME 

Ewick and Silbey (1998) and Sasson (1995) examined the social construction of law/legality and 

thereby crime.  Ewick and Silbey define legality as, “a social structure actively and constantly produced 
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in what people say and in what they do” (1998:223).  A constructionist paradigm examines the ways in 

which legality, crime, and thereby social problems are framed.  According to this exemplar, people are 

viewed as active participants assembling meaning of social issues (i.e., crime or SH/SA) from resources 

available from one’s culture.  Moreover, Ewick and Silbey note law is emergent from both its actors and 

their collaboration with the social institutions of religion, family, gender, class, race, and other variables.  

The construct of a social problem is multidimensional and is derived from different sources such as 

popular wisdom, experiential knowledge, and media discourse.  Popular wisdom exemplifies the most 

commonly used resources and relies on maxims about the way the world works.  Experiential knowledge 

includes personal experiences that those or family members had of an issue.  Mass media functions as 

offering facts and popular beliefs about crime and social issues, by way of public opinion via old and new 

social media. 

Sasson (1995) and Ewick and Silbey (1998) illustrate that the meanings of social issues are 

derived from an intersection of the one’s social location to media and group membership and overall 

culture. For instance, class shapes beliefs and values deeply, and race affects people’s resources and life 

chances and opportunities.  Moreover, according to Ewick and Silbey, legality is emergent due to the 

interaction between the individual and institutions rather than an “external apparatus enacting upon social 

life” (1998:17).  It involves power of institutionalized authority, constraints, and opportunities.  This leads 

to the construction of legality.  

Legality and power are not the same for everyone.  Class, race, and gender shape life chances and 

choices for groups of people along with internalized beliefs, values, and orientation towards the law, 

crime, and social problems.  Class shapes people’s perspectives regarding the law and their confrontation 

of it (Sasson 1995). Race is important as minorities do not have the same access to resources as white 

individuals have whilst minorities have experiential knowledge of discrimination, inability to find a job, 

housing, and police harassment.  If minorities are significantly more likely than whites to not experience 

adequate police protection, this may change their perception of reporting a crime.  Women report 

different types of problems such as issues with domestic violence, issues with spouses regarding child 
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issues, discrimination in pay, and SH/SA.  If women perceive that they are not going to be believed when 

they are sexually assaulted, they may be less likely to report a SH/SA incident.   

Therefore, perceptions of SH/SA are influenced by one’s social location, group membership, and 

access and interaction to cultural, subcultural, and institutional resources, such as being a part of an 

academy or the military.  For example, if one is female in 2017, she may be able to define and view 

impending sexual harassment as a problem at work. However, if one was female in 1967 and experienced 

sexual harassment at work, it may have been likely to be viewed as harmless flirtation.  Moreover, if 

one’s culture or subculture is incorporated into one’s perspective, knowing that the military has a zero 

tolerance for sexual assault while military members perceive this to be true, this may lead to certain 

perceptions of the types of SH/SA, what the military is doing to ameliorate this issues, and the knowledge 

imparted by training.  Due to training, policy implementation, and various advanced initiatives in the 

military, people may have been able to define SH/SA more quickly in 2010 than in 2006.  Conversely, if 

the military is perceived to be lax on SH/SA, the perceptions may change according to organizational 

tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH).  If one has a lack of organizational and sociocultural 

power and is expected to act in certain ways due to sex-role spillover and job gender context, it affects 

one’s perceptions of SH/SA and OTSH.  It is my contention that gender, race, rank, and service may have 

an impact on response rates and types of responses.  It is important to look at the sexual harassing and 

assaultive behaviors by gender, race, rank, and service of the survey years of 2006 and 2010 to examine 

difference in manifestations, and to find out the reason for these dissimilarities.  It is also important to 

examine active duty participants’ of the 2006 and 2010 surveys perspectives of OTSH.  Moreover, this 

will prove interesting due to the establishment of Sexual Prevention and Response task force (SAPRO) 

and the restricted reporting option in 2005, and the anti-sexual harassment and assault policies and 

training that have snowballed since then.  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This literature review has two components, the first of which focuses on antecedents of sexual 

harassment and assault (SH/SA) in the military while the second focuses on organizational factors that set 
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the stage for SH/SA to occur.  The point of this research is to view the various manifestations and 

frequencies of SH/SA by gender, race, rank, and service branch and also to examine perceptions of 

organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) with its policy implementation and 

efficacy and training by again, gender, race, rank and service branch.  Variance in perceptions may be 

highly illuminative as to how SH/SA functions in the military and other civilian organizations. 

PERSONAL VULNERABILITY ANTECEDENTS OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT 

IN THE MILITARY 

Past research has found that certain antecedent characteristics are associated with sexual 

harassment and assault (SH/SA) victimization (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2001; Buchanan, Settles, and 

Woods 2008; Fitzgerald, Drasgow, and Magley 1999; Bergman and Henning 2008, Dubois et al. 1998; 

Firestone and Harris 2003; Nye, Brummel, and Drasgow 2009; Sadler et al. 2001).  Characteristics that 

lead to victimization include gender, race, rank, branch of military service, marital status, level of 

education, age of entrance into military, tenure of military service, and gendered composition of work 

environment.  However, the focus of this first portion of research is to examine predictor variables of 

gender, race, rank, and branch of service. 

Gender 

Sexual harassment and assault are more common to women in the workplace and military due to 

a variety of etiologies such a working in a gender predominated job, the hypermasculine environment of 

the military, a hostile work environment, various manifestations of sexism, reporting issues, and lack of 

confidence in the military’s response to SH/SA; however, if men have been victimized, they may have 

issues with reporting and its various consequences.  Sexual harassment has always been considered within 

the domain of women (Firestone 2009; Katz 2006), and, according to Firestone, research examining the 

experience of men has been “conspicuously absent” (2009:87).  Fitzgerald and colleagues (1999a) noted 

that in 1988, the Department of Defense (DOD) conducted the first comprehensive assessment of 

frequency and impact of sexual harassment in military reporting.  They found that 64 percent of female 

personnel and 17 percent of men have experienced some form of unwanted sex related behavior on the 
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job in previous 24 months.  Firestone and Harris (1999) note between the Sexual Experiences 

Questionnaire (SEQ) -DOD Gender Surveys of 1988-1995 that sexual harassment is still prevalent with 

nearly 12 percent of men and over 59 percent of women reporting some form of harassment within the 

previous 12 months. Hay and Elig’s (1999) review of the 1995 survey established that respondents most 

frequently reported experiencing crude and offensive behaviors (70 percent of women and 35 percent of 

men) such as jokes, remarks, or gestures; as the level of damaging harassment increased such as sexual 

assault, the frequently of incidence rates and reporting decreased such as experiencing rape or attempted 

rape (6 percent of women and less than 1 percent of men).  Magley and colleagues (1999) found that 

women experienced sexual harassing behaviors in higher frequencies than their male counterparts in the 

1995 Gender Survey.  Fitzgerald and colleagues (1999a) investigated the 1995 Gender Survey and found 

that 71 and 36 percent of active duty women and men, respectively, had been sexually harassed in the 

military between 1994 and 1995. Almost 41 percent of women and 8 percent of men experienced 

unwanted sexual attention, which includes offensive nonverbal or verbal behaviors of a sexual nature that 

are unwanted and unreciprocated and aimed at sexual cooperation.  Women were confronted with more 

than 5 times the amount of unwanted sexual attention and coercion than men (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 

2001).  In 1996 and 1997, surveys were conducted with regard to lifetime and current SH/SA 

victimization rates of active duty U.S. Air Force women (Bostock and Daley 2007) to find a lifetime 

prevalence of rape among Air Force women at 28 percent. The Navy Equal Opportunity and Sexual 

Harassment Survey Navy wide survey conducted in 1991 found that enlisted women and female officers 

had been sexually harassed at rates of 44 and 33 percent, respectively (Culbertson and Rosenfeld 1994). 

Studies in the Persian Gulf War found that 23 percent of Army women had been sexually assaulted out of 

160 Army women (Wolfe et al. 1998). Coyle, Wolan, and Van Horn’s study (1996) of 828 women 

veterans at the Baltimore Veterans Affairs (VA) Medical Center distributed anonymous questionnaires 

and found that 41 percent of the sampled respondents were raped while 55 percent were sexually abused.  

Murdoch and associates (2007) conducted qualitative research from 2001 to 2003 along with the 

Minneapolis Veterans Affairs Medical Center, comprised of 204 Army soldiers and 611 other active duty 

14 



 
 

   

   

   

 

  

 

    

    

 

 

    

  

   

  

   

    

 

  

  

 

  

    

   

   

    

 

troops. They found 78 percent of women in this sample were found to have at least one sexual harassment 

episode, and 10.5 percent had at least one sexual assault incident.  With regard to men, 36 percent 

experienced at least one sexual harassment episode, while 1.2 percent had at least one sexual assault 

incident.  In 2004, when studying the Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Reserve Component 

Members, Firestone and Harris (2009) found 26 percent of respondents reported experiencing some form 

of sexual harassment.  Moreover, over 40 percent of women and 22.5 percent men reported SH/SA 

experiences. Another issue involved is that women are at lower ranks, and studies have shown that being 

in a higher rank can act as a safeguard against SH/SA (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2001).  

Men are also victims of sexual harassment, although not to the same extent as women (Firestone 

and Harris 2009). With regard to men, there are various issues leading to non-reporting of SH/SA such as 

rape myths (Scarce 2001), which may be a leading determinant as to why one does not report.  Other 

reporting barriers include the construct of masculinity (Kimmel 2009; Sivakumaran 2005) and the 

construct of the solider (Belkin 2012; Hunter 2007); associating rape with hazing (Belkin 2012; Hunter 

2007); professional and social retaliation (DMDC 2007 2010 2012); being harassed, ridiculed, receiving 

physical threats (Hoyt, Klosterman, and Williams 2011); belief that their complaints will not be not taken 

seriously; the assumption that nothing will be done; lack of support and sympathy for male rape victims; 

being called gay; having to face their abusers on a daily basis; and administrators’ prevention of 

reporting. 

Donovan and Drasgow (1999) posited that men and women may respond differently in the 1995 

SEQ-DOD Gender survey.  A large difference was found in men’s responses when questions relative to a 

sexist environment such as being treated differently because of one’s gender, hearing offensive sexual 

remarks that put one down, or condescension to due to one’s sex.  A potential explanation for this 

differential response is that men may not, in fact, find these specific characteristics of a sexist 

environment as harassing as women.  Additionally, Donovan and Drasgow (1999) posit that the 

masculine dominated composition of the Armed Forces offer another explanation that the survey items 

eliciting factors associated with a sexist environment are not affecting them. 
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Firestone (2003) found the military environment contained hostile gendered interactions toward 

and about women; this was found to be the norm as this milieu is a hypermasculine environment.  

Therefore, men may engage in certain behaviors to include corroboration of SH/SA incidents to maintain 

their standing among peers.  Unit cohesion is very important also in the military.  Firestone notes that unit 

cohesion is a core value, meaning not only is snitching damaging to one’s legitimacy but also harms unit 

cohesion, and SH/SA is used to “exclude rather than include women into the organization” (2003:45). 

However, it is noted that while there was a decrease in women reporting sexual harassment between the 

1988 and 1995 surveys, the incidence of reporting sexual harassment was still very high.   

Race 

With regard to race as a predictor variable, there have been some interesting findings.  When 

Antecol and Cobb-Clark (2001) examined the 1995 Gender Survey, they found 17.3 percent of active 

duty men and 29.0 percent of women were black.  Antecol and Cobb-Clark (2001) found further evidence 

that black service members are more likely to be targets of SH/SA victimization.  Bergman and Henning 

(2008) explain that sex and ethnicity relate to sexual harassment victimization in the sense that if one is 

not male or white that could place a service member in the “out group.” Regarding sexual coercion, 15.2 

percent of black women report being victimized while 10.9 percent of white women were victimized 

(Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2001).  With regard to men, Antecol and Cobb-Clark noted that 41.8 percent of 

black enlisted men report one or more incidents of crude behavior, which is a higher rate than enlisted 

white men (33.5 percent).  White women reported more overall sexual harassment, gender harassment, 

and crude behavior in then 2002 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey (Form 2002 WGR) (Buchanan, 

Settles, and Woods 2008).  However, contrastingly, black women reported more unwanted sexual 

attention and sexual coercion. As the levels of hostility and harmful sexual harassing and assaultive 

behavior increases, black service members reported being victimized more.  While Buchanan et al. (2008) 

made a distinction between sexual harassment and sexual assaultive behavior between black and white 

enlistees; when comparing race across officer rank, no differences were found.  Additionally, they found 

being in a higher rank protects one from sexual harassment and assaultive behaviors. Therefore, according 
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to these researchers, minority enlistees may be targeted with a different type of sexual harassment 

possibly due to intersections of race, gender, and military status.  Fitzgerald et al. (1999a) found in the 

1995 Gender Issues that by race, Native American females reported higher rates of every type of sexual 

harassment and Hispanic women reported second highest rates while white and African American women 

were in the middle range.  Again, when asked about sexual coercion, African American women’s 

responses were found in the second highest incident group behind Native American women.  

Interestingly, there was less variation among men relative to race/ethnicity and SH/SA behaviors.  

However, they did find Native American and African American men more likely to experience each type 

of harassment.   

Williams, Fitzgerald, and Drasgow (1999) found that for women, race and ethnicity are related to 

organizational commitment and work satisfaction.  Settles, Buchanan, and Colar (2012) examined race 

and rank relative to sexual harassment experiences of 1,925 black and white men using descriptive and 

correlational statistics.  They studied variations by race in the frequency of sexual harassment 

experiences, and whether that frequency was mediated by organizational status by way of race and rank.   

They found that black men were sexually harassed more than white men, and this was mediated by 

organizational status by rank as black men were in the lower enlisted ranks as opposed to white men.  

Settles, Buchanan, and Colar (2012) noted that organizational theories assert that sexual harassment is 

resultant from status and organizational power differentials in which higher organizational status may 

protect participants from negative work experiences while a lower organizational status may lead one to 

have more sexual harassment.   

Rank 

Rank is known to have an effect on victimization of SH/SA.  Antecol and Cobb-Clark (2001) 

noted that in the 1995 Gender Survey, women are found in the lower ranks, and being in a lower rank 

leads to SH/SA victimization.  Being in a lower rank leads to less power, status, and tenure.  When 

comparing enlisted ranks to officers, Buchanan, Settles, and Woods (2008) and Fitzgerald and colleagues 

(1999a) note that enlisted women reported higher rates of each subtype than officers. Antecol and Cobb-
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Clark noted that women had briefer tenure in active duty service illuminating that 40.1 percent of women 

versus 32.2 percent of men had less than five years active duty service which leads to lower rank.  They 

also noted that 11.1 percent of women were in the rank of O1 - O3 and 6.3 percent in the higher rank of 

O4 - O6.  It was noted that 42.8 percent of women were in the bottom rank of E1 - E4 as compared to 

34.5 percent men.  While SH/SA is pervasive in lower ranks, it was discovered that more than 3/4 of 

women were in the ranks of E1 - E4 experienced some form of crude behavior.  More than 50 percent of 

women in these lower ranks experienced some form of unwanted sexual attention. As rank and years of 

active duty increase, sexual harassment experiences became less frequent.  Fitzgerald and colleagues 

(1999a) shared that a most notable effect was sexual coercion in which 14 percent of the female enlisted 

personnel reported at least one experience compared to 3 percent of female officers.  However, when 

comparing 1988 and 1995 DOD Gender Surveys, although officers had lower levels of SH/SA reporting, 

they still reported SH/SA behaviors.  It was found that 60 percent of low ranking enlisted women and 47 

percent of female officers have experienced SH/SA behaviors.  Therefore, the higher status may act as a 

protection for women against harassment and assaultive behaviors; however, SH/SA still persists in all 

ranks.   

Branch of Service 

Research has illustrated variation of sexual harassing and assaultive behavior rates by branch of 

service.  Fitzgerald and colleagues (1999a) researched the 1995 Gender Survey and found that “branch of 

service was consistently related to incidence rates.  In all but one category, female Marines were most 

likely to report experiencing harassment, followed by female Army personnel; for sexual coercion, this 

order was reversed, although the absolute difference was small” (p. 251). The Marines and the Army 

have the highest incidence rates of SH/SA. Hay and Elig’s (1999) research of the 1995 survey found 

women’s rates of sexual harassment and assaultive behaviors were highest in the Marine Corps (86 

percent) and lowest in the Air Force (74 percent).  Butler and Schmidtke (2010) note two significant 

reasons for the higher rates of SH/SA in the Marines. First, the ratio of men to women is significantly 

lower in the Marines compared to the Army.  Additionally, at the time of their research, they opined that 

18 



 
 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

    

 

 

  

   

   

  

   

 

 

  

  

   

 

 

the second reason could due to men and women being trained separately in basic training.  Gender ratios 

were found to vary across services in the Armed Forces with women slightly over-represented in the 

Army and Air Force and underrepresented in other service branches (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2001).  

Moreover, the Air Force and Coast Guard are least likely to experience sexual harassment, and females in 

the Navy ranked in middle (Fitzgerald et al. 1999a).  Antecol and Cobb-Clark (2006) noted that females 

in the Coast Guard reported any sexually harassing behavior 8.7 percent less and reported any sexual 

coercion at a rate 5.2 percent less than women in the Army (Fitzgerald et al. 1999a).  Furthermore, 

women have not had a long history of service in the Coast Guard compared to in the Army (Butler and 

Schmidtke 2010).  

The low rates of SH/SA for women in the Air Force can be explained due to the fact that women 

are slightly overrepresented in this branch.  Another explanation exists in that the Air Force focuses on 

required technological knowledge. In the Air Force, status and power stems from the knowledge one has.  

Due to education of technical knowledge, women have been integrated into the service more quickly 

(Butler and Schmidtke 2010).  

While the Air Force and Coast Guard had the lowest incidence rates, Navy women were found to 

be in middle between Marines/Army and Air Force/Coast Guard. For men, service branch had little 

influence on experiencing SH/SA.  Men in the Coast Guard and Air Force are less likely to report 

unwanted sexual attention and sexual coercion than other men are.  Although women are also slightly 

overrepresented in the Army, reports of sexual harassment are still high (Magley et al. 1999). 

ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE FACTORS 

Many organizational factors are related to sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA), and it is 

important to examine the relationship between these factors and SH/SA and if they vary by gender, race, 

rank, and service branch.  Firstly, the hypermasculine and hierarchical characteristics of the military need 

to be examined alongside the organizational factors of hostile environment, organizational tolerance of 

sexual harassment (OTSH), and awareness of reporting barriers is imperative when examining OTSH. 
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Characteristics of the Military: Hypermasculinity and Hierarchical Structure  

Military culture is known by its salient characteristic of hypermasculinity (Buchanan et al. 2014; 

Castro et al. 2015; Firestone and Harris 2003; Rosen and Martin 1998; Stander and Thomsen 2016; Street 

et al. 2007). Hypermasculinity increases the risk for sexual harassment. Organizational masculine 

characteristics include hostile attitudes toward women, rape myth acceptance, and an organizational 

climate condoning sexual aggression. Rosen and Martin (1998) noted that negative masculinity is 

characterized by arrogance, greed, boastfulness, hostility, selfishness, and cynicism.  Another 

characteristic of the military is that it has a hierarchical structure.  Castro and colleagues (2015) refer to 

the military as a patriarchal structure, which is rooted in values such as formality, rank, leadership, 

loyalty, camaraderie, and absence of emotionality and has the characteristics of the environment of the 

military emphasizes strength, endurance, and obedience to rules and norms.  Castro and colleagues (2015) 

note that the military is no different than other large organizations in its masculine characteristics.  

Buchanan et al. (2014) found 59 percent of female active duty participants reported experiencing 

sexual harassment during the prior year in the 2002 Workplace and Gender Relations Status of the Armed 

Forces Surveys, Form 2002 GB.  Buchanan and colleagues utilized the U.S. Military as a focus of 

analysis to “demonstrate the role of organizational interventions to reduce sexual harassment…[as] the 

Armed Forces are male-dominated, hierarchical, with a highly masculine climate that emphasizes 

strength, endurance, and adherence to rules” (2014:692).  Due to the hypermasculine social structure of 

the military, they posited the military may be resistant towards attitudes toward women and complaints of 

SH/SA.   

Firestone and Harris (2003) examined and compared participants’ experiences of SH/SA in both 

1988 DOD Survey of Sex Roles in the Active-Duty Military and Form A of the 1995 Armed Forces 

Sexual Harassment Survey.  They additionally investigated participants’ perceptions of the military’s 

effectiveness in responding to SH/SA complaints with regard to the military overall efforts and the efforts 

by senior leadership to confront SH/SA issues. Firestone and Harris found a small proportion of victims 

reported through official channels.  They note that between 1988 and 1995, the DOD “issued new, 
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stronger policies on sexual harassment and began requiring the Defense Equal Opportunity Counsel Task 

Force on Discrimination and Sexual Harassment” (2003:57); however, they found the sexual harassment 

complaints doubled from 1988 to 1995 (from 604 to 1,033, respectively).  Therefore, even after 

implementation of policies, SH/SA still existed.  They noted that in 1995, “few of those in our sample 

[who] were harassed reported the behavior to an official; however, among those who did, about 53 

percent of the women and 45 percent of the men thought it made things better” (2003:57). Additionally, a 

change in perception of leadership in confronting SH/SA from 1988 to 1995 was found and stated, “with 

respect to perceptions about commanding officers either actively discouraging or wanting harassment 

behavior stopped suggests that military leaders have made considerable efforts to stop sexual harassment, 

and that those efforts have been noticed by service members” (2003:58).  However, they note that little 

has changed with regard to reporting through official channels which may be reflective of the DOD policy 

at the time of their research which focused on individual behavior while not addressing the military’s 

environmental climate that promotes SH/SA.  Nye and colleagues (2009) found leadership’s effort to stop 

SH/SA in conjunction with job gender context were significantly strong predictors of Sexist Behavior.  

Murdoch and colleagues (2009) explain the hierarchical structure of the military renders it more 

vulnerable to sexual harassment due to emerging undesirable microclimates as its formal hierarchical 

structure limits social interaction between different ranks, specifically the upper rank and the lower 

ranking members. Murdoch and colleagues (2007) believe higher ranking officials have less opportunity 

due to less social interaction with lower ranking members to influence the values and norms regarding 

SH/SA. Therefore, immediate supervisors have more effect on the units regarding perceptions of SH/SA. 

Stander and Thomsen (2016) noted that the hierarchical structure may increase the risk for victimization 

based on abuse of authority, but they also noted that this hierarchical structure may allow the military 

leaders the ability to effect organizational change with regard to SH/SA. 

Organizational Factors: Hostile environment 

A hostile work environment is one in which negative attitudes and hostile interactions towards 

women are normative behavior.  This leads to sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) (Firestone and 
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colleagues 2003; Gruber 1998; Rosen and Martin 1997; Sadler et al. 2003). Sadler and colleagues (2003) 

defined a hostile work environment is one in which there are manifestations of SH/SA to include 

“…unwanted and uninvited: sexual teasing jokes, remarks, or questions, pressure for dates, sexually 

suggestive looks, gestures, letters, or other unwanted sexual attention, including unwanted sexual contact” 

(2003:264).  This is an environment in which there may be social pressure for men to engage in hostile 

relations towards women to maintain their standing among peers.  This leads to exclusion of women.  

Rosen and Martin (1997) explain a hostile work environment renders leadership less effective.  According 

to Firestone and colleagues, “Additionally, while cohesion is highly valued in the military, it has been 

used to exclude rather than to include women into the organization” (2003:45).  

Sadler and colleagues (2003) conducted a cross-sectional survey of telephone interviews of 558 

women veterans serving in the military from the Vietnam era and onward.  They conducted a logistic 

regression analysis of risk factors for rape.  They explained that their research “demonstrates that military 

environmental factors were strongly associated with women’s risk of rape during military service, even 

when considered in the context of established risk factors for violence, such as prior victimization and 

younger age” (2003:269).  Being a woman of younger age and entering a male dominated work group, 

they have less authority and power, and this leads to a higher likelihood of harassment.  Sadler and 

colleagues (2003) found hostile work environments resulted in approximately 6 fold greater odds of rape 

for women.  They explain that when women were in sexualized work conditions, they had significantly 

elevated odds of rape.  They note that “…work environments that allow for inappropriate sexual conduct, 

however subtle, can significantly increase women’s risk of rape, suggesting a continuum of violence, with 

rape being the most severe form of coercion” (2003:271).  They found “… that leadership behavior of 

officers are powerful risk factors for violence towards service women” (2003:271).  Gruber (1998) 

examined the relationship between the environment and sexual harassment and found that sexualization 

of the work environment is related to organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and discriminatory 

behaviors.  He furthers that sexualized environments may be a cognitive primer for men to continue to 
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sexually objectify women and therefore behave in sexist or sexually inappropriate ways.  Therefore, it is 

important to examine the environment context in which the SH/SA occurs. 

Organizational Tolerance of Sexual Harassment (OTSH) 

Organizational tolerance of sexual harassment (OTSH) is associated to the incidences and 

frequency of SH/SA.  It can either facilitate or inhibit SH/SA in the work environment.  OTSH is related 

to the ways in which sexual harassment is tolerated and reproduced or punished and confined (Antecol 

and Cobb-Clark 2004; Buchanan, Settles, and Woods 2008; Estrada et al. 2011; Fitzgerald, Drasgow, and 

Magley 1999b; Gruber 1998; Nye, Brummel, and Drasgow 2009; Rosen and Martin 1998). Buchanan 

and colleagues state, “Individuals perceive higher OTSH when targets [victims] are punished for 

complaining, perpetrators are not appropriately punished for harassment, and complaints are not taken 

seriously” (2014:689).  OTSH is thereby reinforced when the leadership does nothing to confront this 

behavior while victims are punished.  They believe policies and training are indicated with regard to 

SH/SA.  Fitzgerald and colleagues (1999) noted that OTSH is significantly related to and correlated with 

the frequency with which SH/SA occurs. They examined the 1995 Form B Sexual Experiences 

Questionnaire (SEQ) to investigate if men and women have similar outcomes of sexual harassment. They 

looked at Sexist and Sexual Hostility, Unwanted Sexual Attention, and Sexual Coercion indexes by 

gender and its effects on health, psychological issues, and psychological well-being by multiple linear 

regression. They found perceptions of OTSH are significantly correlated with frequency of SH/SA.  

Estrada and colleagues (2011) noted this to be the case also. Sexual harassment tolerant management 

norms are powerful predictors of the level of harassment in the military.  Sadler and researchers (2003) 

found that leadership or supervisory behavior is highly contributive to tolerant environment that 

encourages behaviors that directly or eventually result in sexual violence towards military women 

conversely. 

Awareness of Reporting Barriers 

Awareness of reporting barriers is important for an organization to examine organizational 

tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH).  These include violation of construct of masculinity 
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and the construct of the solider, professional and social retaliation, being harassed, ridiculed, receiving 

physical threats, belief that their complaints will not be not taken seriously, the assumption that nothing 

will be done, lack of support and sympathy for rape victims, having one’s sexuality and morality 

questioned, having to face their abusers on a daily basis, and administrators’ prevention of reporting.    

SAPRO (2015) noted that there were minor increases in reporting from Fiscal Year 2007 to 2012.  They 

noted that by Fiscal Year 2013, there was a greater emphasis on reporting, which contributed to increase 

in reporting by 53 percent.  According to a DOD press release, reporting has increased over the past three 

years, “Our final statistics for FY14 indicate that the number of reports we receive this year are 11 percent 

over what we received last year and 70 percent over what we received in 2012. We now estimate 

receiving a reported sexual assault from about one in four military victims, up from one in 10 military 

victims in 2012” (2015).  However, they noted that this year there is still not enough victims reporting, as 

they stated, “20,300 Service member victims who indicated experiencing a sexual assault on the 2014 

RMWS made a Restricted or Unrestricted Report for an incident that occurred during Military Service in 

FY14,” (2015:27); this represents 23 percent of the cases, or 1/4 of the estimated sexual assaults that 

occurred.  More work needs to be done to enable victims to report.  

When Firestone and Harris (1999) compared the 1988 and 1995 Gender Surveys, they found only 

a small proportion of individuals experiencing sexual harassment and assault SH/SA reported through 

official channels.  They found victims coped in their own ways with the harassment experience; hence, 

both men and women in 1995 employed informal strategies such as ignoring the behavior, joking about 

the incident, or telling harasser to stop.  Sadler and colleagues (2001) conducted a cross-sectional 

telephone survey interview of 537 women veterans who served in Vietnam and subsequent eras of 

military service was conducted; they found 3/4 of raped women did not report to an official officer and 

1/3 did not report because they did not how to make a report, and, lastly, 1/5 believed rape was something 

that just happened in the military.   

Pershing’s study (2003) summarizes findings of the 1990 GAO (U.S. General Accounting Office 

Survey of Academy Midshipmen) and semi-structured interviews with Naval and Marine Corps graduated 
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officers.  Pershing investigated women’s responses to SH/SA and found reporting barriers, specifically 

organizational factors barriers, to making a formal complaint.  She noted organizational factors influenced 

women due to their and others’ perceptions of rape myths, being known as a whistle blower/trouble 

maker, and the various types of social and profession retaliation.  Pershing states, “Consequently, 

women’s perceptions about the potentially negative consequences of officially reporting sexual 

harassment (e.g., being labeled ‘troublemaker’), in part, explains their choices to either ignore the incident 

or respond informally (e.g., confront the perpetrator)” (2003:7). This, in conjunction with the above 

various factors, along with hierarchical organization of the military, gender role socialization, gender 

ratios, leads to non-reporting of SH/SA incidents.  Firestone and Harris (1999) note that victim blaming 

and acceptance of rape myths serves as a reporting barrier.  Participants have seen individuals in the past 

who have made formal complaints and found them to be frequently fired, demoted, or transferred while 

the harasser was remained unscathed.  Magley and researchers (1999) noted that women’s perceptions of 

the potential negative consequences in part explain their choice to not respond formally.  Buchanan et al. 

(2014) noted that female victims of sexual harassment who filed a formal complaint compared to female 

victims who did not complain reported more negative consequences at work.  Culbertson and Rosenfeld 

(1994) found the most cited reasons for non-reporting was that their actions worked, the thought that 

reporting would make their work situation unpleasant, or they did not think anything would be done.  

Vijayasiri (2008) found employee perceptions of the complaints process and its consequences 

influence victims’ responses in the 2002 Status of the Armed Forces: Workplace and Gender Relations 

Survey.  Vijayasiri (2008) also found a lack of trust in the organization and how it handles complaints and 

causes victims to not report, to avoid the grievance process, and women had unsatisfactory outcomes with 

the formal complaints process expressed doubts of the efficacy of complaints mechanisms.  Newell, 

Rosenfeld, and Culbertson (1995) examined whether victims of sexual harassment differ in their 

perception of the equal opportunity climate than those who were not victimized.  They examined the 1991 

Navy Equal Opportunity Sexual Harassment Survey (NEOSH) survey, which included 567 women 

officers and 1,018 women enlisted personnel.  They found for both women enlisted and officers, those 
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who were victims of sexual harassment believed less that there was equal opportunity climate in the 

Navy.  Organizational climate is important when confronting SH/SA incidents.  Therefore, if the climate 

is lax on sexual harassment, people may not report it as they may believe that nothing will be done.  It 

affects reporting and its outcomes through sexual harassment history, frequency of sexual harassment, 

organizational minimization of reporting, retaliation, and procedural satisfaction.  It is of the utmost 

imperative to foster a climate the does not tolerate sexual assault and sexual assault (Fitzgerald et al. 

1999a; Munson, Miner, and Hulin 2001; Stockdale and Hope 1997). 
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CHAPTER 3 - DATA AND METHODS 

DATA 

The military utilizes the Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (WGRA) 

to officially measure the incidence of sexual harassment and sexual assault (SH/SA) within the span of a 

year. The military’s transition to an all-volunteer force (AVF) in 1973 lead to an influx of women entering 

the Armed Forces (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2006); from 1973 to 2000, the percentage of women in the 

military increased from 1.6 to 12.0 percent (Butler and Schmidtke 2010). Following this influx of women, 

concerns about SH/SA grew. To measure these experiences, the military obtained data regarding workplace 

SH/SA beginning with the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ) in 1988 created by Fitzgerald and 

researchers (Buchanan, Settles, and Woods 2008). The survey was then conducted in 1995, 2002, 2004 

(Reserve Component) 2006, 2010, 2012, and 2014.  

The focus of this study is to examine the data from the years of the 2006 and 2010 WGRA. The 

2006 survey was modeled after the 2002 WGRA in which 14 areas were concentrated on, to include 

background information of the service member, members’ career intentions, military life, military work 

life, gendered makeup of work environment, gendered interactions and relationships, mentoring, morale, 

and unit cohesion. Other areas of focus were comprised of stress, health, well-being, and gender-related 

experience in the military during the past 12 months to include various manifestations of SH/SA. 

Additionally, SH/SA manifestations pertaining to experiences of gendered work issues to include, 

offenders’ characteristics, reporting issues, satisfaction of complaints process, and outcome and reasons for 

reporting/not reporting were studied. Furthermore, perspectives on gender-related policies and leadership 

practices were surveyed, as well as perceptions of efficacy of effectiveness of training on SH/SA and to 

how well the military is doing to combat these issues compared to the nation overall. 

The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) created the WGRA, a government survey and 

subsequent dataset that examines variables relating to the workplace SH/SA.  The DOD noted that every 

four years, the WGRA was employed to measure SH/SA in the military. For this research, the 2006 and 

2010 datasets were examined.  The 2006 survey was comprised of 96 questions, while 2010 survey had 
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85 questions.  Both surveys examined the work environment, SH/SA, physical and mental health, 

reporting barriers, perception of military’s attempt to allay this social problem, and perceptions of sexual 

assault training.  For the 2006 survey, data were collected between June 26, 2006 and September 5, 2006 

via mail or web surveys.  The 2006 sample consisted of 86,213 active duty members, which consisted of 

79,396 from the DOD and 6,817 from the Coast Guard.  A total of 26,867 eligible members returned 

usable surveys representing an adjusted weighted response rate of 32 percent.   The 2010 dataset was 

collected between March 5, 2010 and June 3, 2010 via mail or web surveys.  In total, 90,391 participants 

were in the 2010 sample, consisting of 85,614 from the DOD and 4,777 from the Coast Guard.  A total of 

26,505 eligible members returned usable surveys representing an adjusted weighted response rate of 32 

percent. 

The samples were comprised of active duty participants.  The first question on the survey elicits 

this by asking if they were active duty as of 06/30/13.  If they were not, they were exited from the survey.  

Additional demographics such as race, rank, and service branch were obtained at the beginning of the 

survey for future research.  

As there were many SH/SA and organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault 

variables (OTSH), I combined the SH/SA variables into five indexes. Analyses were based on 

proportions, hierarchical multivariate regression model (OLS), and logistic regression model.   

Independent Variables 

The first portion of this research was designed to examine the relationship between the 

independent variables for the 2006 and 2010 surveys utilized in this research, which are gender, race, 

rank, and service branch of the Armed Forces, and their relationships to sexual harassment and assault 

(SH/SA) manifestations and frequencies, while the second part of this study investigated organizational 

tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) by gender, race, rank, and service branch.  Gender 

was measured as self-identified male or female.  Race was conceptualized as non-Hispanic white or 

minority.  The minority category was comprised of White, Black or African American, American Indian 

or Alaska Native, Asian (e.g., Asian Indian, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese), and 
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Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (e.g., Samoan, Guamanian or Chamorro).  Minority options 

were collapsed into one category.  Rank is measured as enlisted members and officer rankings (enlisted: 

E1 - E4 and E5 - E9 ranks; warrant officers: W1 - W5; and officers: O1 - O3 and O4 - O6).  Service 

branch is the service that the participant was in while taking the surveys in 2006 and 2010 (Army, Navy, 

Marine Corps, Air Force, and Coast Guard). 

Dependent Variables 

Dependent variables and indexes included manifestations of sexual harassment, organizational 

tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) by way of reporting barriers, OTSH as exhibited by 

perceptions of efforts to stop sexual harassment, perceptions of OTSH via training and its ability 

dissemination of knowledge, the ability to impart knowledge of SH/SA, and perceptions of sexual assault 

as a problem in the nation and the military. 

Dependent Variables for Manifestations of Sexual Harassment and Assault 

Respondents were asked whether they experienced specific manifestations of SH/SA as follows 

1, never; 2, once or twice; 3, sometimes; 4, often; and 5, very often.  It was the contention of this research 

that one incident was significant enough to include it in this research; therefore, the answers spanning 

from at least once to very often (2 - 5) were collapsed into one category, while 1 was never.  These were 

further recoded to 0 (denoting no incidents) to 1 (denoting at least one incident).   Appendix A has the 

original variables for 2006 and 2010 along with the original questions and the collapsed, recoded 

variables for regression analyses.  

The questions regarding the various manifestations and the degree of SH/SA included behaviors 

ranging from offensive stories or jokes, being treated differently because of one’s gender, subject to 

unwanted attempts of a romantic relationship, put down due to one’s gender, bribery for sex, to completed 

sexual assault (see Appendix A for the full list of questions).  Proportions, multiple regression, and odds 

ratios were used to examine the variations of experience of SH/SA manifestations by gender, race, rank 

and service branch.  A potential mediating variable could be rank, as women and minorities are usually 

29 



 
 

  

   

  

  

  

 

    

   

  

  

 

   

 

  

  

 

   

 

   

 

      

  

 

   

  

situated in lower ranks, which could lead to increased SH/SA victimization.  This can lead to further 

insights as to why people do not report incidences of SH/SA. 

I created five indexes to reflect the various types of SH/SA that occur in the military: Sexual 

Harassment, Sexist Behavior, Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault.  

Appendix A shows the various indexes comprised of the original and recoded variable names as well as 

the questions for 2006 and 2010.  The Sexual Harassment Index is based on the idea that sexual 

harassment refers to a plethora of behaviors surrounding sexist remarks or behaviors. The goal of this 

behavior is not sexual cooperation but rather offensive remarks or stories about women (Fitzgerald et al. 

1999a). This index was comprised of the following statements reflective of perceptions of offensive 

sexual stories and jokes; unwelcome attempts made to draw respondent into a sexual discussion; offensive 

remarks about one’s appearance, body, or sexual activities; offensive sexual gestures; and made gestures 

or offensive body language.  Please see Appendix A for the original variable and recoded variable names.  

The next index, Sexist Behavior, was based upon behaviors to include various includes forms of 

sexism relative to being treated differently due to one’s gender.  This includes being put down due to 

one’s gender, and being subjected to sexist remarks and sexist materials (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2001).  

The Sexist Behavior Index, is comprised of the following behaviors: being referred to people of one’s 

gender in insulting or offensive terms, being treated differently due to one’s gender, being the recipient of 

offensive sexist remarks (e.g., suggesting that people of one’s gender is not suited for the kind of work 

one does), and being condescended to because of one’s gender.   

The next index is based on the fact that Unwanted Sexual Attention is a range of behaviors 

consisting of offensive verbal and nonverbal behaviors that is unwanted and unreciprocated.  This may 

include unwanted physical contact and continual pressure for romantic or sexual interaction (Fitzgerald et 

al. 1999a).  The Unwanted Sexual Attention Index is reflected by the statement of the following: 

unwanted attempts to establish a romantic sexual relationship were made despite one’s efforts to 

discourage it, continually being asked for dates even though one declined, being touched in a way that 

made one feel uncomfortable, and being intentionally cornered or leaned over you in a sexual way. 
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Sexual Coercion is reflective of a range of behaviors such as classic quid pro quo examples of 

benefits and gains or loss contingent upon sexual cooperation (Bostock and Daley 2007).  The Sexual 

Coercion Index is comprised of behaviors such as being bribed for sex, feeling threatened with some sort 

of retaliation for not being sexually cooperative (e.g., by mentioning an upcoming review), being treated 

badly for refusing to have sex, and experiencing an implication of faster promotions or better treatment in 

exchange for sexual cooperation. 

The last index is Sexual Assault, which is based on the idea that sexual assault is comprised of 

uncompleted and completed attempts of having sex without the respondent’s consent (Bastian, Lancaster, 

and Reyst 1996).  This index is comprised of two behaviors: attempted but unsuccessful sexual assault 

and completed sexual assault.  These indexes were regressed via multiple regression (OLS). 

Organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault as exhibited by reporting barriers 

Additional dependent variables examined the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual 

harassment and assault (OTSH) to include matters such as reasons for not reporting, perceptions of the 

military’s leadership to make honest and reasonable efforts to combat SH/SA, ability of training to impart 

knowledge of SH/SA, and perceptions of whether sexual assault in the nation and military has been more 

or less a problem over the prior four years.  

In both 2006 and 2010, survey questions garnered information about perceived reporting barriers. 

Reporting barriers were reflected by the question, “What were your reasons for not reporting the situation 

to any of the installation/Service/DoD individuals or organizations variables?” Respondents were offered 

a list of reporting barriers to which they had to respond "Yes" or "No" for the statements that followed.  

Appendix B includes the original survey questions for 2006 and 2010, the original variables, and the 

recoded variables for analyses.  The series of statements included they did not know how to report, 

feeling uncomfortable making a report, did not think anything would be done, feared of not being 

believed, reporting would take too much time and effort, fear of retaliation/reprisals from the person(s) 

who did it or from their friends, fear of negative professional outcomes, and fear of being labeled as a 
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troublemaker.  Due to time and space constraints, only the top three most occurring answers were covered 

in my analyses.   

Other reporting barriers were elicited relative to the military’s policies and practices and 

perceived reasons for non-reporting relative to whether people be able to get away with sexual harassment 

or assault if it was reported.  Please refer to Appendix B for the original questions, original variables, and 

recoded variables for analyses.  The answers to these questions were originally on a Likert scale (a range 

of 5 – 1; with 5 denoting Very Large Extent; 4, Large Extent; 3, Moderate Extent; 2, Small Extent; and 1, 

Not At All). The following answers were collapsed into two categories from the range of 5 to 2 (the 

“Yes” category, denoted by 0) to 1 (the “No” category, which was Not at All).  Each statement was 

treated the same way with regard to the recoding of the categories for both 2006 and 2010.  

Organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault as exhibited by perceptions of efforts to 

stop sexual harassment 

Perceptions of the military’s leadership’s success in curtailing SH/SA were gathered.  This was 

reflected in the statement “Please give your opinion about whether the persons below make honest and 

reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment, regardless of what is said,” about which respondents were 

asked to give their opinion about whether senior leadership of their service, their installation, and their 

immediate supervisor.  Answers were comprised of Yes and both No and I Don’t Know, with the latter 

two collapsed into a single category.      

Perceptions of sexual harassment and sexual assault training – dissemination of knowledge 

Participants were queried with regard to SH/SA training that the military offered.  This was 

comprised of two questions, “Have you had any military training during the past 12 months on topics 

related to sexual harassment?” and “Have you had any military training during the past 12 months on 

topics related to sexual assault?” These questions examined if respondents had SH/SA training in the 

prior 12 months. This is imperative as SH/SA is a misunderstood subject in that many people confuse 

hazing and SH/SA and do not know the policies regarding SH/SA.  Survey respondents offered opinions 

on the knowledge that the military’s SH/SA training presented.  Answers were initially on a Likert Scale 
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(Strongly Agree was denoted by 5; Agree, 4; Neither Agree or Disagree, 3; Disagree, 2; and Strongly 

Disagree, 1), which were recoded to one option for disagree and the other option of agree/neither agree or 

disagree. The following statements were elicited regarding the military’s training: provides a good 

understanding of what actions are considered sexual assault, teaches how to avoid situations that might 

increase the risk of sexual assault, teaches how to obtain medical care following a sexual assault, explains 

the role of the chain-of-command in handling sexual assaults, explains the reporting options available if a 

sexual assault occurs, identifies the points of contact for reporting sexual assault, and explained how 

sexual assault is a mission readiness problem.   

Perceptions of sexual assault as a problem in the nation and the military 

Participants were queried as to their opinion whether sexual assault in our nation and military has 

been more or less of a problem compared to the prior four years.  Available answers were comprised of 

less of a problem today, about the same as four years ago, or more of a problem today.  Answers were 

collapsed into two categories:  one category for less of a problem and the same as today, and another 

category for more of a problem today.  This is telling, especially with regard to the military, to examine if 

they are perceived as being successful in eradicating SH/SA. 

Research Question 

Previous research established various manifestations of sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) 

persisted in the military.  There are two objectives in this research, the first of which is to examine the 

types of SH/SA that occur in the military and the differences in SH/SA experiences by gender, race, rank, 

service and in the survey years of 2006 and 2010.  These survey years are significant because 

organizational changes and policy implementations initiated in 2005, which included but were not limited 

to the establishment of Sexual Assault and Prevention Response Office (SAPRO) and the restricted 

reporting option.  The second objective is to examine the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual 

harassment and assault (OTSH) by way of perceptions of reporting barriers, perceptions of the 

leadership’s ability to confront and eradicate the problem of SH/SA per the 2006 and 2010 surveys, and 

perceptions of SH/SA training. Therefore, group differences in perception of OTSH are investigated by 
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gender, race, rank, and service.  Furthermore, it is important to explore if the frequency of reporting 

differed in 2010 as compared to 2006 from as many military anti-sexual harassment policies had been 

implemented in conjunction with training and practices, conferences, and public service announcements.  

The changes that began with the establishment SAPRO may have taken years to measure, and perhaps by 

2010, effects may had not been fully seen.  It is important to gauge the 2006 and 2010 respondents’ 

perceptions of these implementations.  The last question examined active duty members’ perceptions of 

both the military and as a nation to determine whether they believed sexual assault was more or less of a 

problem from the prior four years.  Active duty members’ perceptions of what the military has done by 

way of policy implementation and training to confront these issues are imperative as it reveals a trust in 

the military and a perception of organizational tolerance of SH/SA.  However, if it is believed that the 

military will do nothing to confront these issues, not only perpetrators continue their behavior, but there 

will be a lack of reporting, job dissatisfaction and psychological and physical consequences, decreased 

unit cohesion, combat readiness, and a high turnover rate.  Moreover, if the military can eradicate the 

problems of SH/SA, this could lead other organizations to adopt effective strategies to confront this social 

problem.  

Hypotheses 

GENDER 

H1: Women are more susceptible than men to all forms of sexual harassment and sexual assault (SH/SA). 

H2: Women perceive that there is more OTSH than men and believe there are more reporting barriers than men.    

H3: Women perceive there is more OTSH than men and thereby believe less in the efforts made by senior leadership 

and immediate supervisors to curtail and ameliorate SH/SA. 

H4: Women perceive there is more OTSH than men and perceive that they had less sexual assault training than men 

and learned from it less than men. 

H5: Women are more apt to believe that sexual assault is more of a problem in both the nation and military than 

men. 

RACE 

H1: Minority service members are more susceptible to SH/SA than white service members. 

H2: Minority service members perceive there is more OTSH and believe there are more reporting barriers than white 

service members. 

H3: Minority service members believe there is more OTSH and further perceive less than white service members in 

efforts by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA. 

H4: Minority service members believe there is more OTSH and therefore believe less than white service members 

that they had sexual assault training, and learned from it less than white respondents. 

H5: Minority service members are more apt to believe sexual assault is more of a problem in both the nation and 

military than white service members. 
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RANK 

H1: Those in the lower ranks in the military are more susceptible to SH/SA than those in the higher ranks. 

H2:  Those in the lower ranks perceive there is more OTSH and believe there are more reporting barriers than the 

higher ranks. 

H3: The lower ranks in the military believe there is more OTSH and believe less than higher ranks in efforts made 

by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA. 

H4: The lower ranks in the military believe there is more OTSH and therefore believe less than higher ranks that 

they had sexual assault training and learned from it. 

H5: The lower ranks in the military believe sexual assault is more of a problem both in the nation and military than 

higher ranks. 

SERVICE 

H1: The Air Force (AF) is less susceptible to various forms of sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) than other 

branches of service due to better education and technology. 

H2: The AF has less SH/SA in their branch and perceive there is LESS organizational tolerance (OTSH) and believe 

there are FEWER reporting barriers than other branches. 

H3: Since there is less SH/SA in the Air Force, it is perceived that there is less OTSH and believe MORE than other 

services in efforts by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA, and they had sexual assault 

training, and learned from it more than other branches. 

H4: Since there is less SH/SA in the Air Force, Air Force participants believe there is less sexual assault in both the 

nation and military than other branches. 

Figure 3.1 Relationships between Independent Variables and SH/SA Dependent Variables 

Independent variable 

2006 Gender - Variable: xsexr 

Recoded: Males, Females 

2010 Gender - Variable: xtotsex 

Recoded: Males, Females 

2006 Race - Variable: XRETH2R 

Recoded: White, Minority 

2010 Race - Variable: XBVRETH2 

Recoded: White, Minority 

2006 Rank - Variable: XPAY5R 

Recoded: XPAYE1E4, XPAYE5E9, XPAYW1W5, 
XPAYO1O3, XPAYO4O6 

2010 Rank - Variable: XTOTPAY5 

Recoded: XPAYE1E4, XPAYE5E9, XPAYW1W5, 

XPAYO1O3, XPAYO4O6 

2006 Service Branch - Variable: xsvcr 

Recoded: AIRRC, ARMYRC 
NAVYRC MARRC CGRC 

2010 Service Branch - Variable: xbvsvc 
Recoded: AIRRC, ARMYRC 

NAVYRC MARRC CGRC 

→ Moderator 

variables 
2006 & 2010 

Rank 

→ Dependent 

variables 
2006 and 2010 MANIFESTATIONS 

OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND 
ASSAULT 

Offensive stories and jokes 

Gender-related offensive terms 
Discussion of sexual matters 

Treated differently due to one’s 

gender 
Offensive remarks 

Sexual gestures 

Gendered remarks 
Attempt to form romantic and sexual 

relationship 

Condescended to due to one’s gender 
Continue to ask for dates even 

though one said “No” 
Bribery for sex 

Threaten retaliation for refusal to 

have sex 
Touched Victim 

Corner or lean in a sexual way 

Treated badly for refusal to have sex 
Implied promotion for having sex 

Attempted uncompleted sexual 

assault 
Completed sexual assault 
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Figure 3.2 Relationships between Independent Variables and OTSH Dependent Variables 

Independent 

variable 
2006 Gender 

Variable: xsexr 
Recoded: Males, Females 

2010 Gender 
Variable: xtotsex 

Recoded: Males, Females 

2006 Race 

Variable: XRETH2R 

Recoded: White, Minority 

2010 Race 

Variable: XBVRETH2 
Recoded: White, Minority 

2006 Rank 
Variable: XPAY5R 

Recoded: XPAYE1E4, 

XPAYE5E9, XPAYW1W5, 
XPAYO1O3, XPAYO4O6 

2010 Rank 

Variable: XTOTPAY5 

Recoded: XPAYE1E4, 
XPAYE5E9, XPAYW1W5, 

XPAYO1O3, XPAYO4O6 

2006 Service Branch 

Variable: xsvcr 

Recoded: AIRRC, 
ARMYRC 

NAVYRC MARRC CGRC 

2010 Service Branch 

Variable: xbvsvc 

Recoded: AIRRC, 

ARMYRC 

NAVYRC MARRC CGRC 

PROCEDURES 

Moderator → 
variables 

2006 & 2010 Rank 

Dependent → 
variables 

2006 AND 2010 REPORTING BARRIERS AND OTSH 

Did not know how to report 
Uncomfortable reporting 

Fear that nothing would be done if reported 

Fear of not being believed if reported 
Reporting would take too much time and effort 

Fear of retaliation and reprisals 

Fear of negative profession outcomes 
Fear of being labeled a troublemaker 

OTHER BARRIERS/OTSH IN HANDLING OF SH/SA IN 

2006 & 2010 

Would people get away with SH if reported? 

Would people get away with SA if reported? 

PERCEPTIONS OF EFFORTS TO STOP SH 
2006 AND 2010 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment by senior 

leadership of your service 
Honest & reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment by senior 

leadership of your installation/ship 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment by your 
immediate supervisor 

SH/SA TRAINING 2006 AND 2010 
Military training during the past 12 months on topics related to 

SH 

Military training during the past 12 months on topics related to 
SA 

PERCEPTIONS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT TRAINING 2006 

AND 2010 variable 

What actions are considered sexual assault. 

Avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual assault. 
Obtain medical care following a sexual assault. 

The role of the chain-of-command in handling sexual assaults. 

Reporting options available if a sexual assault occurs. 
Identifies the points of contact for reporting SA. 

SA is a mission readiness problem. 

PERCEPTIONS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT AS A PROBLEM IN 

2006 AND 2010 COMPARED TO FOUR YEARS AGO. 

2006 AND 2010: 
Sexual assault in nation become more or less of a problem over 

the last 4 years? 

Sexual assault in the military become more or less of a problem 
over the last 4 years? 

To conduct this study, I obtained approval from the Department of Defense for the 2006 and 2010 

databases.  I did not need the University of Buffalo’s Institutional Review Board, as this research is a 

secondary analysis of existing data, which already had procedures in place to avoid any identifier 

variables.  Tables were created to reflect the question and variables for both the 2006 and 2010 surveys. 
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Communication with the principal investigator, Brenda Moore, Ph.D., occurred when the need arose.  The 

2006 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members was a paper and web survey, 

which was comprised of 96 questions while the 2010 had 83 questions with regard to workplace and 

gender issues.  I compared both surveys with regard to its questions and examined questions that had 

commonalities.  Furthermore, I extracted the questions relative to my research questions with regard to 

the manifestations of sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) and perceptions of organizational tolerance 

of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) (reporting barriers, ability of the military to confront SH/SA via 

policies, and SH/SA training).  The protection of anonymity and confidentiality of participants is not a 

concern as I received the databases where there are no indicators as to the identity of the participants for 

both survey years.  

Design 

This research is survey based that employed a stratified random sample.  The purpose of this 

study is to examine the variables of gender, race, rank, and branch and how they relate to the various 

manifestation of sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) and perceived military’s organizational tolerance 

of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) by attempts to confront SH/SA, reporting barriers, perceptions 

of SH/SA training, and whether or not sexual assault has been more or less of a problem in the past four 

years.  Two surveys were utilized and compared proportions, hierarchical multiple regression, and logistic 

regression via odds ratios to examine any increases or decreases in SH/SA behaviors and perceptions of 

the military’s OTSH.  This is a multiple regression and logistic regression study and cross sectional 

design in which variables of interest are collected at a single point in time via a paper and web based 

survey in 2006 and 2010.  

Methods 

Hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted to examine the associations between various 

manifestations of sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) and gender, race, rank, and service branch, in 

2006 and 2010 (see Appendix A).  For the sake of time and efficiency, the researcher collapsed certain 

similar questions into indexes, as described earlier: Sexual Harassment, Sexist Behavior, Unwanted 
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Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault indexes.  This analysis was conducted to examine 

which independent variables had the strongest relationship with the dependent variables.  

Hierarchical multiple regression was used to examine if adding extra predictor variables would 

strengthen or weaken other independent variables.  For instance, this was done by first adding gender 

(female) to the models, then race (minority) was added to gender, then adding rank, following by the 

addition of service branch.  Then, analysis proceeded similarly for the race variable as other independent 

variables were added to study if there was any change in the relationships to the dependent variables. 

This is done for each sexual harassment and assaultive index. Comparison of proportions and logistic 

regression were also conducted for these variables.  P-values were noted for .05 and above, less than .05, 

less than .01, and less than .001.   

A raw proportions was run for the second part of the research question along with logistic 

regression using odds ratios for the independent variables and the OTSH variables of perceived reporting 

barriers, perceptions of what the military is doing to stop SH/SA, perception of SH/SA training and 

assault, and if sexual assault is the same problem it is today that it was four years ago.  This statistical 

analysis was done with Stata versions 12.0, 13.0, 14.0, and 15.0. 

Reporting barriers and OTSH were reflected in a series of statements that ranged from they did not 

know how to report to fear of being labeled as a troublemaker. The actual questions, along with the other 

substantive OTSH areas to be studied and mentioned below, are in the Data Section and also in Appendix 

B under Reporting Barriers and Organizational Tolerance of Sexual Harassment/Sexual Assault (OTSH).  

Additional reporting barriers were found when respondents answered the question about whether people would 

get away with sexual harassment and assault if it were reported.  Reporting barriers have become increasingly 

important as the 2015 SAPRO reports notes that only one out of four victims will report the sexual harassment 

or assaultive incident. 

Perceptions of the military’s leadership ability to stop sexual harassment was reflected in the 

respondents’ opinions as whether leadership below make honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual 

harassment.  To garner information on training, participants were asked if they had training on SH/SA in 
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the prior 12 months and focused on perceptions of the knowledge they received from their SH/SA 

training.  This was done by eliciting opinions that training provides a good understanding of what actions 

are considered sexual assault, teaches how to avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual 

assault, teaches how to obtain medical care following a sexual assault, explains the role of the chain-of-

command in handling sexual assaults, explains the reporting options available if a sexual assault occurs, 

identifies the points of contact for reporting sexual assault, and explains how sexual assault is a mission 

readiness problem. 

The last area of OTSH was perceptions as to whether sexual assault in the nation and military has 

been more or less of a problem from the prior four years.  This is important, as it can be a gauge as to 

whether the military has the ability to eradicate sexual harassment and assault.   
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CHAPTER 4: GENDER 

OVERVIEW OF GENDER’S RELATIONSHIP TO SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND SEXUAL 
ASSAULT 

Gender is known to be a significant factor for sexual harassment and sexual assault (SH/SA) 

(Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2006; Culbertson and Rosenfeld 1994; Donovan and Drasgow 1999; Firestone, 

and Harris 2009; Fitzgerald, and Shullman 1993; Fitzgerald et al. 1999a; Fitzgerald, Drasgow, and 

Magley 1999b; Gruber and Smith 1995). This section illuminates the ways in which gender affects the 

various incidences of SH/SA through the use of descriptive data and statistics, to include logistic and 

multiple regression. The manifestations and incidences of SH/SA were broken down into five indexes to 

include the Sexist Behavior Index, Sexual Harassment Index, Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, Sexual 

Coercion, and Sexual Assault Index.  Please refer to Appendix A for further description of the indexes. 

The research also examines perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault 

(OTSH) and the ways they differ by gender in the survey years of 2006 and 2010. 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS/QUESTION 

The objectives in this research is to examine the types of sexual harassment and sexual assault 

(SH/SA) that occur in the military and to determine difference in agreement rates by gender in the survey 

years of 2006 and 2010.  These survey years are significant to study due to the organizational changes and 

policy implementations initiated in 2005, which included but were not limited to the establishment of 

Sexual Assault and Prevention Response Office (SAPRO) and the availability of the restricted reporting 

option.  Another objective is to examine the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and 

assault (OTSH) as measured by perceptions of reporting barriers, perceptions of the leadership’s ability to 

confront and eradicate the problem of SH/SA, perceptions of SH/SA training and, lastly, perceptions of 

SH/SA training efficacy. Therefore, differences in views of OTSH are investigated by gender, race, rank, 

and service. Furthermore, it is important to explore if the frequency of reporting differed in 2010 as 

compared to 2006, as many military anti-sexual harassment policies had been implemented in conjunction 

with training and practices, conferences, and public service announcements.  The changes that began with 
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the establishment SAPRO in 2005 may have taken years to measure, and perhaps by the 2010 survey, 

effects of SAPRO may have been fully seen.  It is important to measure the 2006 and 2010 respondents’ 

perceptions of these implementations.  The last question examined active duty members’ perceptions in 

both the military and as a nation to determine whether they believed sexual assault was more or less of a 

problem from the prior four years. 

SPECIFIC HYPOTHESES 

Below are five hypotheses that encapsulate my research questions.  These will be revisited at the 

end of the chapter to gauge whether the obtained statistical evidence can support the five hypotheses. 

H1: Women are more susceptible than men to all forms of sexual harassment and sexual assault (SH/SA). 

H2: Women perceive that there is more organizational tolerance for SH/SA (OTSH) than men and believe there are 

more reporting barriers than men. 

H3: Women perceive there is more OTSH than men and thereby believe less in the efforts made by senior leadership 

and immediate supervisors to curtail and ameliorate SH/SA. 

H4: Women perceive there is more OTSH than men and perceive that they had less sexual assault training than men 

and learned from it less than men. 

H5: Women are more apt to believe that sexual assault is more of a problem in both the nation and military than men 

DATA AND METHODS  

For the 2006 survey, there were initially 86,213 potential respondents of which 55,580 

observations were excluded due to missing gender, race, rank, and service.  Out of the 86,213 who were 

contacted, 30,633 (35.53 percent) returned surveys with the key information regarding gender, race, rank, 

and service.  The gender breakdown was comprised of 21,297 men (69.52 percent) and 9,336 women 

(30.48 percent). The 2010 dataset had 90,391 potential participants of which 60,029 were deleted due to 

missing gender, race, rank, and service were missing.  Out of the 90,391 who were contacted, 30,362 

(33.59 percent) returned surveys with the key information regarding gender, race, rank, and service.  The 

2010 gender breakdown was 18,057 men (59.47 percent) and 12,305 women (40.53 percent).  The 

statistical analyses used in the first objective of this research to examine the manifestations of SH/SA 

behaviors were comparison of proportions/percentages, hierarchical multiple regression (OLS), and 

logistic regression.  With regard to the second portion of this research, perceptions of OTSH, percentages 

41 



 
 

   

    

 

 

  

 

     

 

   

 

  

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

  

  

    

and logistic regression were used. P-values were noted for .05 and above, less than .05, less than .01, and 

less than .001. 

PART 1: GENDER AND SEXUALLY HARASSING AND ASSAULTIVE BEHAVIORS  

In this section, I present an advanced examination of the relationship between the sexual 

harassment and assault (SH/SA) indexes and key predictors using proportions, logistic regression, and 

hierarchical multiple regression. With regard to gender, being a female was the one of the two strongest 

predictors of SH/SA.  Women outweighed men for SH/SA victimization on every SH/SA index. The 

indexes from highest rates of agreement to lowest were the Sexist Behavior Index followed by Sexual 

Harassment Index, Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault Index.  

Although this chapter focuses on gender, it is important to note that when predictor variables were 

compared against each other, gender and the rank of E1 - E4 competed as the strongest predictors for 

some indexes and behaviors. 

For every manifestation of SH/SA for all indexes, women’s rates were higher than men’s via 

proportions, logistic regression, and multiple hierarchical regression.  For the Sexual Harassment Index, 

Sexist Behavior Index, Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, both women’s and men’s agreement rates 

decreased from 2006 to 2010. For the Sexual Coercion Index, women’s agreement rate decreased in 

2010 while men’s increased.  For the Sexual Assault Index, men’s agreement rate increased slightly or 

stayed the same while women’s remained the same. 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Behaviors in the Sexist Behavior Index were the most frequently occurring via proportions and 

were comprised of one’s gender referred to in insulting or offensive terms to being condescended to 

because of one’s gender (see Appendix A for further details). The top two occurring manifestations for 

the Sexist Behavior Index were gender-related offensive terms and being treated differently due to one’s 

gender.  In 2006, gender-related offensive terms had the highest agreement for women and men (42.90 

percent for women and 15.75 percent for men) which decreased by 2010 to 34.94 and 10.52 percent, 

respectively; OR: 4 - 5 for both years).  Please see Table 4.1 at the end of the chapter.  When asked if they 
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were treated "differently" because of their gender, as exemplified by being mistreated, slighted, or 

ignored, in 2006 women and men were found to have agreed that this behavior occurred at least once at 

38.45 percent versus 5.17 percent, respectively (OR: 11 for both years).  That decreased to 30.47 and 4.11 

percent in 2010, respectively.  For the less occurring two manifestations, please see Table 4.1 for 

percentages and Table 4.2 for logistic regression outcomes.  When a multiple regression was conducted in 

2006, the female coefficient was 1.09 (SE=.01, p-value < .001) which decreased to 1.05 (SE=.01, p-value 

< .001) when rank was added, and, in 2010, the female coefficient was decreased at 0.93 (SE=.01, p-value 

< .001) which was further dropped to 0.90 (SE=.01, p-value < .001) when rank was added.  The decreased 

coefficient by 2010 may be due to training and policy implementation.  Rank appears to affect the gender 

coefficient only slightly in this index.  See Tables 4.8 and 4.9 for multiple regression outcomes. 

All proportions decreased in 2010, while for odds ratios they either remained stable or increased 

by 2010.  With regard to the Sexist Behavior Index as a whole, in considering hierarchical multiple 

regression, when rank was added to female, the coefficient dropped slightly for both years; however, the 

female coefficient was much higher than the rank coefficients for both years.  The significance of female 

gender as a predictor only decreased slightly when rank was added.  This means that gender was the 

strongest predictor in this index.  It appears that sexist behavior is the most problematic as it had the 

highest agreement rates, largest odds ratios when logistic regression was performed, and the highest 

hierarchical multiple regression coefficients compared to other indexes. 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Sexual Harassment, the index showing the strongest effect on gender, is comprised of hearing 

repeated offensive sexual stories or jokes to offensive gestures or body language of a sexual nature (see 

Appendix A for further details).  Notable differences were found with regard to gender (being female or 

male). The top two reported items for both genders were offensive sexual stories/jokes and discussion of 

sexual matters; however, offensive remarks and sexual gestures were not far behind.  In 2006, women’s 

agreement conveying that this behavior occurred at least once was 41.84 percent while men’s was half of 

that at 20.04 percent.  These numbers decreased to 31.99 percent for women and 13.30 percent for men in 
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2010. When logistic regression was performed, it appeared in 2006 and 2010 that women on average have 

3 times the odds of men of hearing offensive sexual stories/jokes. See Table 4.1 for proportions and see 

Table 4.2 for logistic regression outcomes. Women’s agreement rates for discussion of sexual matters in 

2006 was 29.44 percent while men’s agreement rates were 13.35 percent.  In 2010, this decreased to 

23.40 percent for women and 8.89 percent for men and was two to three times the agreement rates 

compared to men for both years.  For discussion of sexual matters, women had 2.5 to 3 times the odds of 

men to be drawn into discussion of sexual matters in 2006 and 2010.  For odds ratios of other 

manifestations, please refer to Table 4.2.  

When conducting a multiple regression (OLS) on the Sexual Harassment Index by gender in 

2006, when rank is added to gender, it follows the same pattern as the previous index with gender 

coefficient decreasing from 0.73 (SE=.02, p-value < .001) to 0.66 (SE=.02, p-value < .001) for 2006.  

Please see Table 4.8.  In 2010, the coefficient again decreased slightly and dropped further when rank was 

added from 0.62 (SE=.01, p-value < .001) to 0.57 (SE=.01, p-value < .001).  Please see Table 4.9 for 

further details. 

In conclusion, in multivariate analyses, women were at least twice as likely as men to report 

offensive sexual stories or jokes and unwanted attempts to draw them into a discussion of sexual matters. 

Via logistic regression, women had 2-3 times the odds of men of experiencing these instances of these 

sexually harassing behaviors.  All agreement rates decreased for proportions from 2006 and 2010 and 

increased for these years for logistic regression.  Using multiple regression, the female coefficient was 

affected when rank was added in 2006, and in 2010, the female coefficient was affected minimally by the 

addition of rank and service. This index was the second most occurring problem following Sexist 

Behavior via percentages and multiple regression outcomes. 

Unwanted Sexual Attention Index 

In examining the relationship between gender and Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, this index 

reflected behaviors such as unwanted attempts to establish a romantic sexual relationship despite one’s 

efforts to discourage it, being continually asked for dates even though one had refused, being touched in 
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an uncomfortable way, and intentionally cornered or leaned over in a sexual way.  The highest agreement 

rates for 2006 and 2010 for both genders was unwanted attempts to establish a romantic/sexual 

relationship despite efforts to discourage it.  Women responded with an agreement rate of 20.89 percent 

while men had an agreement rate of 3.20 percent in 2006, which decreased to 17.22 and 2.36 percent in 

2010, respectively.  Women were found to have 7 - 8 times the odds of men for this type of sexual 

harassment, and in 2006 and 2010.  See Table 4.2 for the odds ratios. When examining if participants 

continued to be asked for dates even though one had initially declined, women had an agreement rate of 

18.09 percent versus men at 2.25 percent.  In 2010, this decreased to 14.76 and 1.86 percent (OR: 8 for 

both years), respectively.  See Table 4.1 for proportions/percentages.  With regard to percentages, all 

increased in 2010. 

When examining the Unwanted Sexual Attention Index and gender via multiple regression 

(OLS), when gender was the only independent variable in the model, the gender coefficient was 0.52 

(SE=.01, p-value < .001) and decreased to 0.47 (SE=.01, p-value < .001) when rank was added to the 

model for 2006.  The 2010 coefficient was similar with a coefficient was 0.40 (SE=.01, p-value < .001), 

and rank made it decrease further to 0.37 (SE=.01, p-value < .001).  This pattern is similar to the prior two 

indexes.  In examining the Unwanted Sexual Attention Index from the 2010 survey, it appears that the 

gender coefficient was less than the 2006 coefficient. By this time, SH/SA training had increased in the 

military forces.  Gender was still the strongest predictor of unwanted sexual attention as the 2006 and 

2010 coefficients for female were much larger than rank.  See Tables 4.8 and 4.9 for 2006 and 2010 

multiple regression outcomes. 

Sexual Coercion Index 

The Sexual Coercion Index reflects quid pro quo types of behaviors such as bribery with some 

sort of reward or special treatment to engage in sexual behavior, threatened some sort of retaliation for not 

being sexually cooperative (e.g., by mentioning an upcoming review), treated badly for refusing to have 

sex, and implied faster promotions or better treatment if one was sexually cooperative.  The top two 

manifestations were bribery and treated badly for refusing to have sex while the remaining two (threaten 
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retaliation and implied promotion were not far behind).  When survey participants were asked if they had 

been bribed with some sort of reward or special treatment to engage in sexual behavior, in 2006 women 

had an agreement rate of 5.38 percent versus men who had a rate of 1.29 percent, while in 2010, women 

had an agreement rate of 4.57 percent compared to men at 1.25 percent (OR: 3 for both years).  The 

survey queried participants if they were treated badly for refusing to have sex, whereby women had an 

agreement rate of 4.38 percent compared to men at 1.16 percent.  This decreased to 3.76 and 1.24 percent 

in 2010, respectively (OR: 2.57-2.70 for both years).   When a multiple regression was conducted for this 

index, the female coefficient was 0.12, which decreased slightly by the addition of rank to 0.09.  In 2010, 

the same pattern was noted with a female coefficient that was decreased from 0.10 to 0.08 (see Tables 4.8 

and 4.9 for 2006 and 2010 multiple regression outcomes).  

All of agreement rates decreased in 2010, but the odds remained the same for both years.   

Interestingly, the Sexual Coercion 2010 numbers for men increased from 2006 to 2010 (please see Table 

4.2) with the exception of bribery for sex, which was basically the same at 1.3 percent. When looking at 

the Sexual Coercion Index and gender via multiple regression analysis, rank affected gender only slightly.  

This is the index when rank starts to have higher regression coefficients than the female coefficient for 

most of the ranks, although an inverse relationship is seen meaning they are shielded more from these 

types of sexual coercion than being female. 

Sexual Assault Index 

The Sexual Assault Index includes two types of behaviors.  The first manifestation is 

unsuccessful attempts of sexual assaults in which women had an agreement rate of 3.55 percent versus 

men at 1.07 percent in 2006; this decreased for women in 2010 to 2.71 percent, where for men it remained 

the same agreement rate.  With regard to uncompleted sexual assault, women had twice the odds of men 

that unsuccessful attempt of sexual assault occurred. The second type is completed sexual assault against 

one’s will in which women had agreement rates of 2 percent for both years, while men had an agreement 

rate of 1 percent for both years (OR: 1.31-1.52 for 2006 and 2010, respectively). 

46 

https://1.31-1.52
https://2.57-2.70


 
 

 

   

 

   

   

 

 

   

  

 

   

 

  

 

  

    

    

 

 

 

 

  

When a multiple regression was conducted for female and the Sexual Assault Index, the 

coefficient for gender was 0.03 (SE=.00, p-value < .001), which decreased to 0.02 (SE=.00, p-value < 

.001) with the addition of rank, and no change occurred with the addition of service branch.  In 2010, the 

coefficient for female was 0.03 (SE=.00, p-value < .001), which dropped to 0.02 with the addition of rank 

(SE=.00, p-value < .001).  Rank had higher coefficients for this index than gender. The coefficients were 

negative, and therefore they were buffered against sexual assault the higher the rank went and also 

compared to women. 

PART 1: DISCUSSION 

In sum, for every manifestation of SH/SA for all indexes, women’s rates were higher than men’s 

via proportions, logistic regression, and multiple hierarchical regression.  For the Sexual Harassment 

Index, Sexist Behavior Index, Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, both women’s and men’s agreement 

rates decreased from 2006 to 2010. For the Sexual Coercion Index, women’s agreement rate decreased 

in 2010 while men’s increased.  For the Sexual Assault Index, men’s agreement rate increased slightly or 

stayed the same while women’s remained the same.  This is not surprising, as women have less 

organizational and sociocultural power, which leads to SH/SA victimization.  Interestingly, men’s 

agreement rates increased. This may be due to training commencing in 2005 and continuing onwards in 

addition to other policy implementations by SAPRO including conferences and public service 

announcements (PSAs).  Training may have impacted men’s perceptions of sexual assault as many men 

think sexual assault is a part of hazing (Belkin 2012; Dubois et al. 1998). Due to training, men may have 

learned what sexual assault and its concomitant behaviors were and then had the ability to label them 

appropriately.  For the Sexual Assault Index, women had a higher agreement rate for uncompleted and 

completed sexual assault.  In 2010, for women, uncompleted sexual assault decreased, while for men it 

remained the same.  For completed sexual assault, women’s agreement rate decreased while men’s 

increased.  Therefore, for men, with regard to sexual coercion and sexual assault, the 2010 agreement rate 

increased from 2006. Perhaps due to training and knowledge of male sexual assault, men are responding 

more in 2010 due to various training and policies and awareness of reporting barriers than prior years. 
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While comparing logistic regression, the indexes that had the highest odds ratios for women 

versus men were from the Sexist Behavior Index, followed by Unwanted Sexual Attention Index.  These 

were followed by the Sexual Harassment Index.  Similar to the agreement rates, as the severity of the 

behavior increased the less odds ratios there were as well as decreased multiple regression coefficients.  

The Sexual Coercion Index was followed by the Sexual Assault Index.  A possible explanation for the 

differences between odds ratios and agreement rate is that the agreement rate included men and women, 

while logistic regression compared women against men; therefore, the numbers are different.  However, 

again women are victims of these behaviors much more than men, even with regard to uncompleted and 

completed sexual assault where they had victimization odd ratios between 1 and 2 times. 

When examining hierarchical multiple regression, the indexes with the highest to the lowest 

coefficients by gender were Sexist Behavior Index, Sexual Harassment Index, Unwanted Sexual 

Attention, Sexual Coercion Index, and Sexual Assault Index.  It was found that rank slightly impacted 

gender coefficients.  It is noted most women in the military inhabit the lower ranks (Antecol and Cobb-

Clark 2001).  The coefficients decreased from 2006 to 2010. This followed the patterns of 

proportions/percentages for most responsive indexes.  When looking at these indexes and manifestations 

by these three analytical tools, it is obvious via proportions, that the most occurring indexes from highest 

to lowest were Sexist Behavior, Sexual Harassment, Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, and 

Sexual Assault.  This was also true for the multiple regression (OLS).  When looking at gender and rank, 

rank decreased the female coefficient slightly for the top three indexes; however, with regard to the last 

two indexes of Sexual Coercion and Sexual Assault, it increased the female coefficients less than had 

higher negative coefficients than gender.  Therefore, when being female can lead to one being a victim of 

all of behaviors in these indexes, the higher the rank leads to a protection against victimization for any of 

these behaviors. However, the rank coefficients were higher than gender for the last two indexes. 

Women are victims of sexual harassment, sexist behavior, and unwanted sexual attention. When 

nearing Sexual Coercion and Sexual Assault, women’s agreement rates decreased and were nearing men’s 

agreement rates. The numbers decreased when the severity of SH/SA increases.  An explanation is that 
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sexual harassment has always been considered within the domain of women (Firestone 2009; Katz 2006), 

affecting women more than men.  However, training may garner new knowledge regarding SH/SA for 

men.  Magley and colleagues (1999) found that women were more likely to have been sexually harassed 

than were men in the 1995 Gender Survey.  There may be explanations for differences in Sexual 

Harassment and Sexist Behavior differentials in that Donovan and Drasgow (1999) found in the 1995 

SEQ-DoD, that men and women may respond differently to the DOD Gender Survey and WGRA in 

which men may not find a sexist environment as harassing as women.  Moreover, Donovan and Drasgow 

(1999) posit the gender composition of Armed Forces, that being predominantly masculine, could offer 

another explanation that the items tapping into sexist environment are not affecting them.  

Which is a Stronger Predictor of SH/SA: Female Sex or Low Rank? 

A battle for highest agreement rates was unsuspectingly found between women and E1 - E4. A 

special logistic regression was conducted with W1-W5 as a reference group as opposed to E1 - E4, so a 

comparison between women and E1 - E4 could be made, and the E1 - E4 data could be seen.  W1 - W5 

was used as a reference group as male, white, and Air Force were utilized due to these variables being the 

most buffering personal characteristics against sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA).  A thorough 

examination of rank elicited that W1 - W5, most of the time, was the rank that had the least SH/SA 

victimization.  At times, when proportions/percentages and odds ratios were examined, rank predominates 

with highest agreement rates and very high odds ratios.  This stands in opposition to what was previously 

posited, which is that gender was the strongest predictor for SH/SA.  This may still be the case as women 

predominate in the lower ranks.  Antecol and Cobb-Clark (2001) noted that in the 1995 DOD survey, rank 

differs for women and men and found that sexual harassment was pervasive among military personnel, 

especially to women in lower rank positions.  Being in a lower rank is associated with less power, status, 

and tenure and makes one vulnerable to SH/SA victimization.  

Indexes Dominated by Gender 

When comparing female versus the rank of E1 - E4, behaviors in the Sexist Behavior Index, 

Sexual Harassment, and Unwanted Sexual Attention were dominated by gender. Rank affected gender in 

49 



 
 

   

  

  

 

  

        

    

  

   

     

    

     

   

   

   

 

  

   

  

    

  

 

  

 

 

   

the indexes only slightly.  With regard to the Sexist Behavior Index, women had the highest agreement 

rate for all the manifestations in this index. The top manifestation was gender-related offensive terms.  In 

2006, gender-related offensive terms had the highest agreement for women (42.90 percent for women; 

which decreased in 2010 to 34.94 percent, respectively; OR: 3.79 to 4.70 for both years).  The rank of E1 

- E4 had an agreement rate of 35.48 percent in 2006, which decreased to 26.10 percent in 2010 (OR: 2 for 

both years; please see Table 4.4). Please see Table 4.3 for comparison of gender and the rank for the rest 

of the manifestations via percentages and odds ratios.   

With regard to the Sexual Harassment Index, again gender dominated with agreement rates and 

odds ratios.  With regard to the index, the most occurring manifestation for both women and the rank of 

E1 - E4 was hearing repeated offensive sexual stories or jokes in which women had the highest agreement 

rates (2006: 41.84 percent; 2010: 31.99 percent; OR: 3 for both years) however, for 2006, it was split in 

half as to who had the highest agreement rates (see Table 4.3). The rank of E1 - E4 in 2006 had an 

agreement rate of 34.35 percent for offensive stories and jokes, which decreased to 24.57 percent in 2010 

(OR: 2.0 for both years).  By 2010, women had the highest agreement rates for all manifestations in this 

index. 

In investigating the relationship between gender versus rank in Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, 

in 2006 and 2010, with the exception of touched victim, women predominated all forms of this type of 

sexual harassment.  In 2010, women led all agreement rates except for being touched.  The highest 

agreement rate was unwanted attempts to establish a romantic sexual relationship despite one’s efforts to 

discourage it (women’s agreement rates in 2006 was 20.89 percent that decreased to 17.22 percent in 

2010 while the rank of E1 - E4 had an agreement rate of 18.48 percent in 2006 while it was 14.10 percent 

in 2010).  Please see Table 4.3. While women had an odds ratio of 7 - 8 for both years, E1 - E4 had an 

odds ratio of 3 for 2006 and 2010. The Sexual Coercion and Sexual Assault Indexes will be covered in 

the Rank chapter as they were dominated by rank. 

Results from multiple regressions for both 2006 and 2010 indicated that gender was a significant 

predictor for SH/SA indexes of Sexist Behavior Index, Sexual Harassment Index, and Unwanted Sexual 
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Attention Index, and rank was a significant predictor for Sexual Coercion and Sexual Assault.  It is noted 

as soon as rank is added for Sexist Behavior, the coefficient for gender decreases from 1.09 (SE=.01, p < 

.001) to 1.05 (SE=.01, p < .001) in 2006 to 0.93 (SE=.01, p < .001) to 0.90 (SE=.01, p < .001) in 2010.  

For 2010, however, compared to the gender coefficients, the rank coefficients are low compared to 

gender.  However, when examining these models, the gender coefficient is much higher than the rank’s 

coefficient in this index.  This also holds true for the Sexual Harassment Index and Unwanted Sexual 

Attention Index whereby gender has a much higher coefficient than rank for both years (refer to Table 

4.8).  For the Sexual Harassment Index, the gender coefficient decreased in 2006 from 0.73 to 0.66 when 

rank was added to the model, and in 2010, from 0.62 to 0.57 when rank was added.  Additionally, for the 

Unwanted Sexual Attention Index in 2006, the coefficient dropped from 0.52 to 0.47, and, in 2010, it 

decreased from 0.40 to 0.37 (see Table 4.8).  Then, in examining Sexual Coercion for the 2006 survey, 

when rank was added to the model, it lowered the gender coefficient from 0.12 to 0.09; however, in 

comparing the coefficient for both gender and rank, the coefficients for rank were high although similar.   

A similar pattern was found in 2010 (please refer to Table 4.9).  When examining sexual assault, when 

rank was added to the model, the gender coefficient decreased by 0.01; however, rank’s betas in 2006 

were higher than gender, almost double for certain ranks.  When examining 2010, again when rank was 

added the same pattern was noted. These results do not support a mediation by rank in these indexes as it 

decreased the betas for gender coefficient only slightly for the first three indexes.  Rank was found to be a 

higher predictor for Sexual Coercion Index and Sexual Assault indexes.  This information for the last two 

indexes can be found in the Rank Chapter (Chapter 6). 

PART 1: CONCLUSION 

When examining gender and sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA), proportions, logistic 

regressions, and hierarchical multiple aggression analyses were employed.  However, multiple regression 

was used solely for SH/SA indexes.  Five indexes were created as noted throughout the chapter.  The 

Sexist Behavior Index garnered the most agreement rates followed by the Sexual Harassment Index, 

Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, Sexual Coercion Index, and Sexual Assault Index.  When 
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investigating solely gender, women agreed more via proportions/percentages that certain behavior 

occurred at least once than men.  The percentages decreased by 2010 for all of the indexes except for men 

with regard to threaten retaliation, treated badly for refusal to have sex, implied promotion, attempted sex 

assault uncompleted, and completed sexual assault. These numbers increased slightly for men.   When 

multiple regression was employed, it showed that rank affected gender slightly, and, by 2010, the 

coefficients decreased.  With logistic regression to compare between women and E1 - E4, at times, E1 -

E4 had higher odds ratios than women.  When comparing 2006 to 2010 for odds ratios, at times they 

increased and others decreased.  No pattern could be found regarding that.  

It was also noted that gender was not the only predictor of SH/SA but also the rank of E1 - E4. 

However, it was found that the first three indexes rank decreased the gender coefficient but not for the last 

two indexes of Sexual Coercion and Sexual Assault in which rank predominated.  All percentages 

decreased from 2006 to 2010. This may be due to training and policy implementation.    

PART 2: PERCEPTION OF MILITARY’S ORGANIZATIONAL TOLERANCE OF SH/SA  

The second part of this chapter aims to examine perceptions of the military’s organizational 

tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) as exhibited by factors such as reporting barriers, 

perceptions of the military’s senior leadership efforts to stop sexual harassment, perceptions of sexual 

harassment and sexual assault (SH/SA) training and its dissemination of knowledge, and perceptions of 

sexual assault as a problem in the nation and the military. Perceptions are affected not only by the 

individual but also the respondent’s social location and his/her interaction between one’s social location 

and broader social factors such as institutions such as the media or being in the military.  Participants’ 

perceptions of SH/SA could be affected by their group membership and their participation in the 

institutions of the military (Ewick and Silbey 1998; Sasson 1995).  Therefore, it is important to examine 

participants’ perceptions of the military’s OTSH, and what actions are being taken to address sexual 

harassment and sexual assault. 
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OTSH as Exhibited by Reporting Barriers 

The relationship between gender and perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexual harassment 

and assault (OTSH) as exhibited by reporting barriers for the individual was examined via proportions 

and logistic regression.  When investigating the perceptions of eight reporting barriers by gender, the 

three highest rates that emerged were fear of negative professional outcomes, fear of being labeled as a 

troublemaker, and did not think anything would be done.  Additionally, two questions were asked with 

regard to the perception that people would get away with SH/SA if reported.  

With regard to the reporting barriers of negative professional outcomes, fear of being labeled a 

troublemaker, and the perception that nothing would be done, women were found to have higher 

agreement rates than men.  Regarding the reporting barrier of negative professional outcomes, women 

agreed to this perception at 32.08 percent in 2006, which is more than double that of the men’s 

perspective, which was at 15.71 percent in 2006.  In 2010, this number increased for women to 34.37 and 

increased for men at 19.52 percent.   Please see Table 4.5. Being labeled as a troublemaker was another 

reporting barrier for women in 2006 with an agreement rate of 30.99 and men’s at 14.69 percent, 

respectively. In 2010, the agreement rates increased to 32.48 percent for women and 19.08 percent for 

men. The fear that nothing would be done affected 29.96 percent of women with regard to reporting a 

SH/SA compared to 18.48 percent of men in 2006.  These numbers increased in 2010 to 32.38 percent for 

women and 22.58 percent for men. For the above three reporting barriers, women were found to have two 

times the odds of men to agree with this statement for both 2006 and 2010.  All proportions increased 

from 2006 to 2010. 

With regard to the perception that people could get away with SH/SA if reported, women had a 

higher agreement rate than men.  When respondents were asked if people were able to get away with 

sexual harassment and sexual assault if reported, the agreement rates for women relative to getting away 

with sexual harassment was 58.65 percent, which decreased to 52.09 percent in 2010 versus men’s 

answers at 41.88 percent, which decreased to 35.88 percent in 2010.  For getting away with sexual 

assault, women perceived this to be the case at 43.24 percent in 2006, which decreased to 40.51 percent in 
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2010, versus men who agreed with a rate of 29.41 percent; that decreased to 27.17 percent in 2010.  With 

regard to odds ratios, perceptions of whether people would get away with SH/SA, women’s negative z-

scores indicate agreement in this case whereby for getting away with sexual harassment, women were 

found to have an odds ratio of 0.5 for both years.  For getting away with sexual assault, women in both 

years agreed 0.6 more than men that people were able to get away with sexual assault if reported 

compared to men.  Please see Table 4.6. 

Women had higher agreement rates and odds ratios for all of the reporting barriers and if people 

would get away with SH/SA, which means that women were more critical of the military.  This may be 

due women to being in a subordinated group in a hypermasculine environment; that would influence 

perceptions of what the military would do if they reported an incident.  All agreement rates increased 

from 2006 to 2010. It appears that those with less resources have more negative perceptions of the 

ability to report. Fitzgerald and researchers (1999a) note that by being in a lower rank leads to less 

power, status, and tenure.  Ewick and Silbey (1998) and Sasson (1995) note that individuals in 

marginalized groups have different orientations toward social problems.  This may be the case here in 

which women and individuals in the rank of E1 - E4 have fewer resources at their disposal and less belief 

that the military is actually going to do something regarding SH/SA. 

To summarize this second portion, the analyses evidenced that those with the most resources, 

men, will have a more positive attitude toward the ability to report.  It appears that when members were 

queried as to their perceptions of whether people would get away with SH/SA if reported, the people with 

fewer resources, in this instance women, had more agreement that these reporting barriers were real.   

OTSH as Exhibited By Perceptions of Efforts to Stop Sexual Harassment 

To examine perceptions of OTSH of the military’s leadership to stop and ameliorate the issue of 

sexual harassment, participants’ queries were studied as to whether those in various leadership roles 

(senior leadership of their service, senior leadership of their installation or ship, and their immediate 

supervisor) made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment regardless of what is said 

officially were investigated.  When asked about perceptions that the military’s leadership in their service, 
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installation, and immediate supervisor made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment, 

women disagreed or did not know in 2006 at a rate of 32-33 percent, while men were at 20 percent for all 

three types of leadership individuals.  For women, this decreased to 30-31 percent and for men to 18 

percent for all three agreement rates in 2010.  Therefore, women were less likely than men to agree that 

these individuals did everything in their power to make honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual 

harassment.  When logistic regression analysis was performed, it was found that for both years, women 

reported 1.7 times the odds of men of more disagreement to the perception people in leadership position 

in their service made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment than men.  With regard to 

people in leadership positions at their installation, women’s odds ratios for disagreement between 1.7 

times the odds of men for both years.  Refer to Table 4.5 for proportions/percentage and Table 4.6 for 

logistic regression outcomes. 

In conclusion, women had increased odds to disagree or not know if people in senior leadership 

positions in their service and installation made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment 

more than men. They also had higher odds not to believe that their immediate supervisor made honest and 

reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment more so than men. See Table 4.6 for further details. 

Perceptions of Sexual Harassment and Sexual Assault Training – Dissemination of Knowledge 

With regard to SH/SA training that the military offered for male and female participants, 

participants were queried as to whether they had military training during the past 12 months on topics 

related to sexual harassment.  Both women and men were found to have the same amount of sexual 

harassment training (women at 92 percent in 2006 versus men at 94 percent in 2006; women at 94 percent 

in 2010 and men at 95 percent in 2010) ans sexual assault training in 2006 and 2010 (women at 87 

percent in 2006 versus men at 89 percent in 2006; women and men both at 92 percent in 2010).  Please 

see Table 4.5 for further details. 

Perceptions of Sexual Assault Training - Facets of Training 

Respondents were queried as to their perceptions of various facets of their sexual assault training 

with regard to their training provided information regarding the role of the chain-of-command in handling 
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sexual assaults, how to obtain medical care following a sexual assault, sexual assault is a mission 

readiness problem, identified the points of contact for reporting SA (e.g., Sexual Assault Response 

Coordinator or SARC, Victim Advocate), reporting options that were available if a sexual assault 

occurred, how to avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual assault, and what actions were 

considered sexual assault. It is important to note there was a high level of agreement on the facets of the 

military sexual assault training; however, women tended to disagree more than men on each statement 

regarding training.  The feeling overall was positive with regard to training in which both men and 

women agreed for both years that each of the training facets were taught at a rate of 98-99 percent.  The 

difference was very narrow for men and women.  Interestingly, there were many significant odds ratios 

for facets of training but the highest three are illuminated and are as follows. Sexual assault training 

teaches the role of the chain-of-command (OR: 3.40 in 2006; 2.53 in 2010), sexual assault is a mission 

readiness problem (OR: 3.23 in 2006 and 2.68 in 2010), and identifies point of contact for reporting 

sexual assault with odds ratios of 3.07 in 2006 and 1.90 in 2010.  Please see Table 4.5 for proportions and 

4.7 for further significant odds ratio relationships. 

Perceptions of Sexual Assault as a Problem in the Nation and the Military 

Proportions/percentages were performed for the relationship between gender and their 

perceptions of whether sexual assault in our nation and military had been more or less of a problem in the 

prior four years.  Survey respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault in their nation had 

become more or less of a problem in the last four years; female respondents had much higher agreement 

rate that sexual assault was more of a problem in the nation than four years ago at 34.96 percent compared 

to men who had an agreement rate of 23.19 percent.  These numbers increased in 2010 with women 

believing it is more of a problem at 39.33 and men at 26.52 percent. Women’s odds of believing sexual 

assault has become more of a problem within the last four years were 1.53 times the odds of men in 2006 

and basically stayed the same in 2010.  When respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault 

had become more or less of a problem in the last four years in the military, women believed it was more 

of a problem at 21.42 percent versus men at 11.91 percent in 2006.  These numbers increased to 29.45 
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and 17.44 percent, respectively, in 2010.  Via logistic regression analysis, women were found to report on 

average that they believed that sexual assault had become more of a problem in the military at 1.7 times 

the odds more than men in both 2006 and 2010.  Refer to Table 4.5 for raw proportions/percentage and 

Table 4.7 for logistic regression outcomes. 

PART 2: SUMMARY 

The objective of this research was to investigate the ways in which military sexual harassment 

and sexual assault (SH/SA) vary by gender, race, rank, and service and to study whether the incidences of 

manifestations of SH/SA changed from 2006 and 2010.  This chapter solely focuses on gender, which is 

in reference to the differences between men and women’s experience of the various manifestations of 

SH/SA.  The second objective was to study the perception by gender of the military’s organizational 

tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) by way of perceptions of reporting barriers are 

examined, perceptions of the military’s leaderships’ ability to confront and eradicate the problem of 

SH/SA, the availability of SH/SA training and their perceptions of this SH/SA training regarding 

dissemination of knowledge with regard to understanding what sexual assault is, training to avoid 

situations of sexual assault, reporting options, and so on.  Moreover, is important to investigate if the 

frequency of reporting has varied from 2006 and 2010 as many policies and anti-sexual harassment 

training, practices, and public service announcements (PSAs) had been implemented beginning in the 

years of 2005 and 2006 and continuing for several years by 2010, to see and gauge the effects of these 

changes.  How do men and women view reporting barriers for themselves and others, the ability of people 

to get away with sexual harassment and sexual assault, perception of military leadership to confront the 

problem of sexual harassment, available and efficacy of sexual harassment and sexual assault training, 

and how the military and nation are doing with regard to SH/SA compared to the prior four years? Does 

this vary by men and women?  This chapter began with five hypotheses below: 
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Hypotheses: 

H1: Women are more susceptible to SH/SA than men and are susceptible to all forms SH/SA.  

In sum, for every manifestation of SH/SA for all indexes, women’s agreement rates that certain 

behaviors occurred at least once was higher than men’s via proportions, logistic regression, and multiple 

hierarchical regression.  For the Sexual Harassment Index, Sexist Behavior Index, Unwanted Sexual 

Attention Index, women’s and men’s positive agreement rates decreased from 2006 to 2010.  For the 

Sexual Coercion Index, women’s agreement rates decreased in 2010 while men’s increased.  It is not 

surprising that men’s agreement rates increased, perhaps due to training beginning in 2005 onwards and 

other policy implementations by SAPRO including conferences, PSAs, and various other types of 

outreach.  Perhaps men may have recently become aware of the issue of SH/SA and its adherent problems 

from training, and it may not be an issues that solely affects women, but themselves also, while for 

women this knowledge has been more experiential. This knowledge may have been impacted by training 

as many men think sexual assault is part of hazing and may have learned the correct definition of sexual 

assault.  Also, perhaps due to training, men may know how sexual assault is defined and the military’s 

response to it may lead men to have propensity towards it SH/SA. 

For the Sexual Assault Index, women had higher agreement rates for uncompleted and 

completed sexual assault.  In 2010, for women the uncompleted sexual assault decreased, while for men, 

it remained the same.  For completed sexual assault, women’s agreement rates decreased, while men’s 

increased.  Therefore, for men’s sexual coercion and sexual assault, agreement rates in 2010 increased 

from 2006. Perhaps due to training and with knowledge of male sexual assault, men are responding more 

in 2010 due to various training and policies and awareness of reporting barriers than prior years.  Again, 

women have less organizational and sociocultural power and therefore are more vulnerable to SH/SA 

victimization.  Logistic regression provided further evidence of the difference by gender with regard to 

SH/SA behaviors.  Women had statistically significant odds ratios for the Sexist Behavior Index in which 

the odds ratios was the highest for women was 10.85 times the odds of men for being treated differently 

due to one’s gender.  Women also had statistically significant odds ratios for the rest of the indexes with 
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Unwanted Sexual Attention having the next highest odds ratios, followed by the Sexual Harassment 

Index, and Sexual Coercion followed by Sexual Assault Index.  Moreover, in examining hierarchical 

regression, the coefficient was the highest in Sexist Behavior Index, followed by Sexual Harassment 

Index, Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault.  It appears when rank was 

added, it decreased the coefficient.  It appears that rank may have an impact on gender while race and 

branch have little.   The current findings strongly supported hypothesis one. 

A potential mediation: E1 - E4 on Gender 

When comparing predictors of gender and the rank of E1 - E4 on sexual harassment and assault 

(SH/SA), a hierarchical multiple aggression analyses were employed.  A hierarchical multiple regression 

was used solely for SH/SA indexes.  Hierarchical regression analysis was used to investigate the 

relationship between a mediation relationship between gender and rank.  Results for both 2006 and 2010 

indicated that gender was a significant predictor for SH/SA indexes of Sexist Behavior Index, Sexual 

Harassment Index, Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, and rank was a significant predictor for Sexual 

Coercion and Sexual Assault.  The results do not support a partial mediation by rank to gender as it 

decreased the betas but only slightly for the first three indexes as gender was still a significant predictor 

for these first three indexes compared to rank; while rank was a higher predictor for Sexual Coercion 

Index and Sexual Assault indexes.  Please refer to this discussion earlier in this chapter.   

H2: Women perceive that there is more OTSH and believe there are more reporting barriers.  

When examining OTSH by gender, it was found that women had more fears of all the reporting 

barriers than men.  Explanations for not reporting included: fear of negative professional outcomes, fear 

of being labeled a troublemaker, and the perception that nothing would be done.  All proportions 

increased from 2006 to 2010.  Respondents must have become more aware of reporting barriers or less 

afraid to state the case.  All reporting barriers odds ratios decreased in 2010.  In all instances besides, not 

important enough to report in 2006, women had higher agreement rates, which means that women were 

more critical of the military.  This may be due to being in a subordinated group in a hypermasculine 

environment that would influence perceptions of what the military would do if they reported an incident.   
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It appears that those with more resources have more clear and positive perceptions of the ability to report 

than those with less have more of a negative perception towards reporting barriers.  Fitzgerald and 

colleagues (1999a) note that by being in a lower rank, this leads to less power, status, and tenure.  Ewick 

and Silbey (1998) and Sasson (1995) note that individuals in marginalized groups have different 

orientations toward social problems.  This may be the case here in which women and individuals in the 

rank of E1 - E4 have fewer resources at their disposal and less belief that the military is actually going to 

do something regarding SH/SA.  Additional reporting questions were asked, and women agreed more 

than men with the perception that people could get away with sexual harassment and sexual assault more 

so than men if reported. When respondents were asked if people were able to get away with sexual 

harassment and sexual assault if reported, the agreement rates for women with regard to getting away 

with sexual harassment was 60 percent, which decreased to 50 percent in 2010, versus men’s answers at 

40 percent (rounded) for both years.  For getting away with sexual assault, women perceived this to be the 

case at 40 percent for both years (rounded) in 2010, versus men who agreed with a rate of 30 percent for 

both years (rounded).   Again, not only is it less organizational power and sociocultural power, but it’s the 

groups perceptions that may affect the perception of the military’s OTSH regarding various reporting 

barriers. The current findings support hypothesis two. 

H3: Women perceive there is more OTSH than men and thereby believe less in the efforts made by 

senior leadership and immediate supervisors to curtail and ameliorate SH/SA. 

Women were found to disagree more than men that people in senior leadership positions in their 

service and installation made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment more than men. 

They also had higher odds not to believe that their immediate supervisor made honest and reasonable 

efforts to stop sexual harassment more so than men.  The proportions decreased for these from 2006 to 

2010. The factors that lead to this perception could be found again in theory while women have less 

organizational and sociocultural power and being in a subordinated group that may show their 

disagreement regarding people in power trying to fix the problem of sexual harassment and sexual assault. 
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Therefore, due to the statistics mentioned in this chapter regarding to the perception of leadership trying 

to stop SH/SA, the current findings supported hypothesis three. 

H4: Women perceive there is more OTSH than men and therefore perceive there is more OTSH and 

perceive that they had less sexual assault training than men, and learned from it less than men.  

Participants were asked if they had SH/SA training in the prior 12 months.  Both genders 

experienced very similar amounts of SH/SA training.  However, it was found by odds ratios that women 

disagreed at 0.8 times the odds of men that they had training.  As by 2010, the effects of SAPRO were in 

full swing and thereby may have led to increases for the belief albeit small for both men and women.  

Women may still be more critical of the training as they are a vulnerable group with less organizational 

and sociocultural power.  Additionally, no differences were found by gender with regard to agreement 

rates about sexual assault training imparting knowledge as to what actions are considered sexual assault, 

how to avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual assault, how to obtain medical care 

following a sexual assault, the role of the chain-of-command in handling sexual assaults, and reporting 

options available if a sexual assault occurred, and that sexual assault is a mission readiness problem.  

Both men and women agreed that training gave them this knowledge at 99 to 100 in 2006 and women 98 

to 99 percent in 2010.  Perhaps by both years, participants have seen the policy implementation and 

outreach in each year and have become more positive with regard to training.  The current findings do not 

support hypothesis four.  

H5: Women are more apt to believe that sexual assault is more of a problem in both the nation and 

military than men. 

When respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault in our nation has become more 

or less of a problem in the last four years, female respondents had 11 percent much higher agreement that 

sexual assault was more of a problem in the nation than the prior four years which increased to 13 percent 

in 2010. Women’s odds of believing sexual assault has become more of a problem within the last four 

years were 1.53 times the odds of men for both years.  Interestingly, both men and women believed that 

sexual assault in the nation was more of a problem than sexual assault in the military.  
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When respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault has become more or less of a 

problem in the last four years in the military, women believed 10 percent more than men that it was a 

more of a problem than the prior four years.  This gap increased to 12 percent in 2010.  Via logistic 

regression analysis, women were found to report on average that they believed that sexual assault has 

become more of a problem in the military 1.7 times the odds more than men in both 2006 and 2010.  Due 

to women’s social location and experiential knowledge along with less organizational and sociocultural 

power, women would be more apt to agree that sexual assault was more of a problem than men for both 

the nation and the military.  Incidentally, both women and men must have a belief in their training as the 

number showed that more believed that sexual assault was a problem in the nation than the military.   

Differences were seen by gender, and therefore the current findings support hypothesis five. 
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TABLE 4.1: Percentages of men and women agreeing that these behaviors occurred at least once, 2006 and 

2010 

Manifestations and Indexes 2006 2006 2010 2010 

Men Women Men Women 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Gender-related offensive terms 15.75 42.90 10.52 34.94 

Treated differently due to one’s gender 5.17 38.45 4.11 30.47 

Offensive sexist remarks 5.75 31.60 4.28 26.92 

Condescended to due to one’s gender 3.21 26.23 2.56 21.04 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Offensive stories and jokes 20.04 41.84 13.30 31.99 

Unwelcome attempts of discussion of sexual matters 13.35 29.44 8.89 23.40 

Offensive remarks about appearance or sexual activities. 9.28 27.07 7.35 21.87 

Offensive sexual gestures 8.64 25.98 6.04 19.41 

Unwanted Sexual Attention (USA) 

Unwanted attempts to form romantic and sexual relationship 3.20 20.89 2.36 17.22 

Continue to ask for dates even though one said “No” 2.25 18.09 1.86 14.76 

Touched in an uncomfortable way 2.85 12.90 2.38 9.33 

Intentionally cornered or leaned in a sexual way 1.98 10.51 1.67 7.54 

Sexual Coercion Index 

Bribery for sex 1.29 5.38 1.25 4.57 

Threaten retaliation for refusal to have sex 1.18 4.00 1.26 3.71 

Treated badly for refusal to have sex 1.16 4.38 1.24 3.76 

Implied promotion for having sex 1.07 3.11 1.11 2.58 

Sexual Assault Index 

Attempted uncompleted sexual assault 1.07 3.55 1.08 2.71 

Completed sexual assault .97 1.92 1.02 1.91 
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TABLE 4.2: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of SH/SA Behaviors and Indexes on Gender, in 2006 and 2010 

Gender Treated Offensive Discussion Attempt to Continually Bribery for Treated Attempted Completed 

Offensive differently stories or of sexual form asking for sex badly for & SA 

Terms due to jokes matters romantic & dates refusal to uncompleted 

gender sexual have sex SA 

relationship 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 

Women 3.79 *** 10.85 *** 2.77 *** 2.43 *** 6.84 *** 7.88 *** 3.05 *** 2.70 *** 2.19 *** 1.31 * 

(.12) (.46) (.08) (.08) (.36) (.48) (.27) (.25) (.22) (.15) 

2010 

Women 4.70 *** 10.66 *** 3.10 *** 2.99 *** 8.17 *** 8.44 *** 3.14 *** 2.57 *** 2.06 *** 1.52 *** 

(.17) (.51) (.10) (.12) (.51) (.57) (.28) (.24) (.21) (.17) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 

Note: Controlling for race, rank, and service. 
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TABLE 4.3: Percentages of Women and the Rank of E1-E4 Agreeing that These Behaviors Occurred At 

Least Once, 2006 and 2010 

Manifestations and Indexes 2006 2006 2010 2010 

Women E1-4 Women E1-4 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Gender-related offensive terms 42.90 35.48 34.94 26.10 

Treated differently due to one’s gender 38.45 25.30 30.47 19.53 

Gendered remarks 31.60 23.44 26.92 19.30 

Condescended to due to one’s gender 26.23 18.24 21.04 15.21 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Offensive stories and jokes 41.84 34.35 31.99 24.57 

Discussion of sexual matters 29.44 29.50 23.40 20.83 

Offensive remarks 27.07 30.70 21.87 21.04 

Sexual gestures 25.98 23.04 19.41 16.32 

Unwanted Sexual Attention (USA) 

Attempts to form romantic and sexual relationship 20.89 18.48 17.22 14.10 

Continue to ask for dates even though one said “No” 18.09 17.31 14.76 12.72 

Touched Victim 12.90 13.24 9.33 9.15 

Cornered or leaned in a sexual way 10.51 10.13 7.54 7.16 

Sexual Coercion Index 

Bribery for sex 5.38 6.62 4.57 5.09 

Threaten retaliation for refusal to have sex 4.00 5.39 3.71 4.33 

Treated badly for refusal to have sex 4.38 5.89 3.76 4.56 

Implied promotion for having sex 3.11 4.72 2.58 3.43 

Sexual Assault Index 

Attempted uncompleted sexual assault 3.55 5.67 2.71 3.62 

Completed sexual assault 1.92 3.64 1.91 2.92 
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TABLE 4.4: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of SH/SA Behaviors on Gender and Rank, 2006 and 2010 

Gender-related Treated “differently" Offensive sexual Discussion Unwanted attempts to Continued to ask you for 

offensive terms because of your gender? stories or jokes? of sexual establish a romantic dates, even though you 

matters sexual relationship? said "No"? 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 

Women 3.79 *** 10.85 *** 2.77 *** 2.43 *** 6.84 *** 7.88 *** 

(.12) (.46) (.08) (.08) (.37) (.48) 

E1 - E4 2.10 *** 1.96 *** 1.53 *** 2.52 *** 2.94 *** 3.34 *** 

(.14) (.19) (.09) (.18) (.33) (.43) 

2010 

Women 4.69 *** 10.66 *** 3.10 *** 3.30 *** 8.17 *** 8.44 *** 

(.17) (.51) (.10) (.12) (.50) (.57) 

E1 - E4 1.71 *** 1.91 *** 1.52 *** 2.15 *** 3.30 *** 3.57 *** 

(.15) (.23) (.12) (.20) (.54) (.66) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 

Note: Controlling for race and service. 

. 
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TABLE 4.5: Percentages of Perceptions of OTSH for Men and Women, 2006 and 2010 2006 2006 2010 2010 

Men Women Men Women 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Reasons for not reporting 

Negative professional outcomes 15.71 32.08 19.52 34.37 

Fear of being labeled a troublemaker 14.69 30.99 19.08 32.48 

Fear that nothing would be done 18.48 29.96 22.58 32.38 

Would people get away with SH if reported 41.88 58.65 35.88 52.09 

Would people get away with SA if reported 29.41 43.24 27.17 40.51 

OTSH has Exhibited By Perceptions of Efforts to Stop Sexual Harassment 

No/I don’t know 
Honest & reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment by senior leadership of your service 20.12 33.15 17.98 30.11 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment by senior leadership of your 19.81 33.26 18.33 30.74 

installation/ship 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment by your immediate supervisor 19.86 32.00 18.29 29.65 

Perceptions of SH/SA Training – Dissemination of Knowledge 

Military training during the past 12 months on topics related to sexual harassment 93.56 92.00 94.66 93.57 

Military training during the past 12 months on topics related to sexual assault 88.51 87.01 91.95 91.50 

Facets of Training 

What actions are considered sexual assault. 100.00 99.00 100.00 99.00 

Avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual assault. 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 

Obtain medical care following a sexual assault. 99.00 98.00 99.00 98.00 

The role of the chain-of-command in handling sexual assaults. 99.00 98.00 99.00 98.00 

Reporting options available if a sexual assault occurs. 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 

Identifies the points of contact for reporting sexual assault 99.00 98.00 99.00 98.00 

Sexual assault is a mission readiness problem. 99.00 98.00 99.00 98.00 

Perceptions of SA as a Problem in the Nation and the Military 

Sexual assault in nation become more of a problem over the last 4 years? 23.19 34.96 26.52 39.33 

Sexual assault in the military become more of a problem over the last 4 years? 11.91 21.42 17.44 29.45 
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TABLE 4.6: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of Perceptions of OTSH on Gender, 2006 and 2010 - Perceptions of Reporting Barriers & Attempts 

to Stop SH/SA 

Nothing Negative Labeled a Would people Would people Efforts to stop Efforts to stop Efforts to stop SH  by 

would be professional troublemaker get away with get away with SH by senior SH by senior your immediate 

done outcomes SH SA leadership of leadership of supervisor 

your service your installation 

or ship 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 

Women 1.74 *** 2.33 *** 2.43 *** -.54 *** -.62 *** 1.69 *** 1.73 *** 1.64 *** 

(.09) (.13) (.14) (.02) (.02) (.05) (.05) (.05) 

2010 

Women 1.52 *** 2.05 *** 1.93 *** -.53 *** -.60 *** 1.65 *** 1.68 *** 1.61 *** 

(.09) (.12) (.12) (.01) (.02) (.05) (.05) (.05) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for race, rank, and service. 

TABLE 4.7: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of Perceptions of OTSH on Gender, 2006 and 2010 – Facets of Training and Perceptions of SA in 

Nation and Military 

What Avoid Obtain Role of Reportin Identifies the SA is a SA in nation SA in military 

actions are situations that medical care chain-of- g options points of mission more of a more of a 

SA. might following command in if a SA contact for readiness problem over problem over 

increase risk SA. handling SA. occurs. reporting SA problem. last 4 years? last 4 years? 

of SA. 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 

Women 1.90 *** 2.04 *** 2.09 *** 3.40 *** 2.41 *** 3.07 *** 3.23 *** 1.53 *** 1.74 *** 

(.34) (.28) (.24) (.44) (.35) (.41) (.42) (.05) (.08) 

2010 

Women 1.32 1.65 *** 1.64 *** 2.53 *** 1.65 ** 1.90 *** 2.68 *** 1.55 *** 1.72 *** 

(.26) (.23) (.19) (.32) (.25) (.27) (.36) (.05) (.07) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 

Note: Controlling for race, rank, and service. 
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TABLE 4.8: Multivariable Hierarchical Multiple Regressions of 2006 Survey by Gender for SH/SA Indexes 

2006 Model 1 Female Model 2 + Minority Model 3 + Rank Model 4 + Service 

ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Female 1.09 *** (.01) 1.09 *** (.01) 1.05 *** (.01) 1.06 *** (.01) 

Minority .02 (.01) .01 (.01) -.01 (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.23 *** (.02) -.22 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.29 *** (.03) -.35 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.19 *** (.02) -.18 *** (.03) 

O4 - O6 -.35 *** (.02) -.35 *** (.02) 

Army .24 *** (.02) 

Navy .23 *** (.02) 

Marine .28 *** (.02) 

Coast Guard .19 *** (.02) 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Female .73 *** (.02) .72 *** (.02) .66 *** (.02) .66 *** (.02) 

Minority .06 *** (.02) .02 (.02) .00 *** (.02) 

E5 - E9 -.32 *** (.02) -.33 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.43 *** (.03) -.52 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.32 *** (.03) -.33 *** (.03) 

O4 - O6 -.55 *** (.02) -.56 *** (.02) 

Army .28 *** (.02) 

Navy .28 *** (.02) 

Marine .20 *** (.03) 

CG .23 *** (.03) 

USA Index 

Female .52 *** (.01) .51 *** (.01) .47 *** (.01) .47 *** (.01) 

Minority .10 *** (.01) .07 *** (.01) .05 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.26 *** (.01) -.26 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.28 *** (.02) -.36 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.29 *** (.02) -.29 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.39 *** (.02) -.41 *** (.02) 

Army .19 *** (.01) 

Navy .15 *** (.01) 

Marine .11 *** (.02) 

CG .04 * (.02) 

Sexual Coercion 

Female .12 *** (.01) .11 *** (.01) .09 *** (.01) .09 *** (.01) 

Minority .06 *** (.01) .05 *** (.01) .04 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.13 *** (.01) -.13 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.15 *** (.01) -.18 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.17 *** (.01) -.17 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.18 *** (.01) -.19 *** (.01) 

Army .07 *** (.01) 

Navy .07 *** (.01) 

Marine .03 ** (.01) 

CG .01 (.01) 

Sexual Assault 

Female .03 *** (.00) .03 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

Minority .02 *** (.00) .01 *** (.00) .01 *** (.00) 

E5 - E9 -.06 *** (.00) -.06 *** (.00) 

W1 - W5 -.07 *** (.01) -.08 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.07 *** (.00) -.07 *** (.00) 

O4 - O6 -.08 *** (.00) -.08 *** (.00) 

Army .02 *** (.00) 

Navy .02 *** (.00) 

Marine .01 (.01) 

CG .00 (.01) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for race, rank, and service. 
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TABLE 4.9: Multivariable Hierarchical Multiple Regressions of 2010 Survey by Gender for SH/SA Indexes 

2010 Model 1 Female Model 2 + Minority Model 3 + Rank Model 4 + Service 

ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Female .93 *** (.01) .93 *** (.01) .90 *** (.01) .93 *** (.01) 

Minority -.03 *** (.01) -.03 * (.01) -.05 ** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.17 *** (.02) -.16 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.19 *** (.02) -.26 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.07 ** (.02) -.06 ** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.22 *** (.02) -.19 *** (.02) 

Army .35 *** (.02) 

Navy .32 *** (.02) 

Marine .41 *** (.02) 

CG .28 *** (.03) 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Female .62 *** (.01) .61 *** (.01) .57 *** (.01) .59 *** (.01) 

Minority .01 (.01) -.00 (.01) -.02 (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.23 *** (.02) -.22 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.28 *** (.03) -.36 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.15 *** (.02) -.15 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.34 *** (.02) -.33 *** (.02) 

Army .34 *** (.02) 

Navy .31 *** (.02) 

Marine .30 *** (.02) 

CG .25 *** (.03) 

USA Index 

Female .40 *** (.01) .40 *** (.01) .37 *** (.01) .38 *** (.01) 

Minority .03 ** (.01) .01 (.01) -.00 (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.19 *** (.01) -.18 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.20 *** (.02) -.26 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.21 *** (.01) -.20 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.26 *** (.02) -.25 *** (.02) 

Army .22 *** (.01) 

Navy .19 *** (.01) 

Marine .19 *** (.01) 

CG .13 *** (.02) 

Sexual Coercion 

Female .10 *** (.01) .09 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) 

Minority .04 *** (.01) .02 *** (.01) .02 ** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.10 *** (.01) -.09 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.12 *** (.01) -.15 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.13 *** (.01) -.12 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.14 *** (.01) -.13 *** (.01) 

Army .11 *** (.01) 

Navy .08 *** (.01) 

Marine .09 *** (.01) 

CG .05 *** (.01) 

Sexual Assault 

Female .03 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

Minority .01 *** (.00) .01 * (.00) .01 (.00) 

E5 - E9 -.04 *** (.00) -.04 *** (.00) 

W1 - W5 -.05 *** (.01) -.06 *** (.00) 

O1 - O3 -.05 *** (.00) -.05 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.06 *** (.00) -.05 *** (.00) 

Army .03 *** (.00) 

Navy .03 *** (.00) 

Marine .03 *** (.00) 

CG .01 ** (.01) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for race, rank, and service. 
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CHAPTER 5: RACE 

OVERVIEW OF RACE’S RELATIONSHIP TO SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND SEXUAL 
ASSAULT 

Race has been found to have an effect on sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) victimization 

(Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2006; Buchanan, Settles, and Woods 2008; Firestone and Harris 2009; 

Fitzgerald et al. 1999a; Pershing 2003; Street et al. 2007).  For the purpose of this study, race is 

comprised of two categories: non-Hispanic white (hereafter referred to as “white”) or minority.  This 

section examines the ways in which race affects the various incidences of SH/SA via indexes through the 

use of descriptive data and statistics, to include logistic and multiple regression.  To recapitulate, the 

indexes I created for this research are: Sexual Harassment, Sexist Behavior, Unwanted Sexual Attention, 

Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault.  Please refer to Appendix A for further description of the indexes.  

These were regressed via multiple regression (OLS).  Additionally, proportions were examined and 

logistic regression was conducted on each of the SH/SA variables.  Additionally, this research also 

investigates perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) and the 

ways they differ by race in the survey years of 2006 and 2010. 

Through all of the indexes, minority respondents yielded the highest agreement rates.  As noted in 

previous chapters, as the severity of the behaviors increased, the incidences decreased for all independent 

variables (gender, rank, service, and race).  However, as the severity of SH/SA increased, minority 

respondents still experienced these incidences more than whites. 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS/QUESTION 

There are two objectives in this chapter, the first of which is to examine the types of sexual 

harassment and sexual assault (SH/SA) that occur in the military and to determine differences in 

agreement rates for respondents by race in the survey years of 2006 and 2010. These two survey years 

are important to study as many organizational changes and policy implementations initiated in 2005 by 

the establishment of SAPRO (Sexual Assault and Prevention Response Office) and the option of the 
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restricted reporting which escalated into other anti-sexual harassment and assault changes occurred.  The 

second objective is to examine the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault 

(OTSH) as measured by perceptions of reporting barriers, training, and the military’s leadership’s ability 

to confront and eradicate the problem of SH/SA. Therefore, differences in views of OTSH are 

investigated by race. Furthermore, it is important to explore if the frequency of reporting differed in 2010 

as compared to 2006, as many military anti-sexual harassment policies had been implemented in 

conjunction with training and practices, conferences, and public service announcements.  The changes 

that began with the establishment SAPRO may have taken years to measure, and perhaps by the survey 

year 2010, effects had not been seen.  It is important to measure the 2006 and 2010 respondents’ 

perceptions of these implementations.  The last question examined active duty members’ perceptions in 

both the military and as a nation to determine whether they believed sexual assault was more or less of a 

problem from the prior four years. 

SPECIFIC HYPOTHESES 

Below are five hypotheses that encapsulate this study’s research questions.  These hypotheses 

will be revisited at the end of the chapter to gauge whether the obtained statistical evidence can support 

them. 

H1: Minority service members are more susceptible to SH/SA than white service members. 

H2: Minority service members perceive there is more OTSH and believe there are more reporting barriers than white 

service members. 

H3: Minority service members believe there is more OTSH and further perceive less than white service members in 

efforts by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA. 

H4: Minority service members believe there is more OTSH and therefore believe less than white service members 

that they had sexual assault training, and learned from it less than white respondents. 

H5: Minority service members are more apt to believe sexual assault is more of a problem in both the nation and 

military than white service members. 

DATA AND METHODS 

For the 2006 survey, there were initially 86,213 potential respondents of which 55,580 

observations were excluded due to missing gender, race, rank, and service.  Out of the 86,213 who were 

contacted, 30,633 (35.53 percent) returned surveys with the key information regarding gender, race, rank, 

and service.  However, race amounted to 30,510 (35.38 percent; a difference of 123, which was deleted 
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due to nonresponse solely for race) respondents in 2006 and was comprised of 19,692 (64.54 percent) 

white respondents and 10,818 (35.46 percent) minority respondents. The 2010 dataset had 90,391 

potential participants of which 60,029 were deleted due to missing gender, race, rank, and service.  Out of 

the 90,391 who were contacted, 30,362 (33.59 percent) returned surveys with the key information 

regarding gender, race, rank, and service.  This brought the sample down to 30,362; however, race 

amounted to 30,281 (33.50 percent; a difference of 81, which was deleted due to nonresponse solely for 

race) participants, which was comprised of 18,357 (60.62 percent) white respondents and 11,924 (39.38 

percent) minority respondents.  For the first portion of this research regarding the types and 

manifestations of SH/SA behaviors, the statistical analyses used were proportions/percentages, 

hierarchical multiple regression (OLS), and logistic regression.  With regard to perceptions of OTSH, 

percentages and logistic regression were used.  P-values were noted for .05 and above, less than .05, less 

than .01, and less than .001. 

PART 1: RACE AND SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT BEHAVIORS 

In this section, I present an advanced examination of the relationship between the sexual 

harassment and assault (SH/SA) indexes and key predictors using proportions, logistic regression, and 

hierarchical multiple regression. The indexes for agreement rates (agreement that a certain behavior 

occurred at least once) from highest to lowest are as follows: Sexual Harassment Index, Sexist Behavior 

Index, Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, Sexual Coercion Index, and Sexual Assault Index.  This was 

first examined by raw means/proportions by race, followed by logistic regression and, lastly, multiple 

regression (OLS).  Only the top two highest agreement responses will be covered for each index in this 

section and discussion.  As previously stated, gender and the rank of E1 - E4 predominates these indexes 

from a broader perspective; however, race is one of the predictor variables and therefore needs to be 

explored for differences in responses.  

Sexual Harassment Index 

With regard to the Sexual Harassment Index, minority respondents had higher agreement rates 

over white participants for each instance of sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) behaviors, not only in 
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this index but all indexes via means/proportions testing.  This index encompassed behaviors from 

offensive stories or jokes, discussion of sexual matters, offensive remarks, and sexual gestures, whereby 

the top two manifestations were offensive stories and jokes and discussion of sexual matters.  See Table 

5.1 for all proportions/percentages. In 2006, respondents agreed to offensive stories or jokes the most, 

whereby minority agreement rates were at 29.26 percent versus white participants at 25.08 percent.  By 

2010, both agreement rates decreased to 23.04 and 19.45 percent, respectively. When analyzing logistic 

regression via odds ratio, race and offensive stories and jokes were not statistically significant for both 

2006 and 2010. Please see Table 5.2 for logistic regression outcomes. The second highest agreement for 

SH/SA manifestation for this index was discussion of sexual matters; minority respondents had a higher 

agreement rate for this behavior (2006: 21.28 percent; 2010: 16.62 percent) while white respondents had 

agreement rates of 16.51 percent and 13.58 percent in 2006 and 2010, respectively.  Please see Table 5.2 

for more detailed information. When analyzing odds ratios for this behavior, the differences between 

minority and white respondents were statistically insignificant for both years.  

When examining this index by race, minority respondents had to confront more sexual 

harassment behaviors than white participants.  Between the years of 2006 and 2010, all of these 

agreement rates decreased.  This may have been due to SH/SA training.  Interestingly, when a logistic 

regression was analyzed, the only statistically significant relationship seen was offensive remarks in 

which minorities had a negative z-score, whereby minority participants heard offensive remarks 0.9 times 

the odds less than white survey participants.  There does not appear to be much difference for offensive 

remarks when raw means/proportions were conducted only by 3 to 4 percent.  Additionally, this coincides 

with literature that minority respondents are less harassed on lower levels of SH/SA (Buchanan, Settles, 

and Woods 2008); however, when the sexual harassment increases in severity, minority participants 

become the target of harassment. 

When a multiple regression was conducted for this index, it appears that race is the weakest 

predictor with a coefficient of 0.16 (SE=.02, p-value < .001) when it is the sole variable in the model.  

When gender is added to the model, the race coefficient decreased to 0.06 (SE=.02, p-value < .001) while 
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gender (ß=.72, SE=.02, p-value < .001) and other variables are higher than race throughout most of the 

indexes for both years.  When rank is added, minority became statistically insignificant.  In 2010, the 

minority coefficient decreased from 0.16 in 2006 to 0.12 (SE=.01, p-value < .001) in 2010 when it was 

the sole predictor of sexual harassment. When gender, rank, and service are added, minority becomes 

statistically insignificant. However, as reflected in the table for the more severe forms of SH/SA, the 

coefficients become more statistically significant.  Please see Tables 5.6 and 5.7 for 2006 and 2010 

multiple regression (OLS) outcomes.  

Sexist Behavior Index 

Minority respondents lead this index, which was comprised of gender-related offensive terms, 

treated differently due to gender, gendered remarks, and condescension due to gender.  The top two 

behaviors agreed upon are gender-related offensive terms and being treated differently due to gender.  

Minority participants experienced these behaviors more than white respondents both in 2006 and 2010.  

For gender-related offensive terms, this was led by a minority agreement rate at 26.69 percent versus a 

white agreement rate of 22.32 percent, which decreased to 23.22 and 18.58 percent in 2010, respectively.  

Logistic regression could not be conducted, as there was no significant relationship between race and 

gender-related offensive terms for both years.  For being treated differently due to gender, minority 

respondents had the higher agreement rate please see Table 5.1 for details.  Again, logistic regression 

could not be analyzed, as there was not a significant relationship between race and this variable in 2006.  

Please see Table 5.2 at the end of the chapter.   

When a multiple regression (OLS) was run, race, as a single predictor for sexist behavior, had a 

coefficient of 0.17 (SE=.01, p-value < .001); however, when gender was added to this model, gender, 

rank, and service became statistically insignificant.  In relation to the 2010 survey, the race coefficient 

dropped to 0.13 (SE=.02, p-value < .001), and an interesting pattern occurred.  When gender was added, 

the coefficient became -0.02 and was not statistically significant for 2010. However, when rank and 

service were added, it became statistically significant at -0.03 (with the addition of rank) and -0.05 (with 

the addition of service).  Race had the lowest coefficient in these saturated models.  This falls in line with 
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the literature as it states that minority service members have less sexual harassment at its less severe 

levels. Please see Tables 5.6 and 5.7 for 2006 and 2010 multiple regression outcomes.  

Unwanted Sexual Attention 

Unwanted Sexual Attention was the next index with attempts to form sexual relations, 

continually asking for dates, touched victim, and cornered or leaned over victim in a sexual way.  With 

regard to this index, minority respondents had higher agreement rates again.  From 2006 to 2010, the 

agreement rates decreased for minority participants.  For white respondents, the agreement rates increased 

by 2010 for the behaviors of attempt to form sexual relationships and continue to ask for dates; however, 

the differences from minority service members were not vast. With regard to attempting to form sexual 

relationships, minority had almost twice the agreement rate of white service members at 12.06 percent 

versus 6.63 percent.  The minority agreement rate decreased to 10.10 percent in 2010 while white 

agreement rates increased to 7.25 percent.  The odds ratio for this outcome was not statistically significant 

in 2010.  For the behavior of continually being asked for dates even though one had already declined, 

minority participants had twice the amount of white participants (2006: minority respondent agreement 

rates was 10.77 percent while white respondents had an agreement rate of 5.03 percent).  Please see Table 

5.2. By 2010, this decreased for minority respondents to 9.02 percent while white respondents increased 

to 5.84 percent.  Again, the odds ratio for 2006 but was not statistically significant.  Therefore, a 

comparison between 2006 and 2010 could not be conducted.  

In 2006, when examining the Unwanted Sexual Attention Index via multiple regression (OLS), 

minority was found to have a coefficient of 0.17 (SE=.01, p-value < .001). When gender was added, it 

decreased to 0.10 (SE=.01, p-value < .001) while gender had a coefficient of 0.51 (SE=.01, p-value < 

.001). When rank and service was added, it further decreased.  This was the lowest coefficient, with the 

exception of the service branch of Coast Guard, which was lower.  Please see Table 5.6.  The same 

patterns occurred for minority in 2010 except with lower coefficients.   Please see Table 5.7. 

For this index, for both years, minority participants had to face various forms of sexual 

harassment behaviors. For minority, there was a decrease in agreement rates in 2010, but for white 
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service members, there was a decrease in only two out of the four behaviors (for the behaviors of attempt 

for form sexual relationships and continue to ask for dates).    

Sexual Coercion Index 

The top two manifestations for the Sexual Coercion Index reflects behaviors such as bribery for 

sex, and threatened retaliation for refusal to have sex. When examining by race, minority service 

members had higher agreement rates for all of the SH/SA manifestations, which decreased by 2010. 

However, all of the white participants agreement rates increased by 2010, but they still trailed minority 

respondents.  When survey participants were asked if they had been bribed with some sort of reward or 

special treatment to engage in sexual behavior, the minority agreement rate via raw means/proportions 

was 4.04 percent compared to the white agreement rate of 1.73 percent. In 2010, the minority agreement 

rate decreased to 3.61 percent while the white agreement rate increased to 1.97 percent. When a logistic 

regression was analyzed, while women had a 3 times the odds of being bribed than men, in 2006, 

minority participants were found to have 1.50 times the odds of white respondents of reporting of being 

bribed for sexual behavior, and, in 2010, this decreased to 1.27 times the odds of reporting this than white 

respondents.  For threatened retaliation for refusal to comply with request for sex, minority service 

members had higher agreement rates (2006: minority had a 3.22 agreement rate versus white respondents 

at 1.40; 2010 minority had an agreement rate of 3.14 versus 1.41 percent, respectively).   Please see Table 

5.2 for further information.  When odds ratios were examined threatened with retaliation for sexual 

noncooperation, a significant difference in race was found as minority respondents had 1.56 times the 

odds of white service members in 2006 and a 1.32 times the odds in 2010. 

In 2006, when examining the Sexual Coercion Index by race via multiple regression (OLS), the 

minority variable was found to have a coefficient of 0.07 (SE=.01, p-value < .001).  When gender, rank, 

and service is added, it decreases slightly to 0.06 (SE=.01, p-value < .001), 0.05 (SE=.01, p-value < .001), 

and 0.04 (SE=.01, p-value < .001), respectively. Marines and Coast Guard were lower than minority in 

2006. When comparing minority status and gender to sexual coercion, the gender coefficient is 0.11.  

When examining 2010, the coefficient for the sexual coercion coefficient for solely minority decreased at 
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0.05 (SE=.01, p-value < .001). When gender, rank, and service were added, it decreased slightly to 0.04 

(SE=.01, p-value < .001), 0.03 (SE=.01, p-value < .001), and 0.02 (SE=.01, p-value < .01), respectively.  

Rank has the biggest impact on being a victim of sexual coercion. In 2010, it is the lowest coefficient of 

all for this index.  Please refer to Tables 5.6 and 5.7 for further information. 

For 2006 to 2010, minority participants predominated this index along with all others for race 

followed by women.  Minority service members decreased their agreement rates by 2010; however, all 

behaviors for this index increased for white participants.  This may have to do with SH/SA training.  

Significant relationships were found between race and bribery for sexual cooperation, threatened with 

retaliation, and implication of faster promotions for being sexually cooperative.  In all of these cases, the 

odds ratios decreased in 2010.  As in the literature, as the severity of sexual harassment increases, the 

more it occurs for minority respondents. 

Sexual Assault Index 

This last index has the most severe manifestations of SH/SA behavior and followed the previous 

index with respect to racial patterns as minority participants scored higher, and agreement rates decreased 

from 2006 to 2010. White agreement rates increased by 2010.  Again, it could be the case that white 

participants became more aware of these issues due to SH/SA training while minority service members 

perhaps encountered this more often and were more knowledgeable of it. With regard to attempted but 

uncompleted sexual assault, 2.67 percent of minority respondents stated that this occurred at least once 

while 1.36 percent of white respondents stated this happened at least once.  This decreased for minority 

participants in 2010 to 2.23 and increased for white service members to 1.44 percent.  An odds ratio was 

found in 2006 of 1.32; however, it could not be compared to 2010 as the odds ratio was not statistically 

significant.  Therefore, both years could not be compared.  With regard to completed sexual assault, 1.83 

percent of minority service members stated that this occurred at least once while 0.96 percent of white 

participants stated this was the case.  In 2010, this decreased to 1.80 percent for minority respondents and 

increased to 1.12 percent for white respondents. Via logistic regression, an odds ratio of 1.44 for minority 

was found but odds ratios were not significant for 2010.  
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This index was predominated by minority participants.  Minority agreement rates for completed 

and uncompleted sexual assault in 2010 were double that of white service members in 2006.  While the 

agreement rates decreased for minority respondents in 2010, they increased for white participants in 2010. 

The odds ratios were significant for 2006 but not 2010.  When examining minority in 2006 as a single 

predictor of sexual assault via multiple regression, the coefficient was 0.02 (SE=.00, p-value < .001).  

When gender was added, it remained the same at 0.02 (SE=.00, p-value < .001); with rank and service, it 

was 0.01 (SE=.01, p-value < .001 for both rank and service).  In 2010, the coefficients were the same with 

the exception that service was not statistically significant. 

PART 1: SUMMARY 

All of the SH/SA indexes showed that minority respondents had higher agreement rates for 

SH/SA behaviors.  Additionally, for each index by 2010, all agreement rates decreased in 2010 for 

minority.  This occurred while most indexes agreement rates increased for white respondents by 2010, 

with the exception of Sexual Harassment Index where offensive stories and jokes and discussion of sexual 

matters decreased, and in the Sexist Behavior Index, where gender-related offensive terms decreased.  

This could be due to policy enactments by 2010 as well as training initiatives.  Perhaps there were truly 

fewer SH/SA incidences by 2010.  However, when analyzing logistic regression for Sexual Harassment 

Index and Sexist Behavior, the top two manifestations in this index were not statistically significant.  

Therefore, the responses were too similar.  When a multiple regression was conducted for the Sexual 

Harassment Index and Sexist Behavior, it appears that race was the weakest predictor. This index is 

mostly statistically insignificant with the exception of offensive remarks about one’s appearance, body, or 

sexual activities. 

For the 2006 and 2010 Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, minority participants were confronted 

with various forms of SH/SA behaviors.  For minority, there was a decrease in 2010, but for white 

respondents there was a decrease in only two out of the four behaviors (for the behaviors of attempt for 

form sexual relationships and continue to ask for dates).  Odds ratios could be compared for 2006 but not 

for 2010.  The multiple regression analysis shows how low the minority coefficient is when there is a 
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statistically significant relationship.  Beginning with this index, there are more statistically significant 

relationships, albeit few, between race and sexual harassing and assaultive behaviors. 

For the Sexual Coercion Index, minority respondents predominated this index along with all 

others for race, which were then followed by women.  Minority service members decreased their 

agreement rates by 2010; however, all behaviors for this index increased for white service members.  This 

may have to do with training.  Significant relationships were found between race and bribery for sexual 

cooperation, threatened with retaliation, and implication of faster promotions for being sexually 

cooperative.  In all of these cases, the odds ratios for the top two manifestations were statistically 

significant; however, the odds ratio decreased in 2010.  As in the literature, as the severity of sexual 

harassment increases, the more it occurs for minority participants. 

The Sexual Assault Index was predominated by minority respondents.  It appears that minority 

numbers for completed and uncompleted sexual assault were double that of white participants in 2006.  

While the agreement rates decreased for minority service members in 2010, they increased for white 

respondents in 2010. The odds ratios were significant for 2006 but not 2010.  When examining minority 

in 2006 as a single predictor of sexual assault, the coefficient was 0.02. When gender is added, it 

remained 0.02; with rank and service, it decreased 0.01.  In 2010, the coefficients were the same with the 

exception that service was not statistically significant.  Another thing to consider is the impact of rank.  

This may have been an intervening variable.  When looking at gender, rank was considered, and when 

looking at race, this must also be considered as both women and minority participants are found in the 

lower ranks and thereby have less organizational and sociocultural power, rendering them more 

vulnerable to SH/SA victimization. 

PART 2: PERCEPTION OF MILITARY’S ORGANIZATIONAL TOLERANCE OF SEXUAL 

HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT 

The second part of this chapter aims to examine perceptions of the military’s organizational 

tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) as exhibited by reporting barriers, perceptions of the 

military’s senior leadership efforts to stop sexual harassment, perceptions of sexual harassment and sexual 
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assault (SH/SA) training and its dissemination of knowledge.  Additionally, respondents’ opinions of the 

problem of sexual assault in the nation and the military were also studied.  Perceptions are affected by not 

only by one’s perceptions but also his/her social location and interactions among broader social factors. 

These factors include but are not limited to societal institutions such as the media or the military in 

addition to group membership. In this case, we are looking at participants’ race and their perceptions of 

military SH/SA and how it could be affected by their group membership and their participation in the 

institutions of the military (Ewick and Silbey 1998; Sasson 1995).  

OTSH as Exhibited by Reporting Barriers 

The relationship between race and perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexual harassment 

and assault (OTSH) as exhibited by reporting barriers was examined via proportions and logistic 

regression.  When investigating race and perception of reporting barriers, the top three highest agreement 

rates out of the eight offered are fear that nothing would be done, negative professional outcomes, and the 

fear of being labeled as a troublemaker.  Additionally, two questions were asked with regard to the 

perception that people would get away with SH/SA if reported.  Minority respondents scored higher than 

white respondents for both years.  These numbers decreased in 2010.   

The belief that nothing would be done was the most popular agreement rate with an agreement 

in 2006 by minority service members at 25.90 and for white service members at 22.85 percent.  In 2010, 

the numbers increased for both minority and white participants at 30.68 and 26.86 percent, respectively. 

No significant differences were found in odds ratios between minority and white service members for one 

or both years for these variables along with negative professional outcomes and fear of being labeled a 

troublemaker.  Negative professional outcomes followed with an agreement rate in 2006 for minority 

service members at 25.60 percent compared to white participants at 22.34 percent.  This increased in 2010 

for both at 31.39 and 26.31 percent, respectively. When asked about non-reporting of a SH/SA due to the 

fear of being labeled a troublemaker, minority participants had an agreement rate of 24.46 percent in 2006 

versus white participants at 21.34 percent.  In 2010, this increased to 29.94 and 25.08 percent, 

respectively.  

81 



 
 

      

 

   

  

 

    

  

   

   

   

  

    

 

 

   

  

  

   

  

   

 

   

  

   

The reasons for non-reporting had a higher agreement by minority participants for both years of 

2006 and 2010.  It could be through training that perhaps respondents were able to learn and know about 

reporting barriers.  With regard to odds ratios, there were many out of the eight including negative 

professional outcomes, and fear of being labeled a troublemaker were not statistically significant in 2006 

but were statistically significant in 2010.  These years could not be compared against each other.  It could 

be that race is not a strong predictor as we had seen with regard to SH/SA manifestations.  

The next part of OTSH of perceived reporting barriers was relative to the perception that people 

get away with sexual harassment and sexual assault if reported; minority respondents had higher 

agreement rates than white participants.  With regard to getting away with sexual harassment, minority 

respondents had a 50.10 percent agreement rate in 2006 versus 45.09 percent for white service members.  

These numbers decreased in 2010 to 43.62 and 41.59 percent, respectively.  In looking at odds ratios, 

minority service members had a 0.94 times the odds of agreement with this statement than white 

respondents.  There was no significant relationship for 2010 found via logistic regression; therefore, a 

comparison could not be made between the years.  Please refer to Tables 5.3 and 5.4 for proportions and 

odds ratios outcomes.  With regard to people getting away with sexual assault, minority participants again 

agreed at the higher rate of 39.49 percent versus white participants at 30.42 percent.  In 2010, these 

numbers decreased to 35.50 and 30.70 percent, respectively.  With regard to people would get away with 

sexual assault if reported in 2006, odds ratios for minority respondents were found to be -0.79 and -0.92, 

which means they have an odds ratio of agreeing more so than white service members. 

In sum, minority participants agreed more with the perception that people could get away with 

sexual harassment and sexual assault if reported; this was a critical stance of the military. This is due to 

minority’s social location and perceptions of the legality and sexual harassment and the military’s 

responses to this problem.  All of the agreement rates decreased from 2006 to 2010.  All races agreed that 

people would get away less with SH/SA. The decrease in the first three OTSH by way of an individual 

and his/her work group reporting barriers may have to do with further training and experiential 
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knowledge in the years leading up to the survey with both white service members and minority 

respondents being able to label SH/SA and the various reporting barriers. 

OTSH as Exhibited By Perceptions of Efforts to Stop Sexual Harassment 

When queried as to whether people in leadership roles make honest and reasonable efforts to stop 

sexual harassment regardless of what is said officially, participants were asked their perceptions about 

senior leadership of their service, senior leadership of their installation or ship, and their immediate 

supervisor.  White and minority service members responded with “No/I Don’t Know.”  The disagreement 

rate for minority respondents was 9 to 10 percent higher than for white participants for both survey years 

which minorities had a 30 percent (OR: 1.30 - 1.40 for both years and all statements) disagreement rate 

for both years for senior leadership of service and installation/ship and immediate supervisor and whites 

had a disagreement rate of 19 to 21 percent for both years.  Please see Tables 5.3 and 5.4 for further 

information.  Minority respondents were less likely to agree that these individuals did everything in their 

power to make honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment than white service members. 

Moreover, all of the rates of senior leadership trying to stop SH/SA had a higher agreement by 

minority participants who may have been predisposed to discriminatory practices and due to their social 

location of having less organizational and sociocultural power, may be more critical of the military than 

white participants.  The decreases in agreement were minimal for both minority and white service 

members.  Regarding odds ratios, there were significant differences between white and minority service 

members and beliefs of supervisors’ willingness or ability to fix this issue. 

Perceptions of Sexual Harassment and Sexual Assault Training – Dissemination of Knowledge 

With regard to SH/SA training that the military offered for the varying races of participants, 

survey respondents were queried as to whether they had military training during the past 12 months on 

topics related to sexual harassment.  It was found that for both SH/SA training, patterns were the same for 

both white and minority participants at 93 percent in 2006 and 94 percent in 2010. In relation to regarding 

topics of sexual assault, both racial categories had the same training at 88 percent in 2006 and 92 percent 

in 2010.    
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Perceptions of Sexual Assault Training - Facets of Training 

White and minority participants were asked to answer statements regarding the military’s training 

such as it provided a good understanding of what actions are considered sexual assault, taught how to 

avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual assault and how to obtain medical care following a 

sexual assault, explained the role of the chain-of-command in handling sexual assaults and reporting 

options available for sexual assault, identified the points of contact for reporting sexual assault, and 

explained how sexual assault is a mission readiness problem.  There was a high agreement rate for both 

racial categories for all these attributes of SH/SA training (98 to 100 percent for both survey years).  

Please see Table 5.3 for proportion outcomes.  All of the odds ratios for 2006 are not statistically 

significant, while for 2010, five out of seven odds ratios were statistically significant.  Please see Table 

5.5 for logistic regression outcomes.  The lack of difference may be due to training opportunities offered 

by the military.  

Perceptions of Sexual Assault as a Problem in the Nation and the Military 

A raw proportions was run to include both of the variables of race as to their opinion regarding 

whether sexual assault in our nation and military has been more or less of a problem in the prior four 

years.  Respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault in our nation had become more or less 

of a problem in the prior four years; minority respondents agreed more than white respondents that sexual 

assault was more of a problem for both nation and military in 2006 and 2010.  Additionally, the 

agreement rate increased for both minority respondents and white participants in 2010.  Please refer to 

Tables 5.3 and 5.5 for proportions and logistic regression outcomes. 

Minority respondents had a much higher agreement that sexual assault was more of a problem in 

the nation than four years ago at 35.82 percent compared to white service members who were at 22.07 

percent. These numbers increased in 2010 with minority service members believing it is much more of a 

problem at 39.23 and white respondents at 27.09 percent.  On average, minority respondents had 

increased odds of agreeing of white participants to think that sexual assault was a problem in the nation in 

2006 (OR: 1.72 in 2006 to 1.44 in 2010). 
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When respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault had become more or less of a 

problem in the last four years in the military, minority respondents believed that sexual assault in the 

military was more of a problem than the prior four years in 2006 at 21.84 percent while white respondents 

were at 10.73 percent.  In 2010, the agreement rate increased to 29.54 percent for minority participants, 

and for white service members, it increased to 17.07 percent.  Interestingly, minority respondents had an 

odds ratio in 2006 (OR: 1.88 in 2006; 1.62 in 2010), which leads to the belief that it is more of a problem.  

Interestingly, both minority and white respondents believed that sexual assault was more of a problem in 

the nation than within the military. Minority respondents believed that sexual assault in the nation and 

military were more of a problem than four years prior when compared to white respondents. The 

agreement percentage increased in 2010 to believing that it was more of a problem for both the nation and 

the military versus the four year period prior for both variables of race.  This may be due to training and 

policy implementation.     

PART 2: DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study was to examine the types of military sexual harassment and sexual assault 

(SH/SA), how they vary by gender, race, rank, and service, and variance in agreement percentages from 

2006 and 2010.  This chapter solely focuses on race, whereby there was a variance for race with regard to 

the various manifestations of SH/SA.  The second objective was to study difference in perception by race 

of the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) by way of reporting 

barriers and the military leaderships’ ability to confront and eradicate the problem of sexual harassment 

and assault (SH/SA) from 2006 to 2010. Additionally, perceptions of OTSH include the availability and 

opinions regarding dissemination of knowledge and efficacy of SH/SA training. Moreover, it is important 

to investigate if the frequency of reporting has varied from 2006 and 2010 as many policies and anti-

sexual harassment training and practices, as well as PSAs, have been implemented beginning in the years 

of 2005 and 2006. It may have taken a few years, essentially by 2010, to see and gauge the effects of 

these changes.  Is there a difference in perceptions by race of reporting barriers, the ability of people to 

get away with sexual harassment and sexual assault, the perception of military leadership to confront the 
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problem of sexual harassment, availability and efficacy of sexual harassment and sexual assault training, 

and how the military and nation are doing with regard to SH/SA compared to the prior four years? Does 

this vary by race? This is important to consider by race as minorities belong to a social group with less 

organizational and sociocultural power.  This can lead to further victimization and social construct of 

legality and social problems would direct that perceptions are molded by the group that one is in and the 

way they that interact with societal institutions.  If one has a poor perception of the institutions of 

authority, this could lead to negative perceptions of other institutions such as the military and what they 

are doing to curtail SH/SA.  Also, if one is exposed to more SH/SA, this will also impact perceptions.  

This chapter began with five hypotheses below. 

Hypotheses: 

H1: Minority service members would be more susceptible to SH/SA than white service members. 

All of the indexes exhibited that minority respondents had higher agreement rates.  By 2010, all 

agreement rates decreased for each index for minority service members. However, white participant 

agreement decreased by 2010 with two exceptions: one for the Sexual Harassment Index (offensive 

stories and jokes and discussion of sexual matters decreased), and Sexist Behavior Index in which gender-

related offensive terms decreased for both white and minority participants.  This may be due to the fact 

that white participants may have been trained on sexist discriminatory practices while minority 

participants are experientially aware of these issues.  With regard to odds ratio, for Sexist Behavior Index, 

three out of the four behaviors (with the exception of condescension due to gender) were statistically 

insignificant.  When examining the Sexual Harassment Index, three out of four behaviors (with the 

exception of offensive remarks) were not statistically significant.  For Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, 

the 2006 manifestations via odds ratios were statistically significant with the exception of touched victim; 

however, the 2010 odds ratios were not statistically significant.  However, when looking at the more 

severe forms of SH/SA, the odds ratios became more significant while the percentage difference between 

white and minority increased.  For sexual coercion and sexual assault, all the 2006 odds ratios were 

statistically significant whereby minority respondents are experiencing bribery for sex, threaten retaliation 
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and treated badly for sexual noncooperation, implied promotion, unsuccessful and successful of sexual 

assault.  However, by 2010, being treated badly for refusal to have sex and unsuccessful attempt for 

sexual assault were not statistically significant. This lack of difference could be due to increased training 

by this survey year due to the military’s Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Office’s (SAPRO) 

initiatives for training.  By 2010, many more participants were trained on SH/SA issues.  Minority service 

members have less organizational power and sociocultural power whereby these two types of power act 

as a buffer against SH/SA.  When a multiple regression was conducted for this index, race is the weakest 

predictor while most all of the indexes are statistically insignificant.  Although weak, the race coefficients 

for each index decreased by 2010.  However, due to the differences in proportions/percentages and 

statistically significant odds ratios for at least 2006, the current findings supported hypothesis one. 

H2: Minority service members perceive there is more OTSH and believe there are more reporting 

barriers than white service members. 

The relationship between race and perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexual harassment 

and assault (OTSH) as exhibited by reporting barriers was examined via raw means/proportions and 

logistic regression.  When looking at race and perception of reporting barriers, the top three of eight 

offered are fear that nothing would be done, negative professional outcomes, and the fear of being labeled 

as a troublemaker, which were dominated by minority participants. The relationship between race and 

perceptions of OTSH is exhibited by reporting barriers for the individual and work group members was 

examined via proportions and logistic regression.  Percentages for both minority and white respondents 

increased by 2010.  Due to their lack of organizational and sociocultural power and being part of a 

subjugated group, minority respondents may have a more negative perception of what the military will do 

with regard to reporting SH/SA.  When looking at the odds ratios, the reporting barriers for 2006 are not 

statistically significant; however, for 2010, the barriers of negative professional outcomes and fear of 

being labeled a troublemaker, minority service members agreed to these statements more than white 

participants.  Minorities have a more critical opinion of the military. 
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When asked if people would be able to get away with SH/SA if reported, there was a high 

agreement between the two race variables.  All of the barriers decreased by 2010.  This may be due to 

training and realizing what sexual assault is and how the military can implement changes.  With regard to 

odds ratios for the first three, they were significant, and minority respondents had odds ratios of 

disagreeing more than white service members for both years.  White respondents had a more positive 

perception of how the military handles SH/SA than minority service members.  This again may be due to 

having more organizational and sociocultural power for white respondents while not being a marginalized 

group resulting in a more positive attitude towards the military’s handling of SH/SA issues.  With regard 

to the perceptions such as people get away with SH/SA if reported, there was less agreement between the 

races.  With regard to odds ratio for the perspectives of people would get away with SH/SA if reported, 

they were significant, with the exception in 2010 that people would get away with sexual harassment.  

Minority respondents agreed with this more than white participants. The 2010 statistical insignificance 

may be due to the idea that sexual harassment is so rampant in the military that both agree at similar rates, 

the current findings supported hypothesis two. 

H3: Minority service members believe there is more OTSH and further perceive less than white service 

members in efforts by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA. 

When queried as to whether the military leadership made honest and reasonable efforts to stop 

sexual harassment regardless of what is said officially, participants were asked their perceptions about 

senior leadership of their service and installation/ship and their immediate supervisor.  Races responded 

with “No/I don’t know” from highest to lowest in the same patterns in 2006 and 2010.  The disagreement 

in 2010 was lower than 2006 but only by 1 percent.  This may be due to higher levels of training, and 

maybe respondents had seen policy implementation and were more positive about the leadership’s 

dedication to stopping sexual harassment.  It should be noted that minority service members disagreed 

more than white service members that supervisors tried to ameliorate this issue of sexual harassment, and 

disagreement decreased in 2010. Moreover, all the rates of senior leadership trying to stop SH/SA had a 

higher agreement by minority participants who may have been predisposed to discriminatory practices 
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and, due to their social location of having less organizational and sociocultural power, may be more 

critical of the military than white respondents.  The decreases were minimal for both minority respondents 

and white participants.  However, there were significant differences in odds ratios between white and 

minority service members and beliefs of senior leadership and supervisors to fix this issue whereby more 

minority participants disagreed that efforts made to stop harassment as compared to white respondents.  

The factors that led to this perception could be found again in theory while minority respondents have less 

organizational and sociocultural power and being part of a subordinated group may show a negative 

perception regarding people in power trying to fix the problem of SH/SA.  Therefore, due to the statistics 

mentioned in this chapter regarding the perception of leadership trying to stop SH/SA, the current 

findings supported hypothesis three. 

H4: Minority service members believe there is more OTSH and therefore believe less than white service 

members that they had sexual assault training and learned from it less. 

With regard to SH/SA training that the military offered for participants, they were queried as to 

whether they had military training during the past 12 months on topics related to sexual harassment and 

sexual assault.  Similar patterns of agreement were found for both white and minority respondents that 

they had SH/SA training.  By 2010, the effects of Sexual Assault Prevention Response Office (SAPRO) 

were in full swing and thereby may have led to increases in the belief, albeit small, for the differing 

responses by race. 

With regard to the various facets of training, again, there was a high rate of agreement for both 

race categories, between 98 to 100 percent.  However, again, there was a high agreement rate between the 

race variables.  With regard to odds ratios for each facet of training, there were no statistically significant 

differences in the 2006 survey.  Therefore, due to the statistics mentioned above with a lack of variance 

and the positive attitudes by both minority and white respondents towards training, hypothesis four cannot 

be supported.  
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---H5: Minority service members are more apt to believe sexual assault is more of a problem in both the 

nation and military than white service members. 

When respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault had become more or less of a 

problem in the prior four years in the nation and the military, minority respondents believed that sexual 

assault in the nation and military was more of a problem than the prior four years more so than white 

respondents did.  Both percentages increased by 2010. Again, this may be due to policy implementation, 

PSAs regarding sexual assault, the increasing media coverage of sexual assault.  Additionally, the odds 

ratios support this for both sexual assault in the military for minority respondents in which they believed 

it is more of a problem.  Interestingly, both minority and white participants in this sample believe that 

sexual assault is more of a problem outside of the military (in the nation) than within the military.  

Minority respondents believed that sexual assault in the nation and military was more of a problem than 

four years prior more so than white service members.  This may be due to training and policy 

implementation.  The current findings supported hypothesis five.  
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TABLE 5.1: Percentages of Race Agreeing that These Behaviors Occurred At Least Once, 2006 and 2010 

Manifestations and Indexes 2006 2006 2010 2010 

White Minority White Minority 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Offensive stories and jokes 25.08 29.26 19.45 23.04 

Unwelcome attempts of discussion of 16.51 21.28 13.58 16.62 

sexual matters 

Offensive remarks about appearance or 13.34 16.91 12.18 14.82 

sexual activities. 

Offensive sexual gestures 12.76 15.80 10.58 12.75 

Sexist behavior Index 

Gender-related offensive terms 22.32 26.69 18.58 23.22 

Treated differently due to one’s gender 13.17 18.73 13.36 16.92 

Offensive sexist remarks 12.11 16.00 12.37 15.01 

Condescended due to one’s gender 9.01 12.08 9.22 11.24 

Unwanted Sexual Attention (USA) 

Unwanted attempts to form romantic and 6.63 12.06 7.25 10.10 

sexual relationship 

Continue to ask for dates even though one 5.03 10.77 5.84 9.02 

said “No” 
Touched in an uncomfortable way 4.94 7.60 4.51 6.28 

Intentionally cornered or leaned in a sexual 3.56 6.39 3.41 5.06 

way 

Sexual Coercion Index 

Bribery for sex 1.73 4.04 1.97 3.61 

Threaten retaliation for refusal to have sex 1.40 3.22 1.71 3.14 

Treated badly for refusal to have sex 1.55 3.23 1.85 2.93 

Implied promotion for having sex 1.17 2.69 1.31 2.34 

Sexual Assault Index 

Attempted and uncompleted sexual assault 1.36 2.67 1.44 2.23 

Completed sexual assault .96 1.83 1.12 1.80 
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TABLE 5.2: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of SH/SA Behaviors on Race, 2006 and 2010 

Gender Treated Offensive Discussion Attempt to Continually Bribery Threaten Attempted & Completed 

Offensive differently stories or of sexual form asking for for sex retaliation uncompleted SA 

Terms due to gender jokes matters romantic & dates SA 

sexual 

relationship 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 Race 

Minority -.97 1.05 1.03 1.06 1.21 *** 1.38 *** 1.50 *** 1.56 *** 1.32 ** 1.44 ** 

(.03) (.04) (.03) (.04) (.06) (.07) (.13) (.14) (.13) (.17) 

2010 Race 

Minority -1.00 -.91 * 1.02 -.97 -.94 1.03 1.27 ** 1.32 ** 1.14 1.23 

(.03) (.04) (.03) (.04) (.05) (.05) (.10) (.11) (.11) (.13) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 

Note: Controlling for gender, rank, and service. 
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TABLE 5.3: Percentages of Perceptions of OTSH for Race, 2006 and 2010 2006 2006 2010 2010 

White Minority White Minority 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Reasons for not reporting 

Fear that nothing would be done 22.85 25.90 26.86 30.68 

Negative professional outcomes 22.34 25.60 26.31 31.39 

Feared of being labeled a troublemaker 21.34 24.46 25.08 29.94 

Would people get away with sexual harassment if reported 45.09 50.10 41.59 43.62 

Would people get away with sexual assault if reported 30.42 39.49 30.70 35.50 

OTSH has Exhibited By Perceptions of Efforts to Stop Sexual Harassment -

No/I don’t know 
Honest & reasonable efforts to stop SH by senior leadership of your service 20.75 30.28 19.30 28.67 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop SH by senior leadership of your installation/ship 20.58 30.05 19.62 29.35 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop SH by your immediate supervisor 20.66 28.91 19.62 28.15 

Perceptions of SH/SA Training – Dissemination of Knowledge 

Military training during the past 12 months on topics related to sexual harassment 93.20 92.88 94.29 94.09 

Military training during the past 12 months on topics related to sexual assault 88.09 88.02 91.58 92.06 

Facets of Training 

What actions are considered sexual assault. 99.00 99.00 99.00 100.00 

Avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual assault. 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 

Obtain medical care following a sexual assault. 98.00 98.00 98.00 99.00 

The role of the chain-of-command in handling sexual assaults. 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 

Reporting options available if a sexual assault occurs. 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 

Identifies the points of contact for reporting sexual assault 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 

Sexual assault is a mission readiness problem. 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 

Perceptions of SA as a Problem in the Nation and the Military 

Sexual assault in nation become more of a problem over the last 4 years? 22.07 35.82 27.09 39.23 

Sexual assault in the military become more of a problem over the last 4 years? 10.73 21.84 17.07 29.54 
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TABLE 5.4: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of Perceptions of OTSH on Race, 2006 and 2010 - Perceptions of Reporting Barriers and Attempts 

to Stop SH/SA 

Nothing Negative Labeled a Would Would Efforts to stop SH Efforts to stop SH Efforts to stop 

would be professional troublemaker people people get by senior by senior SH by your 

done outcomes get away away with leadership of your leadership of your immediate 

with SH SA service installation or ship supervisor 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 

Minority -.99 1.02 -.99 -.94 * -.79 *** 1.36 *** 1.34 *** 1.30 *** 

(.06) (.06) (.06) (.03) (.02) (.04) (.04) (.04) 

2010 

Minority 1.06 1.15 * 1.14 * 1.04 -.92 *** 1.38 *** 1.39 *** 1.33 *** 

(.06) (.06) (.07) (.03) (.03) (.04) (.04) (.04) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for gender, rank, and service. 

TABLE 5.5: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of Perceptions of OTSH on Race, 2006 and 2010 - Facets of Training and Perceptions of SA in 

Nation and Military 

What Avoid Obtain Role of chain- Reporting Identifies the SA is a SA in nation SA in the 

actions are situations that medical care of-command options if a points of mission more of a military more 

considered might increase following in handling SA occurs. contact for readiness problem over of a problem 

SA. risk of SA. SA. SA. reporting SA problem. last 4 years? over last 4 

years? 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 

Minority 1.03 -.90 1.07 -.96 1.07 -.96 1.11 1.72 *** 1.88 *** 

(.18) (.13) (.13) (.13) (.16) (.13) (.15) (.05) (.08) 

2010 

Minority -.88 -.64 ** -.87 -.76 * -.67 * -.72 * -.61 ** 1.44 *** 1.62 *** 

(.18) (.10) (.10) (.10) (.11) (.11) (.09) (.04) (.06) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 

Note: Controlling for gender, rank, and service. 
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TABLE 5.6: Multivariable Hierarchical Multiple Regressions of 2006 Survey by Race for SH/SA Indexes 

Model 1 Minority Model 2 + Female Model 3 + Rank Model 4 + Service 

2006 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Minority .16 *** (.02) .06 *** (.02) .02 (.02) .00 *** (.02) 

Female .72 *** (.02) .66 *** (.02) .66 *** (.02) 

E5 - E9 -.32 *** (.02) -.33 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.43 *** (.03) -.52 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.32 *** (.03) -.33 *** (.03) 

O4 - O6 -.55 *** (.02) -.56 *** (.02) 

Army .28 *** (.02) 

Navy .28 *** (.02) 

Marine .20 *** (.03) 

CG .23 *** (.03) 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Minority .17 *** (.01) .02 (.01) .01 (.01) -.01 (.01) 

Female 1.09 *** (.01) 1.04 *** (.01) 1.05 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.23 *** (.02) -.22 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.29 *** (.03) -.35 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.19 *** (.02) -.18 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.35 *** (.02) -.35 *** (.02) 

Army .24 *** (.02) 

Navy .23 *** (.02) 

Marine .28 *** (.02) 

CG .19 *** (.02) 

USA Index 

Minority .17 *** (.01) .10 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) .05 *** (.01) 

Female .51 *** (.01) .47 *** (.01) .46 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.26 *** (.01) -.26 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.28 *** (.02) -.36 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.29 *** (.02) -.29 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.39 *** (.02) -.41 *** (.02) 

Army .19 *** (.01) 

Navy .15 *** (.01) 

Marine .11 *** (.02) 

CG .04 * (.02) 

Sexual Coercion 

Minority .07 *** (.01) .06 *** (.01) .05 *** (.01) .04 *** (.01) 

Female .11 *** (.01) .09 *** (.01) .09 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.13 *** (.01) -.13 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.15 *** (.01) -.18 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.16 *** (.01) -.17 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.18 *** (.01) -.19 *** (.01) 

Army .07 *** (.01) 

Navy .07 *** (.01) 

Marine .03 ** (.01) 

CG .01 (.01) 

Sexual Assault 

Minority .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .01 *** (.00) .01 *** (.00) 

Female .03 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

E5 - E9 -.06 *** (.00) -.06 *** (.00) 

W1 - W5 -.07 *** (.01) -.08 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.07 *** (.00) -.07 *** (.00) 

O4 - O6 -.08 *** (.00) -.08 *** (.00) 

Army .02 *** (.00) 

Navy .02 *** (.00) 

Marine .01 (.01) 

CG .00 (.01) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for gender, rank, and service. 
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TABLE 5.7: Multivariable Hierarchical Multiple Regressions of 2010 Survey by Race for SH/SA Indexes 

Model 1 Minority Model 2 + Female Model 3 + Rank Model 4 + Service 

2010 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Minority .12 *** (.01) .01 (.01) -.00 (.01) -.02 (.01) 

Female .61 *** (.01) .57 *** (.01) .59 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.23 *** (.02) -.22 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.28 *** (.03) -.36 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.15 *** (.02) -.15 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.38 *** (.02) -.33 *** (.02) 

Army .34 *** (.02) 

Navy .31 *** (.02) 

Marine .30 *** (.02) 

CG .25 *** (.03) 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Minority .13 *** (.02) -.02 (.01) -.03 * (.01) -.05 ** (.01) 

Female .93 *** (.01) .90 *** (.01) -.93 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.17 *** (.02) -.16 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.19 *** (.02) -.26 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.07 ** (.02) -.06 ** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.22 *** (.02) -.19 *** (.02) 

Army .35 *** (.02) 

Navy .32 *** (.02) 

Marine .41 *** (.02) 

CG .28 *** (.03) 

USA Index 

Minority .09 *** (.01) .03 ** (.01) .01 (.01) -.00 (.01) 

Female .40 *** (.01) .37 *** (.01) .38 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.19 *** (.01) -.18 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.20 *** (.02) -.26 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.21 *** (.01) -.20 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.26 *** (.02) -.25 *** (.02) 

Army .22 *** (.01) 

Navy .19 *** (.01) 

Marine .19 *** (.01) 

CG .13 *** (.02) 

Sexual Coercion 

Minority .05 *** (.01) .04 *** (.01) .03 *** (.01) .02 ** (.01) 

Female .09 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.10 *** (.01) -.09 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.12 *** (.01) -.15 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.13 *** (.01) -.12 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.14 *** (.01) -.13 *** (.01) 

Army .11 *** (.01) 

Navy .08 *** (.01) 

Marine .09 *** (.01) 

CG .05 *** (.01) 

Sexual Assault 

Minority .01 ** (.00) .01 *** (.00) .01 * (.00) .01 (.00) 

Female .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

E5 - E9 -.04 *** (.00) -.04 *** (.00) 

W1 - W5 -.05 *** (.01) -.06 *** (.00) 

O1 - O3 -.05 *** (.00) -.05 *** (.00) 

O4 - O6 -.06 *** (.00) -.05 *** (.00) 

Army .03 *** (.00) 

Navy .03 *** (.00) 

Marine .03 *** (.00) 

CG .01 ** (.00) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for gender, rank, and service. 
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CHAPTER 6: RANK 

OVERVIEW OF RANK’S RELATIONSHIP TO SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND SEXUAL 
ASSAULT 

Rank has an effect on sexual harassment and assault victimization (SH/SA) (Antecol and Cobb-

Clark 2001; Buchanan, Settles, and Woods 2008; Fitzgerald, Hulin, and Drasgow 1994; Fitzgerald et al. 

1999a; Gruber and Bjorn 1986; Gruber and Smith 1995; Gruber 1998; Nye, Brummel, and Drasgow 

2009; Stockdale and Hope 1997).  Ranks are as follows: E1 - E4 (enlisted), E5 - E9 (enlisted), W1 - W5 

(warrant officers), O1 - O3 (officer), and O4 - O6 (officer).  To recapitulate, SH/SA categories were 

broken down into fives indexes which were then regressed via multiple regression (OLS).  The indexes 

were Sexual Harassment Index, the Sexist Behavior Index, the Unwanted Sexual Attention Index the 

Sexual Coercion Index, and, lastly, the Sexual Assault Index. Please refer to Appendix A for further 

description of the indexes.  Of all of the indexes, the rank that yielded the highest agreement was E1 - E4, 

which was followed usually by E5 - E9 and, at times, O1 - O3.  Conversely, the least occurring were the 

ranks of W1 - W5 and O4 - O6.   

RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS/QUESTION 

The first objective of this chapter is to investigate the manifestations of (SH/SA) and perceptions 

of the military organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) by rank.  This was 

completed by using the Workplace and Gender Relations Survey (WGRA) years of 2006 and 2010.  

These two survey years are important to study as many organizational changes and policy 

implementations were initiated in 2005 with the establishment of SAPRO (Sexual Assault and Prevention 

Response Office) and the option of the restricted reporting, which escalated into other anti-sexual 

harassment and assault policy changes.  The second objective is to examine the differences in perception 

of military’s OTSH as measured by perceptions of reporting barriers, training, and the military’s 

leadership’s ability to confront and eradicate the problem of SH/SA by rank. 
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SPECIFIC HYPOTHESES 

Below are the five hypotheses that encapsulate the research questions. The following hypotheses 

will be revisited at the end of the chapter to measure whether the obtained statistics are able to support 

them. 

H1: Those in the lower ranks in the military are more susceptible to SH/SA than those in the higher ranks. 

H2: Those in the lower ranks perceive there is more OTSH and believe there are more reporting barriers than the 

higher ranks. 

H3: The lower ranks in the military believe there is more OTSH and believe less than higher ranks in efforts made 

by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA. 

H4: The lower ranks in the military believe there is more OTSH and therefore believe less than higher ranks that 

they had sexual assault training and learned from it. 

H5: The lower ranks in the military believe sexual assault is more of a problem both in the nation and military than 

higher ranks. 

DATA AND METHODS 

For the 2006 survey, there were initially 86,213 potential respondents of which 55,580 

observations were excluded due to missing gender, race, rank, and service.  Out of the 86,213 who were 

contacted, 30,633 (35.53 percent) returned surveys with the key information regarding gender, race, rank, 

and service.  The 30,633 participants had a rank breakdown of E1 - E4 with 5,582 (18.22 percent), E5 -

E9 with 11,738 individuals (38.32 percent), W1 - W5 with 3,524 (11.50 percent), O1 - O3 with 4,515 

respondents (14.74 percent), and O4 - O6 with 5,274 participants (17.22 percent). The 2010 dataset had 

90,391 potential participants of which 60,029 were deleted due to missing gender, race, rank, and service.  

Out of the 90,391 who were contacted, 30,362 (33.59 percent) returned surveys with the key information 

regarding gender, race, rank, and service.  This was comprised of E1 - E4 with 10,209 (33.62 percent), E5 

- E9 with 10,162 individuals (33.47 percent), W1 - W5 with 2,089 (6.88 percent), O1 - O3 with 4,336 

respondents (14.28 percent), and O4 - O6 with 3,566 respondents (11.74 percent). The statistical analyses 

used in the first portion of this research regarding the types and manifestations of SH/SA behaviors were 

examined by using proportions/percentages, hierarchical multiple regression (OLS), and logistic 

regression.  With regard to perceptions of OTSH, percentages and logistic regression were used.  P-values 

were noted for .05 and above, less than .05, less than .01, and less than .001.   
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PART 1: RANK AND SEXUALLY HARASSING AND ASSAULTIVE BEHAVIORS  

In this section, an advanced examination was conducted to investigate the relationship between 

the sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) indexes and key predictors using proportions, logistic 

regression, and hierarchical multiple regression.  The following indexes were ordered from the most to 

the least occurring in agreement by proportions/percentages for rank: the Sexual Harassment Index, the 

Sexist Behavior Index, the Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, the Sexual Coercion Index, and, lastly, the 

Sexual Assault Index.  The top two occurring manifestations for each index will be examined.  Please 

refer to Table 6.1 for the rest of the SH/SA manifestations of each index.  

Sexual Harassment Index 

The top two behaviors for Sexual Harassment Index were offensive stories or jokes and offensive 

remarks.  This index as well as all other indexes was led in agreement by E1 - E4 from 2006 to 2010 for 

rank. Offensive stories and jokes yielded an agreement rate of 34.35 percent; that decreased to 24.57 

percent in 2010.  This was followed by O1 - O3 with an agreement rate of 29.13 percent, which decreased 

to 24.87 percent in 2010. This was then followed by E5 - E9. Please see Table 6.1 at the end of the 

chapter.  Via logistic regression analyses, with E1 - E4 as a reference category, E5 - E9 had the highest 

odds ratio for offensive stories and jokes compared to E1 - E4 (OR: 0.79 - 0.82 for 2006 to 2010). This 

was followed by W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 with odds ratios of 0.70-0.80 for both years.  Please see Table 6.2 

at the end of the chapter.   

Offensive remarks about appearance and sexual activities was the next highest manifestation in 

this index with regard to proportions, with E1 - E4 having an agreement rate of 30.70 percent in 2006, 

decreasing to 21.04 percent in 2010.  This was followed by O1 - O3 with a percentage of 18.48 percent in 

2006 and 11.03 percent in 2010.  Odds ratios have are negative z-scores, which means that they are 

agreeing less than the E1 - E4 category.  The odds ratios for this category were the highest with E5 - E9 at 

0.45 followed by O1 - O3 at 0.36, and the lowest for O4 - O6 at 0.16 for 2006. Odds ratios increased in 

2010 (see Table 6.2).  
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When examining multiple regression (OLS) and the Sexual Harassment Index of 2006 and 2010, 

when rank is the only predictor, it had a negative, inverse relationship between the higher ranks against 

E1 - E4. The ranks of W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 had the highest coefficients for both years, but they are 

negative, meaning either that they are saying they are not harassed or that rank is truly safeguarding 

participants from sexual harassment.  People with more sociocultural and organizational power are 

buffered from SH/SA victimization. When female (ß=.66, SE=.02, p-value < .001) was added to rank, all 

the rank coefficients decreased: E5 - E9 decreased from -0.43 to -0.32 while W1 - W5’s had the highest 

coefficient (ß=-.72, SE=.03, p-value < .001).  When gender was added, W1 - W5’s coefficient decreased 

to -0.44. See Table 6.6 for the coefficients for the rest of the ranks.  The addition of minority and service 

to this model did not affect rank.  Gender was, by far, the strongest predictor for sexual harassment 

victimization with a 0.66 coefficient.  In 2010, all of the coefficients were less which may be due to 

training and policy implementation.  The addition of gender (ß=.57, SE=.01, p-value < .001) led to a 

decrease for all of the rank’s coefficients, which lowered the rank coefficients in the same pattern as the 

2006 multiple regression.  Therefore, results of analyses suggest that gender is the strongest predictor of 

sexual harassment.  Please see Table 6.7 for further details. 

In sum, W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 had the highest negative coefficients, which is to say that these 

ranks have experienced less sexual harassment than E1 - E4. In fact, all of the ranks have experienced 

less sexual harassment compared to E1 - E4. Gender still has a higher coefficient, and it is positive, 

thereby as one is a female, the chance of sexual harassment increases.  The coefficients for 2010 are less 

than 2006.  Please see Tables 6.6 and 6.7 for 2006 and 2010 multiple regression outcomes. 

Sexist Behavior Index 

The Sexist Behavior Index has the top two behaviors of gender-related offensive terms and being 

treated differently due to one’s gender.  E1 - E4 led this index for both years for having one’s gender 

referred to in insulting or offensive terms; E1 - E4 had a rate of 35.48 percent in 2006, which decreased to 

26.10 percent in 2010.  Please see Table 6.1 at the end of the chapter.  This was followed by O1 - O3 and 

E5 - E9, both at 24-25 percent in 2006, which decreased slightly in in 2010.  To be treated differently due 
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to one’s gender was led by E1 - E4 at 25.30 percent, which decreased to 19.53 percent in 2010.  This was 

followed by O1 - O3 at 16.31 percent, which increased slightly in 2010.  The lowest agreement rate 

belonged to W1 - W5, which had an agreement rate of 5.53 in 2006 decreasing to 4.67 in 2010 (see Table 

6.1).  

A logistic regression analysis was conducted relative to gender-related offensive terms and rank. 

In 2006, notable differences were found in rank between E5 - E9 along with O1 - O3 (OR: 0.70) with an 

inverse z-score, which means that these are less odds for this/these ranks for an occurrence of offensive 

terms. Please see Table 6.2 at the end of the chapter.  In 2010, E5 - E9 increased to 0.80. When examining 

logistic regression and being treated differently due to one’s gender with regard to rank, the E5 - E9 rank 

had an odds ratio of 0.68.  Again in 2010, E5 - E9 had an odds ratio of 0.78.   

When examining OLS for the Sexist Behavior Index and rank, the highest coefficients were 

found for the W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 ranks at -0.74 and -0.57 followed by E5 - E9 at -0.40 and O1 - O3 at 

-0.37. When gender was added, the rank coefficients decreased.  It appears that gender (ß=1.05, SE=.01, 

p-value < .001) has a great impact on W1 - W5; after gender was added to the model W1 - W5’s 

coefficient dropped by 45 points to -0.29.  Minority had no impact. When service was added, it only 

impacted W1 - W5, which changed from -0.29 to -0.35.  Please see Table 6.6 at end of chapter. By 2010, 

the coefficients were decreased.  Again, the same pattern emerged as in 2006 with the addition of gender 

(ß=.89, SE=.01, p-value < .001), minority, and service branch.  Please refer to Table 6.7.  Gender was a 

strong mediating factor for this index. 

In sum, W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 have the highest negative coefficients, which is to say that these 

ranks experience less sexual harassment than E1 - E4. In fact, all ranks have higher negative coefficients 

than E1 - E4.  When gender is added, all of these coefficients decreased.  Gender still has a higher 

coefficient and is higher in the Sexual Harassment Index, and it is positive; thereby, it means for women, 

the chance of sexual harassment increased especially when in lower ranks. 
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Unwanted Sexual Attention Index 

The top two percentage agreement rates for this index consisted of attempt to form sexual 

relationships and was continually asking for dates.  For attempts to form sexual relationships, this had a 

high agreement rate of E1 - E4 at 18.48 percent in 2006, which decreased to 14.10 percent in 2010, 

followed by E5 - E9 at 8.62 percent in 2006 and 6.66 percent (OR: both at 0.51 in 2006; 0.54 in 2010).  

In 2010, E1 - E4 was followed by O1 - O3.  The lowest agreement rates in 2006 were found in W1 - W5 

and O4 - O6 (3.57 and 2.75 percent, respectively).  See Table 6.1 for further details.  The rank of O4 - O6 

had the lowest odds ratio of 0.17 and 0.28 for both years, respectively. 

For continually asking for dates, the highest percentage was at 17.31 percent in 2006 for E1 - E4, 

which decreased to 12.72 percent in 2010 followed by E5 - E9 at 7.06 percent, which decreased to 5.59 

percent (OR: 0.45 for 2006 and 0.51 for 2010) in 2010.  O1 - O3 followed with an agreement rate of 

while W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 had the lowest (2.65 and 1.62 in 2006).  See Table 6.1 for further details.   

The rank of O4 - O6 had the lowest odds ratio of 0.11 and 0.19 for both years, respectively.  

When examining the OLS and Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, the same patterns as the prior 

index appears in which W1 - W5 has the highest coefficient and with the addition of gender (ß=.48, 

SE=.01, p-value < .001), it is reduced from -0.49 to -0.29.  The lowest rank was E5 - E9 at -0.33. The 

addition of minority had no impact on rank coefficients.  Neither minority nor service had any significant 

effect on these coefficients for both years.   By 2010, all rank coefficients were decreased due to policy 

implementation and military training.  In examining the rank coefficients for W1 - W5 and O4 - O6, they 

were at -0.37 and -0.35, respectively while the lowest was E5 - E9 with a coefficient of -0.24.  When 

gender (ß=.37, SE=.01, p-value < .001) was added in 2010, the W1 - W5 coefficient decreased the most, 

which was followed by O4 - O6 while E5 - E9 had the lowest coefficient.  Neither minority nor service 

had any significant effect on these coefficients. Gender appears to be a strong mediating factor for this 

index along with the Sexual Harassment and Sexist Behavior Indexes. 

To summarize, via proportions analysis, E1 - E4 had the highest agreement rates for both years 

followed by E5 - E9 and O1 - O3, while W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 have the lowest agreement rates. W1 -

102 



 
 

  

   

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

   

   

   

 

 

      

  

    

    

   

    

     

 

 

       

W5 and O4 - O6 have the highest negative coefficients, which is to say that they have less sexual 

harassment than E1 - E4. In fact, all of them had less sexual harassment compared to the rank of E1 - E4. 

When gender was added, all of these coefficients decreased; in fact, W1 - W5 decreased by 0.20 points, 

and O4 - O6 decreased by 0.10 points in 2006.  Gender still has a higher coefficient than rank or service 

for both years.  The agreement rates for 2010 are less than 2006, and the patterns are the same with 

having E1 - E4 with the highest agreement rates for both years followed by the ranks of E5 - E9 and O1 -

O3 for both years. 

Sexual Coercion Index 

The top two agreement rates in this quid pro quo index was being bribed with a reward for 

engagement in sexual behavior and treated badly for refusal to have sex.  The E1 - E4 agreement rate for 

bribery for sex was 6.62 percent in 2006, which decreased to 5.09 percent in 2010 followed by E5 - E9 

(2.66 percent in 2006; 2.07 percent in 2010; OR: odds ratio of 0.44-0.46).  O4 - O6 had the lowest 

agreement rate of 0.61 and 0.45 for both years, respectively. For treated badly for refusal to have sex, E1 -

E4 was at 5.89 percent in 2006 and 4.56 percent in 2010, followed by E5 - E9 at 2.16 percent for 2006 

and 1.69 percent at 2010 (OR: -0.40 for both years).  This was followed by O1 - O3.  O4 - O6 had the 

lowest agreement rates of 0.34 and 0.42 percent for both years, respectively. 

When examining the OLS and Sexual Coercion Index and rank, the coefficients from highest to 

lowest were O4 - O6 with a coefficient of -0.21, followed by W1 - W5 and O1 - O3 with a coefficient of 

-0.19, and lastly E5 - E9 with a coefficient of -0.14.  When gender (ß=.10, SE=.01, p-value < .001) was 

added, it had a slight impact reducing the ranks’ coefficients; the gender coefficient of 0.10 was lower 

than the rank coefficients.  See Table 6.6. This is due to the fact that rank predominates (see Rank or 

Gender section of this chapter).  This may be due to the fact that other analyses show that E1 - E4 is 

predominant in this index.  Minority and service have little impact on the coefficients.  Although 

decreased coefficients most likely due to training and policy implementation, the examination of the 2010 

survey follows the same patterns as the 2006 survey.  Please refer to Table 6.7 for further details. 
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Via proportions, the highest agreement rates for both years were found in the rank of E1 - E4. In 

both 2006 and 2010, all manifestations of this index were led by E5 - E9 and then followed by O1 - O3, 

while the lowest belonged to W1 - W5 and O4 - O6.  The agreement rates for 2010 were less than those in 

2006. When examining logistic regression, it appears that E5 - E9 had higher odds ratios than O1 - O3.  

All odds ratios increased in this index from 2006 to 2010.  W1 - W5 had the highest negative coefficient, 

which means they were buffered from SH/SA the most; however, when gender was added, the 

coefficients decreased the most.   

Sexual Assault Index 

The Sexual Assault Index is comprised of uncompleted and completed sexual assault.  When a 

sexual assault was attempted but not completed, E1 - E4 had agreement rates of this occurring at least 

once at 5.67 percent, which decreased to 3.62 percent in 2010. The rank of E5 - E9 followed with a rate of 

1.55 percent, which decreased to 1.22 percent in 2010. This was further followed by O1 - O3.  The lowest 

was O4 - O6 with agreement rates of 0.32 and 0.30 percent, respectively.  When logistic regression 

analysis was performed, it was found that rank in 2006 for E5 - E9 along with O1 - O3 had coefficients of 

-0.28 and -0.20, respectively.  Again in 2010, E5 - E9 along with O1 - O3 had coefficients of -0.37 and -

0.24, respectively. 

For completed sexual assaults, in 2006, E1 - E4 had an agreement rate of 3.64 percent, decreasing 

to 2.92 percent in 2010, followed by E5 - E9 at 1.11 percent, decreasing to 0.97 percent in 2010. This 

was further followed by O1 - O3. The lowest was O4 - O6 with agreement rates of 0.36 and 0.18 percent, 

respectively.  With logistic regression, E5 - E9 along with O1 - O3 had odds ratios of 0.30 and 0.21, 

respectively. In 2010, for E5 - E9, the odds ratios increased to 0.35 and 0.22, respectively.  

When examining the OLS and the Sexual Assault Index and rank, the ranks of O4 - O6 and W1 -

W5 had the highest coefficients at -0.09 and -0.08, while E5 - E9 had the lowest at -0.07.  When gender 

(ß=.02, SE=.00, p-value < .001) was added to the model, it had little effect on the rank coefficients.  This 

is supported by the previous chapter with regard to gender versus rank, in which rank predominated as a 

predictor for this index.  Minority and service had no impact either for both years.  See Table 6.6 for 
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further details.  In 2010, the same patterns were noted with O4 - O6 and W1 - W5 having the highest 

coefficients both at -0.06, while E5 - E9 had the lowest coefficient at -0.04.  All of the 2010 coefficients 

were less than the 2006 coefficients.  Gender, minority and service had no impact on rank. Gender is not a 

mediating factor for the Sexual Coercion or Sexual Assault Indexes.  See Table 6.7 for further details.  

Via proportions, E1 - E4 had the highest agreement rate for both uncompleted and completed 

sexual assaults.  This was followed next by E5 - E9 and then by O1 - O3 for both years while O4 - O6 

experienced this the least.  Via logistic regression, the odds ratios for both E5 - E9 and O1 - O3 increased 

from 2006 to 2010. The odds ratios for E5 - E9 were larger than O1 - O3.  This index was found in the 

domain of rank. When examining multiple regression, the addition of gender, race, or service branch had 

little impact.  W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 had the most buffer from these manifestations of sexual assault while 

E1 - E5 and E5 - E9 had the least. 

PART 1: DISCUSSION 

The rank of E1 - E4 dominated all of the indexes for both years, although the agreement rates 

decreased by 2010. This is probably due to changes incorporated by the military via training and various 

policy implementations.  The ranks of E1 - E4 followed by either E5 - E9 or O1 - O3 had the highest 

agreements that SH/SA occurred.  This is an interesting pattern as O1 - O3 is the lowest among the officer 

ranks.  Therefore, they may not be buffered against sexual harassment and assaultive behaviors as much 

as the higher ranks of O4 - O6 and W1 - W5. When investigating odds ratios, O4 - O6 and W1 - W5 had 

the highest negative odds ratios, which is to say that they had less sexual harassment than E1 - E4. In 

fact, all of the ranks do compared to E1 - E4. The odds ratios for 2010 increased compared to 2006. 

Perhaps more people in the military had SH/SA training and had learned more about what SH/SA was 

and could label it.  In examining OLS, when gender was added, all of the coefficients decreased; in fact, 

W1 - W5 decreased by 30 points in 2006. Gender still had a higher coefficient, and, it was positive; 

therefore if one is a woman, her chance of SH/SA victimization increases. 

The Sexist Behavior Index had the same patterns as the Sexual Harassment Index.  Actually, all 

of the indexes were the same whereby as the severity of the type of behaviors increased, the agreement 
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rates decreased. Agreement rates for all behaviors decreased by 2010.  Again, training and policy 

implementation may inhibit certain behaviors, and training may allow people to label behaviors such as 

sexual harassment.  As with the Sexual Harassment and Sexual Assault Indexes, the rest of the indexes 

have E1 - E4 as the top agreement rate, followed by E5 - E9 and O1 - O3.  The lowest responders were 

W1 - W5 and O4 - O6, as these two ranks have the most organizational and sociocultural power and are 

buffered against SH/SA more than the ranks of E1 - E4, E5 - E9, and O1 - O3.  When looking at OLS, 

when gender was added, all of these coefficients decreased; in fact, W1 - W5 decreased by 40 points and 

O4 - O6 decreased by 20 points in 2006. Gender still had a higher coefficient and was higher than the 

Sexual Harassment Index, and it was positive and thereby illuminates as one is female, the chance of 

sexual harassment increases.  In all of the indexes, the coefficients for rank decreased by 2010. This may 

be due to training.  

The following three indexes of Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault 

had the same patterns with regard to E1 - E4, E5 - E9, and O1 - O3 having the largest agreement rates, 

while the ranks of W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 had the lowest.  For these three indexes, the ranks that had the 

highest odds with negative z-score was E5 - E9 followed by O1 - O3.  For the Unwanted Sexual Attention 

Index, this was then followed by W1 - W5 with O4 - O6 having the lowest odds ratios for attempt to form 

romantic and sexual relationship and continually asked for dates.  For the Sexual Coercion Index, W1 -

W5 followed E5 - E9, followed then by O1 - O3, and O4 - O6 had the lowest odds ratios.  With regard to 

the Sexual Assault Index, O4 - O6 followed W1 - W5 having the lowest odds ratios for 2006 and then in 

2010, W1 - W5 followed with O4 - O6 having the lowest odds ratios. 

When looking at multiple regression, it appeared that the addition of gender had negligible impact 

on the Sexual Coercion Index and Sexual Assault index as this is the domain of rank.  The high negative 

coefficients were for O4 - O6, O1 - O3, and W1 - W5, reflecting lower rates of sexual harassment 

compared to E1 - E4. In fact, as previously discussed, all of the ranks have less sexual harassment 

compared to E1 - E4. 
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RANK OR GENDER – THE HIGHEST AGREEMENT RATES?  

Indexes Dominated by Rank 

In the gender chapter (Chapter 4), an examination of the predominance of gender versus rank 

found the first three indexes (Sexists Behavior, Sexual Harassment, and Unwanted Sexual Attention) to 

be dominated by women via percentages, odds ratios, and hierarchical multiple regression.  In contrast, 

the last two indexes of Sexual Coercion and Sexual Assault were dominated by the rank of E1 - E4. 

Again, a special logistic regression with the reference category being W1 - W5 as opposed to E1 - E4 was 

run so comparisons could be made between E1 - E4 and gender. With regard to the Sexual Coercion 

Index and Sexual Assault, rank was found to be more predictive than gender for both 2006 and 2010 

survey years.   This could be due to the fact the women inhabit the lower ranks, which may affect these 

findings.  The highest positive agreement rates were bribery for sexual cooperation and treated badly for 

refusal for sexual cooperation.  With regard to the Sexual Coercion index, the manifestation with the 

highest agreement rate was bribery for sex E1 - E4 was the most victimized group at agreement rates of 

6.62 and 5.09 percent in 2006 and 2010, respectively (OR: 5 for both years).  This was followed closely 

by women at 5 percent for both years (OR: 3 for both years).  Through all of the manifestations of this 

index, via proportions, E1 - E4 predominated over women.  For both E1 - E4 and women, all agreement 

rates decreased in 2010. This is not necessarily the case for logistic regression, sometimes they increased, 

and others decreased. See Table 4.3 in the Gender Chapter 4 for women’s agreement rates and Table 6.1 

for E1 - E4’s agreement rates for the details for rank’s predominance of these indexes.    

Rank predominated over gender in the Sexual Assault Index.  E1 - E4 was the most responsive 

category for uncompleted and completed sexual assaults in both years.  For attempted but not completed 

sexual assaults, E1 - E4 had an agreement rate of 5.67 percent in 2006, which decreased to 3.62 percent in 

2010 (OR: 8 in 2006 and 10 in 2010).  For women’s victimization of attempted but not completed sexual 

assaults, agreement rates were 3.55 and 2.71 percent (OR: 2 for both years).  For completed sexual 

assaults, again, E1 - E4 had the highest agreement rate at 3.64 percent in 2006 and 2.92 percent in 2010 

(OR: 8 in 2006 and 10 in 2010).  This was followed by women at 1.92 and 1.91 percent, respectively 
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(OR: 2 for both years). This index was vastly predominated by E1 - E4. Agreement rates for E1 - E4 

decreased from 2006 to 2010; however, women’s agreement rates remained the same in 2010.  The 

decrease in agreement rates may be due to training and policy implementation. 

When looking at the hierarchical multiple regression indexes, gender appeared to be a mediating 

factor for Sexual Harassment, Sexist Behavior and Unwanted Sexual Attention indexes, and it was a 

stronger predictor than rank; however, not for Sexual Coercion or Sexual Assault Indexes where the rank 

of E1 - E4 was a stronger predictor for these behaviors. 

PART 2: PERCEPTION OF MILITARY’S ORGANIZATIONAL TOLERANCE OF SEXUAL 

HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT 

The second part of this chapter examined perceptions of the military’s organizational tolerance of 

sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) as exhibited factors such as reporting barriers for the respondent 

and work group members, perceptions of efforts to stop sexual harassment, perceptions of sexual assault 

via training by way of dissemination of knowledge, its efficacy, and perceptions of sexual assault as a 

problem in the nation and the military.  Perceptions are affected by not only by the individual on his/her 

own, but the respondent’s social location and his/her interaction between one’s social location and 

broader social factors such as institutions such as the media or being in the military. In this case, we are 

looking at participants’ rank and his/her perceptions of SH/SA, which could be affected by group 

membership and participation in the military institution (Ewick and Silbey 1998; Sasson 1995).   

OTSH as Exhibited by Reporting Barriers 

The relationship between rank and perceptions of OTSH as exhibited by reporting barriers was 

examined via proportions and logistic regression.  When looking at rank and perception of reporting 

barriers, the top three reporting barriers were the incident was fear that nothing would be done, negative 

professional outcomes, and the fear of being labeled as a troublemaker. The relationship between rank 

and perceptions of OTSH as exhibited by reporting barriers was examined via proportions and logistic 

regression. 
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With regard to the top three reporting barriers, there was a predominance by E1 - E4 for the 

perceptions that nothing would be done, fear of negative professional outcomes, and fear of being labeled 

a troublemaker.  The fear that nothing would be done affected 32.00 percent of those in the rank of E1 -

E4 followed by E5 - E9 at 24.75 percent while the lowest was O4 - O6 at 17.75 percent (OR: 0.74 and 

0.61, respectively).  In 2010, this perception increased for all the ranks as E1 - E4 was followed by E5 -

E9, while the lowest was W1 - W5 (33.69, 27.15, and 22.44 percent, respectively).  Please see Table 6.4. 

In 2010, odds ratios increased a bit for E5 - E9 and O4 - O6 with odds ratios of 0.77 and 0.69.  Again, the 

higher agreement rates were in the lower ranks.  The lower ranks may not be as insulated as those in the 

higher ranks or have the perception that nothing would be done if they reported a SH/SA incident 

compared to W1 - W5 or O4 - O6. 

With regard to negative professional outcomes, E1 - E4 had the highest rate of agreement at 31.95 

percent, which increased to 32.95 percent in 2010.  This was followed by O1 - O3 with an agreement rate 

of 14.27 percent, which increased in 2010.  With regard to fear of being labeled as a troublemaker, the 

highest agreement for this reporting barrier came from E1 - E4 at 30.52 percent, which increased in 2010 

to 31.27 percent followed in 2006 by E5 - E9 and increased by 2010.  The lowest for being labeled a 

troublemaker for both years was W1 - W5 at 14.83 and 22.76 percent, respectively.  In 2006, the highest 

odds ratios with negative z-scores denoted a disagreement by E5 - E9 at 0.75 times the odds of E1 - E4 

followed by O1 - O3 at 0.66.  In 2010, the numbers were much more similar with the highest being E5 -

E9 and O1 - O3 (OR: 0.79-0.80). In 2010 the numbers increased. W1 - W5 is not statistically significant 

in 2010. 

Service members were queried with regard to the perception that people get away with sexual 

harassment and sexual assault if reported.  With regard to getting away with sexual harassment if 

reported, the highest levels of agreement came from E1 - E4 and O1 - O3 at 54.78 and 50.05 percent, 

respectively.  The ranks of E5 - E9 and W1 - W5 followed while the two lowest groups were O4 - O6 at 

41.82 and W1 - W5 at 40.98 percent.  In 2010, the numbers decreased for the highest agreement with E1 -

E4 and O1 - O3, both at 46-47 percent.  This lowest was W1 - W5 at 32.23 percent.  The agreement rates 
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decreased in 2010.  When a logistic regression analysis was performed, it was found that compared to E1 

- E4, the higher ranks disagreed with this statement, with the largest odds ratios belonging to the rank of 

W1 - W5, which had 1.64 times the odds of E1 - E4 to disagree that people get away with sexual 

harassment if reported in more than E1 - E4. In 2010, it increased to 1.67. See Table 6.4 for further 

details.  

When respondents were asked if people got away with sexual assault if reported, the highest level 

of agreement came from E1 - E4 at 44.19 percent decreasing to 40 percent in 2010, followed by E5 - E9 

and O1 - O3 at 34-35 percent decreasing in 2010.  Again, the lowest agreement rates came from W1 - W5 

and O4 - O6, which basically decreased or remained the same by 2010.  See Table 6.3 for further details.  

Compared to E1 - E4, the higher ranks disagreed with this statement with the largest odds ratios 

belonging to the rank of O4 - O6, which disagreed 2.22 times the odds of E1 - E4 that people would get 

away with sexual assault if reported.  This decreased to 1.66 in 2010. The higher ranks would be in 

agreement as they are buffered from issues of SH/SA more so than the other ranks and have an overall 

more positive perceptions toward the military.  Please refer to Tables 6.4 for further details on logistic 

regression outcomes.  

To conclude, with regard to the reporting barriers of the belief that nothing would be done, 

negative professional outcomes, and fear of being labeled a troublemaker, and nothing would be done 

affected E1 - E4 the most as seen by percentages and odds ratios.  This was always followed by E5 - E9 

or O1 - O3 that had the highest following agreement rates or the highest odds ratios. The lowest 

responders were the ranks of W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 by these two tests.  With regard to the perception that 

people get away with SH/SA if reported, the same patterns were noted as the reporting barriers in which 

E1 - E4 led agreement rates followed by O1 - O3 or E5 - E9. The lowest agreement came from either of 

the two higher ranks of W1 - W5 and O4 - O6.  The higher ranks would be in agreement as they are 

buffered from issues of SH/SA more so than the other ranks and have an overall more positive 

perceptions toward the military. 
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OTSH as Exhibited By Perceptions of Efforts to Stop Sexual Harassment 

When queried as to whether people in leadership roles make honest and reasonable efforts to stop 

sexual harassment regardless of what is said officially, participants were asked their perceptions about 

senior leadership of their service and their installation/ship and their immediate supervisor.  The ranks 

responded with “No/I Don’t Know” from highest to lowest in the same patterns in 2006 and 2010.  

Additionally, the disagreement rates in 2010 were lower than in 2006. E1 - E4 had the highest 

disagreement rates followed by E5 - E9, while O4 - O6 had the lowest disagreement rates.   

When asked about perceptions regarding if those in leadership in their service made honest and 

reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment, the highest group of disagreement was E1 - E4 at 36.96 

percent followed by E5 - E9, while the lowest disagreement for both years came from the ranks of W1 -

W5 and O4 - O6.  Please refer to Tables 6.3 for proportion outcomes.  These disagreement rates 

decreased in 2010 with the highest disagreement of E1 - E4 at 31.83 percent followed by E5 - E9 and the 

lowest O4 - O6. In examining logistic regression, the rank of E5 - E9 was at 0.60 times the odds of E1 -

E4 in 2006, which increased to 0.65 in 2010. The rank of O1 - O3 had an odds ratio of 0.47 in 2006, 

which increased to 0.51 in 2010. 

When asked in 2006 about perceptions of whether people in leadership positions at their 

installation/ship made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment, the same patterns emerged 

as above with E1 - E4 at 37.04 percent the highest group followed by E5 - E9, and O4 - O6 was the 

lowest.  These disagreement rates decreased in 2010 with E1 - E4 decreasing to 32.30 percent.   

Compared to E1 - E4, the higher ranks agreed that that senior leadership was doing everything they could 

to confront sexual harassment was true, with the largest odds ratio for the rank of E5 - E9 of 0.61 in 2006, 

which increased to 0.66 in 2010. The lowest was O4 - O6 for both years (0.34 and 0.32, respectively).    

When asked in 2006 about perceptions regarding whether their immediate supervisor made 

honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment, the highest group again to disagree was E1 - E4 

at 37.58 percent followed by E5 - E9 at 24.64 percent.   The two lowest ranks for both years were W1 -

W5 and O4 - O6.  These disagreement rates decreased in 2010. Via logistic regression, compared to E1 -
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E4, the higher ranks agreed that the statement that their immediate supervisor made honest and reasonable 

efforts to stop sexual harassment was true, with the largest odds ratio in 2006 belonging to the rank of E5 

- E9 of 0.57, while the lowest again was O4 - O6 at 0.32.    

In conclusion, the ranks of E1 - E4 followed by E5 - E9 were at increased odds to either disagree 

or not know that people in senior leadership position in their service and installation made honest and 

reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment more than the higher ranks of W1 - W5 and O4 - O6. They 

also had higher odds not to believe this to be true compared to the higher ranks.   

Perceptions of Sexual Harassment and Sexual Assault Training – Dissemination of Knowledge 

With regard to SH/SA training that the military offered for the varying ranks, participants were 

queried as to whether they had military training during the past 12 months on topics related to sexual 

harassment.  The rank of W1 - W5 had the highest agreement rate at 95.80 and 95.81 percent for sexual 

harassment for 2006 and 2010, respectively.  For sexual assault training, the highest agreement came from 

W1 - W5 at 91.53 and 93.01 percent for both years, respectively.  For both sexual harassment and assault 

training, W1 - W5 was followed by E5 - E9 and E1 - E4, and the lowest were the officer levels was O4 -

O6 at 91-92 percent in 2006 for sexual harassment and sexual assault training ranged from 84 to 87 

percent in 2006.  All of the training agreement rates increased by 2010, as more training had been 

disseminated by this time through the military.  

Perceptions of Sexual Assault Training - Facets of Training 

Respondents were queried about seven characteristics regarding their service sexual assault 

training.  The seven specific facets of their sexual assault training ranged from training provided 

information as to how to obtain medical care following a sexual assault to sexual assault is a mission 

readiness problem (see Table 6.3 under Facets of Training) for all the training characteristics.  There was 

a high level of agreement among all of the ranks regarding these facets of their military sexual assault 

training, which ranged from 98 to 100 percent in both 2006 and 2010.  Please refer to Tables 6.3 for 

proportions outcomes.  Due to the high agreement, there were few significant relationships in logistic 

regression only for one year and not the other; therefore a comparison was not made. 
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Perceptions of Sexual Assault as a Problem in the Nation and the Military 

With regard to their opinion of whether sexual assault in our nation and military had been more or 

less of a problem than the prior four years, a raw proportions/percentage was utilized via rank.  In 2006, 

the ranks of E1 - E4 and E5 - E9 both agreed the most that sexual assault in the nation had become more 

of a problem in the last four years with agreement rates of 36.05 and 30.24 percent, respectively, which 

increased to 39.71 and 34.49 percent, respectively, in 2010. The two lowest agreement rate groups in 

2006 were the ranks of O4 - O6 (20.20 percent) and O1 - O3 (19.77 percent), respectively, which 

decreased to 19.94 percent for O4 - O6 and increased to 21.74 percent for O1 - O3 in 2010. In comparing 

E1 - E4, E5 - E9, W1 - W5, O4 - O6, and O1 - O3 in 2006, each rank perceived it was less of a problem 

or the same as four years ago with odds ratios of 0.80, 0.61, 0.53, and 0.49, respectively. In 2010, the 

odds ratios remained about the same.  Therefore, E1 - E4 was followed by E5 - E9 believe that sexual 

assault in the nation had become more of a problem than 4 years ago as compared to W1 - W5, O1 - O3, 

and O4 - O6.  Please refer to tables 6.3 and 6.5 for proportions and logistic regression outcomes.  

When respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault had become more or less of a 

problem in the last four years in the military, the most responsive ranks that it was more of a problem in 

2006 were, again, E1 - E4 followed by E5 - E9 at rates of 22.32 and 17.22 percent, respectively, which 

increased in 2010 to 30.38 and 24.97 percent, respectively.  The lowest two ranks in 2006 were O1 - O3 

and O4 - O6 with rates of 11.35 and 10.14 percent, respectively, which increased to 16.45 and 14.39 

percent in 2010, respectively. Comparing E1 - E4 to the rest of the ranks (E5 - E9, W1 - W5, O1 - O3 

and O4 - O6) in 2006, although it was less of a problem or the same as four years ago with odds ratios of 

0.76, 0.58, 0.53, and 0.47, respectively.  However, in 2010, in comparing E1 - E4 to the other ranks, odds 

ratios were basically the same.  An interesting note is that respondents believed that sexual assault was 

considered to be more of an issue in the nation than the military by around 10 percent for both years.  

PART 2: DISCUSSION 

The objective of this research is to examine the ways in which military sexual harassment and 

assault (SH/SA) vary by rank and to study whether the incidences of manifestations of SH/SA changed 
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from 2006 and 2010. The 2006 and 2010 are significant survey years are to study due to the 

organizational changes and policy implementations initiated in 2005, which included but were not limited 

to the establishment of Sexual Assault and Prevention Response Office (SAPRO) and the addition of the 

restricted reporting option.  Moreover, by the 2010 survey, these changes may be able to be observed.  

This chapter solely focuses on rank in which differences between the ranks were examined via experience 

of the various manifestations of SH/SA.  The second objective was to study differences in perception by 

race of the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) by way of 

reporting barriers and the military leaderships’ ability to confront and eradicate the problem of SH/SA 

from 2006 to 2010. Additionally, perceptions of OTSH include the availability and opinions regarding 

dissemination of knowledge and efficacy of SH/SA training. Moreover, it is important to investigate if 

the frequency of reporting has varied from 2006 and 2010 as many policies and anti-sexual harassment 

training and practices, as well as PSAs, were implemented beginning in the years of 2005 and 2006. It 

may have taken a few years, essentially by 2010, to see and gauge the effects of these changes. Do the 

varying ranks view reporting barriers for themselves and others differently such as the ability of people to 

get away with sexual harassment and sexual assault, perception of military leadership to confront the 

problem of sexual harassment, availability and efficacy of SH/SA training, and how the military and 

nation are doing with regard to SH/SA compared to the prior four years? Does this vary by rank?  The 

following section discusses the results of the five hypotheses that were presented in the beginning of this 

chapter. 

Hypotheses: 

H1: The lower ranks in the military are more susceptible to SH/SA than the higher ranks in the 

military. 

The rank of E1 - E4 not only lead the Sexual Harassment Index (offensive stories and jokes and 

offensive remarks) but the rest of the indexes (Sexist Behavior, Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual 

Coercion, and Sexual Assault) for both survey years of 2006 to 2010.  All manifestations of SH/SA 

decreased by 2010.  Via logistic regression analysis, with E1 - E4 as a reference category, E5 - E9 had the 
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highest odds ratio in 2006 for offensive stories and jokes and offensive remarks and gender-related 

offensive terms and being treated differently due to gender, which increased in 2010.  Multiple regression 

(OLS) for the Sexual Harassment Index and Sexist Behavior Index was examined; it is noted for both 

indexes that the ranks of W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 had the highest coefficients for both years; however, they 

are negative coefficients, which means that their rank is either buffering participants from sexual 

harassment or they are not saying they are harassed.  These ranks have more sociocultural power, and this 

will act as a buffer against SH/SA. When female was added as a variable, it affected the coefficient 

slightly; however, minority and service did not affect rank. It was also noted the 2010 coefficients were 

less than the 2006 coefficients.   

The next three indexes had the same patterns as the Sexual Harassment and Sexual Behavior 

Indexes with E1 - E4, E5 - E9, and O1 - O3 having the largest agreement rates, and W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 

having the lowest.   However, the agreement percentages decrease as the index severity increases to 

Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault, and when looking at multiple 

regression, it appears that the addition of gender may had less and less impact when added to the rank 

models. The highest negative coefficients were found in O4 - O6, O1 - O3, and W1 - W5 which is to say 

that they have less sexual harassment than E1 - E4. In fact, all of them do compared per usual to E1 - E4. 

When gender is added, all of these coefficients decrease but not by much.  Gender on its own does not 

have a negative z-score, as it is compared to men while all the ranks are compared to E1 - E4. When 

gender is added to the model, the effects on this and the next index are miniscule; however, the regression 

coefficients for gender are much higher than rank.   Therefore, minority and service did not have much 

impact on the results in the models.  When gender was added to the multiple regression (OLS), the 

coefficients changed slightly, but this did not hold true for minority or service.  Gender still had a higher 

coefficient than rank but only for the first three indexes not Sexual Coercion or Sexual Assault Index.  

Gender had a mediation effect on rank for the first three indexes but no effect on the last two indexes.  

The rank of E1 - E4 dominated the more severe indexes of Sexual Coercion Index and Sexual Assault 

Index.  All percentages decreased from 2006 to 2010. This may be due to training and policy 
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implementation.   The lower rank and being female puts both groups at a disadvantage with a lack of 

organizational resources due to their low positions.  This may lead to further victimization.  Logistic 

regression shows the higher ranks had inverse relationships compared to E1 - E4. Therefore, this 

evidence supports hypothesis one. 

H2:  The lower ranks in the military perceive there is more OTSH and believe there are more reporting 

barriers than higher ranks. 

The group that had the highest agreement for the reporting barriers of nothing would be done, 

negative professional outcomes, and fear of being labeled a troublemaker was the rank of E1 - E4 that 

was directly followed E5 - E9 and O1 - O3, while the lowest agreement came from O4 - O6 and W1 -

W5. By 2010, these critical agreement rates increased.  This increase by 2010 could be due to the 

ongoing dissemination of training and policy implementation and training on SH/SA.  Fitzgerald and 

colleagues (1999a) note that by being in a lower rank, this leads to less power, status, and tenure. Ewick 

and Silbey (1998) and Sasson (1995) note that individuals in marginalized groups have different 

orientations toward social problems.  E1 - E4 may have the highest agreement for reporting barriers as 

these individuals may have seen/heard who tried to report, and it may have worsened the situation for the 

victimized.  These individuals have fewer resources at their disposal and less belief that the military is 

actually going to do something regarding SH/SA. This agreement was also supported by logistic 

regression. 

When respondents were asked if people be able to get away with SH/SA if it was reported, the 

highest levels of agreement came from E1 - E4 and O1 - O3 which were followed by E5 - E9 for both 

SH/SA.  Agreement rates decreased by 2010.  This may be due to training and more trust in the military 

leadership by 2010.  Statistically significant differences were found between the lower and higher ranks 

via percentage wise and logistic regression.  Therefore, evidence supports hypothesis two.  

H3: The lower ranks in the military believe there is more OTSH and believe less than higher ranks in 

efforts made by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA. 

When queried as to whether those in leadership roles make honest and reasonable efforts to stop 

sexual harassment regardless of what is said officially, participants were asked their perceptions about 
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senior leadership of their service, senior leadership of their installation or ship, and their immediate 

supervisor.  Ranks responded with “No/I Don’t Know” with E1 - E4 agreeing the most followed by E5 -

E9, and the lowest highest agreement rates were W1 - W5 and O4 - O6.  The disagreement rates in 2010 

were lower than in 2006.  This may be due to higher levels of training, and maybe respondents had seen 

policy implementation and were more positive about it.  In conclusion, the ranks of E1 - E4 followed by 

E5 - E9 were at increased odds to disagree or not know if people in senior leadership position in their 

service and installation made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment. They also had 

higher odds not to believe senior leadership made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment 

than the higher ranks.  The factors that lead to this perception could be found again in theory while the 

lower ranks of E1 - E4 and E5 - E9 have less organizational and sociocultural power and being in a 

subordinated group, which may lead to having a negative perception regarding people in power are trying 

to fix the problem of SH/SA.  Therefore, due to the statistics mentioned in this chapter regarding to the 

perception of leadership trying to stop SH/SA, hypothesis three is supported.  

H4: The lower ranks in the military believe there is more OTSH and therefore believe less than higher 

ranks that they had sexual assault training and learned from it.   

When participants were asked if they had SH/SA training in the prior 12 months, it was found 

that the majority of the ranks had this training; and, by 2010, training had increased. By 2010, the effects 

of SAPRO were in full swing and thereby may have led to increases for the belief they all the ranks had 

training albeit small differences for the differing ranks.  The lower ranks may be more critical of the 

training as they are a vulnerable group with less organizational and sociocultural power.  Therefore, 

statistically no differences were found.  

Additionally, no differences were found by rank with regard to agreement rates that sexual assault 

training imparted knowledge as ways to avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual assault, to 

availability for sexual assault reporting options (see Table 6.3 under Facets of Training). The ranks agreed 

that training conveyed this knowledge at an agreement rate from 98 to 100 percent.  Additionally, no 

differences were found in the perception that their training was effective.  With regard to whether sexual 
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assault training explained the difference between restricted and unrestricted reporting of sexual assault, 

there was an agreement among the ranks that this was highly effective.  Perhaps by both years, 

participants had seen training, policy implementation, and outreach increase for each year.  Therefore, due 

to the statistics examined, hypothesis four cannot be supported.    

H5: The lower ranks in the military believe sexual assault is more of a problem both in the nation and 

military than higher ranks. 

The ranks of E1 - E4 and E5 - E9 for 2006 agreed most that sexual assault in the nation has 

become more of a problem in the last four years, respectively, which increased by 2010.  The lowest 

agreement rates belonged to O4 - O6 and O1 - O3.  Interestingly when asked about whether sexual assault 

has become more or less of a problem in the last four years in the military, again, the most responsive 

rank to answer it was more of a problem in 2006 was E1 - E4 followed by E5 - E9 which increased in 

2010. Rates may have increased due to training and PSAs.  The lowest agreement rates belonged to the 

ranks of O4 - O6 and O1 - O3, respectively.  Due to the participants being in the lower ranks, their social 

location and experiential knowledge along with less organizational and sociocultural power, they would 

be more inclined to agree that sexual assault was more of a problem than the higher ranks for both the 

nation and the military.  Due to the analyses presented, evidence supports hypotheses 5. 
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TABLE 6.1: Percentages of Rank Agreeing that These Behaviors Occurred At Least Once, 2006 and 2010 

Index and Manifestations 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 

E1-4 E5-9 W1-5 O1-3 O4-6 E1-4 E5-9 W1-5 O1-3 O4-6 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Offensive stories and jokes 34.35 26.44 19.17 29.13 22.25 24.57 18.77 12.86 24.87 16.56 

Unwelcome attempts of discussion of sexual matters 29.50 18.77 11.42 8.48 10.70 20.83 13.03 7.99 15.09 7.42 

Offensive remarks about appearance or sexual activities. 30.70 14.96 11.42 18.48 10.70 21.04 11.66 4.60 11.03 5.11 

Offensive sexual gestures 23.04 13.84 7.74 13.49 9.61 16.32 9.39 4.90 12.17 7.34 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Gender-related offensive terms 35.48 24.36 13.76 25.11 17.64 26.10 18.62 10.16 22.67 13.46 

Treated differently due to one’s gender 25.30 14.68 5.53 16.31 11.73 19.53 12.60 4.67 17.45 10.69 

Offensive sexist remarks 23.44 13.35 5.57 14.23 9.04 19.30 11.09 4.27 15.17 7.67 

Condescended due to one’s gender 18.24 10.16 3.13 9.73 7.21 15.21 7.91 2.57 10.18 6.40 

Unwanted Sexual Attention (USA) 

Unwanted attempts to form romantic and sexual 18.48 8.62 3.57 7.96 2.75 14.10 6.66 2.29 7.28 3.10 

relationship 

Continue to ask for dates even though one said “No” 17.31 7.06 2.65 5.36 1.62 12.72 5.59 1.82 5.19 1.90 

Touched in an uncomfortable way 13.24 5.53 2.39 4.85 2.90 9.15 4.04 1.28 3.90 1.99 

Intentionally cornered or leaned in a sexual way 10.13 4.71 1.69 3.57 1.68 7.16 3.30 .91 2.76 1.45 

Sexual Coercion Index 

Bribery for sex 6.62 2.66 .99 1.18 .61 5.09 2.07 .86 1.09 .45 

Threaten retaliation for refusal to have sex 5.39 2.08 .73 1.06 .49 4.33 1.84 .53 1.06 .51 

Treated badly for refusal to have sex 5.89 2.16 .83 1.08 .34 4.56 1.69 .54 1.04 .42 

Implied promotion for having sex 4.72 1.75 .64 .66 .32 3.43 1.41 .42 .60 .18 

Sexual Assault Index 

Attempted uncompleted sexual assault 5.67 1.55 .63 .98 .32 3.62 1.22 .32 .83 .30 

Completed sexual assault 3.64 1.11 .48 .71 .36 2.92 .97 .26 .61 .18 

119 



 
 

 

      

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          

                                  
                 

                               
            

                              
            

                               
            

           

 

          

                               
           

                                 
            

                               
           

                                
           

                 

        
 

  

Table 6.2: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of SH/SA Behaviors on Rank, 2006 and 2010 

Gender Treated Offensive Offensive Attempt to Continually Bribery for Treated Attempted & Completed 

Offensive differently stories or remarks form asking for sex badly for uncompleted SA 

Terms due to jokes romantic dates refusal to SA 

gender sexual have sex 

relationship 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 

Rank 

E5 - E9 -.70 *** -.68 *** -.79 *** -.45 *** -.52 *** -.45 *** -.44 *** -.40 *** -.28 *** -.30 *** 

(.29) (.03) (.03) (.02) (.03) (.03) (.04) (.04) (.03) (.04) 

W1 - W5 -.48 *** -.51 *** -.65 *** -.23 *** -.34 *** -.30 *** -.20 *** -.17 *** -.13 *** -.12 *** 

(.31) (.05) (.04) (.02) (.03) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.03) (.04) 

O1 - O3 -.75 *** -.82 ** -.93 -.36 *** -.51 *** -.36 *** -.22 *** -.22 *** -.20 *** -.21 *** 

(. 38) (.05) (.05) (.02) (.04) (.03) (.03) (.04) (.03) (.04) 

O4 - O6 -.49 *** -.59 *** -.66 *** -.16 *** -.17 *** -.11 *** -.12 *** -.07 *** -.06 *** -.18 *** 

(.03) (.04) (.03) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.02) (.02) (.02) (.03) 

2010 

Rank 

E5 - E9 -.80 *** -.78 *** -.82 *** -.58 *** -.54 *** -.51 *** -.46 *** -.42 *** -.37 *** -.35 *** 

(.03) (.04) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.05) 

W1 - W5 -.59 *** -.52 *** -.66 *** -.26 *** -.30 *** -.28 *** -.21 *** -.14 *** -.10 *** -.10 *** 

(.05) (.06) (.05) (.04) (.05) (.05) (.06) (.04) (.04) (.05) 

O1 - O3 -.93 1.00 -1.12 -.49 *** -.51 *** -.40 *** -.23 *** -.24 *** -.24 *** -.22 *** 

(.05) (.06) (.05) (.03) (.04) (.03) (.04) (.04) (.05) (.05) 

O4 - O6 -.62 *** -.78 *** -.79 *** -.25 *** -.28 *** -.19 *** -.12 *** -.12 *** -.10 *** -.08 *** 

(.04) (.05) (.04) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) (.03) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 

Note: Controlling for gender, race, and service. 
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TABLE 6.3: Percentages of Perceptions of OTSH for Rank, 2006 and 2010 

Perceptions of OTSH 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 

E1-4 E5-9 W1-5 O1-3 O4-6 E1-4 E5-9 W1-5 O1-3 O4-6 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Reasons for not reporting 

Nothing would be done 32.00 24.75 18.32 21.30 17.75 33.69 27.15 22.44 24.02 24.41 

Negative professional outcomes 31.95 23.20 14.27 23.51 18.23 32.95 26.40 21.79 27.11 23.75 

Feared of being labeled a troublemaker 30.52 22.82 14.83 20.76 17.12 31.27 25.19 22.76 25.36 23.23 

Would people get away with sexual harassment if reported 54.78 46.40 40.98 50.05 41.82 47.35 39.29 32.23 46.23 39.38 

Would people get away with sexual assault if reported 44.19 34.85 28.35 33.54 24.72 39.07 30.58 24.33 33.06 25.49 

OTSH has Exhibited By Perceptions of Efforts to Stop Sexual 

Harassment - No/I don’t know 
Honest & reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment by senior 36.96 25.33 19.74 20.20 15.79 31.83 22.46 15.88 17.91 11.44 

leadership of your service 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment by senior 37.04 25.52 19.15 19.71 15.13 32.30 22.91 16.88 18.57 11.39 

leadership of your installation/ship 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment by your 37.58 24.64 18.26 20.62 14.50 32.63 21.60 16.19 18.51 10.95 

immediate supervisor 

Perceptions of SH/SA Training – Dissemination of 

Knowledge 

Military training during the past 12 months on topics related to 92.29 94.26 95.80 91.92 90.68 94.18 95.06 95.81 93.58 92.00 

SH 

Military training during the past 12 months on topics related to 87.94 89.47 91.53 86.77 84.23 92.54 92.98 93.01 90.61 87.42 

SA 

Facets of Training 

What actions are considered sexual assault. 
99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 100.0 

0 

100.00 99.00 100.00 

Avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual assault. 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 

Obtain medical care following a sexual assault. 98.00 98.00 99.00 98.00 98.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 

The role of the chain-of-command in handling sexual assaults. 98.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 

Reporting options available if a sexual assault occurs. 98.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 100.00 

Identifies the points of contact for reporting sexual assault 98.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 

Sexual assault is a mission readiness problem. 98.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 

Perceptions of SA as a Problem in the Nation and the 

Military 

SA in nation become more of a problem over the last 4 years? 36.05 30.24 21.75 19.77 20.20 39.71 34.49 25.67 21.74 19.94 

SA in military become more of a problem over the last 4 years? 22.32 17.22 12.64 11.35 10.14 30.38 24.97 20.25 16.45 14.39 
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TABLE 6.4: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of Perceptions of OTSH on Rank, 2006 and 2010 - Perceptions of Reporting Barriers and Attempts to 

Stop SH/SA 

Nothing Negative Labeled a Would people Would people Efforts to stop Efforts to stop Efforts to stop 

would be professional troublemaker get away with get away with SH by senior SH by senior SH by your 

done outcomes SH SA leadership of leadership of immediate 

your service your installation supervisor 

or ship 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 Rank 

E5 - E9 -.74 *** -.71 *** -.75 *** 1.31 *** 1.42 *** -.60 *** -.61 *** -.57 *** 

(.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.02) (.02) (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.57 *** -.54 *** -.62 *** 1.64 *** 1.91 *** -.46 *** -.44 *** -.42 *** 

(.07) (.07) (.08) (.09) (.11) (.03) (.03) (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.61 *** -.72 *** -.66 *** 1.11 * 1.44 *** -.47 *** -.46 *** -.48 *** 

(.05) (.06) (.06) (.05) (.07) (.02) (.02) (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.50 *** -.56 *** -.55 *** 1.55 *** 2.22 *** -.35 *** -.34 *** -.32 *** 

(.04) (.05) (.05) (.07) (.10) (.02) (.02) (.02) 

2010 Rank 

E5 - E9 -.77 *** -.78 *** -.79 *** 1.28 *** 1.36 *** -.65 *** -.66 *** -.60 *** 

(.05) (.05) (.05) (.04) (.05) (.02) (.02) (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.61 ** -.73 * -.79 1.67 *** 1.80 *** -.46 *** -.48 *** -.44 *** 

(.10) (.11) (.12) (.10) (.11) (.03) (.03) (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.65 *** -.80 ** .79 ** -.99 1.22 *** -.51 *** -.52 *** -.51 *** 

(.05) (.06) (.06) (.04) (.05) (.02) (.03) (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.69 *** -.75 ** .76 ** 1.22 *** 1.66 *** -.32 *** -.32 *** -.29 *** 

(.07) (.07) (.08) (.05) (.08) (.02) (.02) (.02) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 

Note: Controlling for gender, race, and service. 
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TABLE 6.5: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of Perceptions of OTSH on Rank, 2006 and 2010 - Facets of Training and Perceptions of 

SA in Nation and Military 

What Avoid Obtain Role of chain-of- Reporting Identifies SA is a SA in SA in the 

actions are situations that medical command in options if the points of mission nation military 

SA. might care handling SA. a SA contact for readiness more of a more of a 

increase risk following occurs. reporting SA problem. problem problem 

of SA. SA. over last 4 over last 4 

years? years? 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 Rank 

E5 - E9 -.57 * -.82 1.05 -.74 -.65 * -.73 -.82 -.80 *** -.76 ** 

(.13) (.16) (.28) (.12) (.12) (.12) (.14) (.03) (.06) 

W1 - W5 -.82 -.82 1.04 -.85 -.70 -.73 -.79 -.62 *** -.58 *** 

(.27) (.24) (.24) (.22) (.20) (.20) (.23) (.04) (.06) 

O1 - O3 -.64 -1.11 1.26 -.87 -.86 -.72 -1.20 -.49 *** -.53 *** 

(.18) (.24) (.24) (.17) (.19) (.15) (.24) (.03) (.05) 

O4 - O6 -.57 * -1.14 1.32 -.80 -.70 -.83 -1.07 -.53 *** -.47 *** 

(.16) (.24) (.24) (.16) (.16) (.17) (.21) (.03) (.04) 

2010 Rank 

E5 - E9 -.67 1.08 -.78 -.75 * -.68 * -.98 -.74 -.84 *** -.84 * 

(.16) (.19) (.11) (.11) (.13) (.17) (.12) (.03) (.06) 

W1 - W5 -.50 1.01 -.64 -.46 * -.58 -.71 -.59 -.59 *** -.61 *** 

(.25) (.33) (.17) (.16) (.21) (.23) (.21) (.04) (.06) 

O1 - O3 1.46 1.71 ** -1.29 1.10 -1.14 1.60 -1.15 -.46 *** -.52 *** 

(.35) (.33) (.19) (.17) (.22) (.29) (.20) (.02) (.04) 

O4 - O6 .60 1.41 -.79 -.45 ** -.52 * -.83 -.83 -.44 *** -.47 *** 

(.21) (.32) (.16) (.11) (.15) (.21) (.18) (.02) (.04) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for gender, race, and service. 
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TABLE 6.6: Multivariable Hierarchical Multiple Regressions of 2006 Survey by Rank for SH/SA Indexes 

Model 1 Rank Model 2 + Female Model 3 + Minority Model 4 + Service 

2006 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Sexual Harassment Index 

E5 - E9 -.43 *** (.02) -.32 *** (.02) -.32 *** (.02) -.33 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.72 *** (.03) -.44 *** (.03) -.43 *** (.03) -.52 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.43 *** (.03) -.32 *** (.03) -.32 *** (.03) -.33 *** (.03) 

O4 - O6 -.69 *** (.03) -.55 *** (.03) -.55 *** (.02) -.56 *** (.02) 

Female .66 *** (.02) .66 *** (.02) .66 *** (.02) 

Minority .02 *** (.02) .00 (.02) 

Army .28 *** (.02) 

Navy .28 *** (.02) 

Marine .20 *** (.03) 

CG .23 *** (.03) 

Sexist Behavior Index 

E5 - E9 -.40 *** (.02) -.23 *** (.02) -.23 *** (.02) -.22 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.74 *** (.03) -.29 *** (.03) -.29 *** (.03) -.35 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.37 *** (.02) -.19 *** (.02) -.19 *** (.02) -.18 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.57 *** (.02) -.35 *** (.02) -.35 *** (.02) -.35 *** (.02) 

Female 1.05 *** (.01) 1.05 *** (.01) 1.05 *** (.01) 

Minority 0.01 (.01) -.01 (.01) 

Army .24 *** (.02) 

Navy .23 *** (.02) 

Marine .28 *** (.02) 

CG .19 *** (.02) 

USA Index 

E5 - E9 -.33 *** (.01) -.26 *** (.01) -.26 *** (.01) -.26 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.49 *** (.02) -.29 *** (.02) -.28 *** (.02) -.36 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.37 *** (.02) -.29 *** (.02) -.29 *** (.02) -.29 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.50 *** (.02) -.41 *** (.02) -.40 *** (.02) -.41 *** (.02) 

Female .48 *** (.01) .47 *** (.01) .46 *** (.01) 

Minority .07 *** (.01) .05 *** (.01) 

Army .19 *** (.010 

Navy .15 *** (.01) 

Marine .11 *** (.02) 

CG .04 * (.02) 

Sexual Coercion 

E5 - E9 -.14 *** (.01) -.12 *** (.01) -.13 *** (.01) -.13 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.19 *** (.01) -.15 *** (.01) -.15 *** (.01) -.18 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.19 *** (.01) -.17 *** (.01) -.17 *** (.01) -.17 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.21 *** (.01) -.19 *** (.01) -.18 *** (.01) -.19 *** (.01) 

Female .10 *** (.01) .09 *** (.01) .09 *** (.01) 

Minority .05 *** (.01) .04 *** (.01) 

Army .07 *** (.01) 

Navy .07 *** (.01) 

Marine .03 ** (.01) 

CG .01 (.01) 

Sexual Assault 

E5 - E9 -.07 *** (.00) -.06 *** (.0)0 -.06 *** (.00) -.06 *** (.00) 

W1 - W5 -.08 *** (.01) -.07 *** (.01) -.07 *** (.01) -.08 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.08 *** (.00) -.07 *** (.00) -.07 *** (.00) -.07 *** (.00) 

O4 - O6 -.09 *** (.00) -.08 *** (.00) -.08 *** (.00) -.08 *** (.00) 

Female .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

Minority .01 *** (.00) .01 *** (.00) 

Army .02 *** (.00) 

Navy .02 *** (.00) 

Marine .01 (.00) 

CG .00 (.00) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for gender, race, and service. 
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TABLE 6.7: Multivariable Hierarchical Multiple Regressions of 2010 Survey by Rank for SH/SA Indexes 

Model 1 Rank Model 2 + Female Model 3 + Minority Model 4 + Service 

2010 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Sexual Harassment Index 

E5 - E9 -.30 *** (.02) -.23 *** (.02) -.23*** (.02) -.22 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.53 *** (.03) -.28 *** (.03) -.28 *** (.03) -.36 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.20*** (.02) -.15 *** (.02) -.15 *** (.02) -.15 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.47 *** (.02) -.37 *** (.02) -.34 *** (.02) -.33 *** (.02) 

Female .57 *** (.01) .57 *** (.01) .59 *** (.01) 

Minority -.00 (.00) -.02 (.01) 

Army .34 *** (.02) 

Navy .31 *** (.02) 

Marine .30 *** (.02) 

CG .25 *** (.03) 

Sexist Behavior Index 

E5 - E9 -.30 *** (.02) -.17 *** (.02) -.17 *** (.02) -.16 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.58 *** (.03) -.19 *** (.03) -.19 *** (.03) -.26 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.15 *** (.02) -.07 ** (.02) -.07 ** (.02) -.06 ** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.41 *** (.02) -.21 *** (.02) -.22 *** (.02) -.19 *** (.02) 

Female .89 *** (.01) .90 *** (.01) .93 *** (.01) 

Minority -.03 * (.01) -.05 ** (.01) 

Army .35 *** (.02) 

Navy .32 *** (.02) 

Marine .41 *** (.020 

CG .28 *** (.03) 

USA Index 

E5 - E9 -.24 *** (.01) -.18 *** (.01) -.19 *** (.01) -.18 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.37 *** (.02) -.21 *** (.02) -.20 *** (.02) -.27 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.24 *** (.02) -.21 *** (.01) -.21 *** (.01) -.20 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.35 *** (.02) -.26 *** (.02) -.26 *** (.02) -.25 *** (.02) 

Female .37 *** (.01) .37 *** (.01) .38 *** (.01) 

Minority .01 (.01) -.00 (.01) 

Army .22 *** (.01) 

Navy .19 *** (.01) 

Marine .19 *** (.01) 

CG .13 *** (.02) 

Sexual Coercion 

E5 - E9 -.11 *** (.01) -.10 *** (.01) -.10 *** (.01) -.09 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.15 *** (.01) -.12 *** (.01) -.12 *** (.01) -.15 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.14 *** (.01) -.13 *** (.01) -.13 *** (.01) -.12 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.16 *** (.01) -.14 *** (.01) -.14 *** (.01) -.13 *** (.01) 

Female .08 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) 

Minority .03 *** (.01) .02 ** (.01) 

Army .11 *** (.01) 

Navy .08 *** (.010 

Marine .09 *** (.01) 

CG .05 *** (.01) 

Sexual Assault 

E5 - E9 -.04 *** (.00) -.04 *** (.00) -.04 *** (.00) -.04 *** (.00) 

W1 - W5 -.06 *** (.01) -.05 *** (.01) -.05 *** (.01) -.06 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.05 *** (.00) -.05 *** (.00) -.05 *** (.00) -.05 *** (.00) 

O4 - O6 -.06 *** (.00) -.06 *** (.00) -.06 *** (.00) -.05 *** (.00) 

Female .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

Minority .01 * (.00) .01 (.00) 

Army .03 (.00) 

Navy .03 (.00) 

Marine .03 (.00) 

CG .01 ** (.01) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for gender, race, and service. 
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CHAPTER 7: SERVICE 

OVERVIEW OF SERVICE’S RELATIONSHIP TO SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND SEXUAL 
ASSAULT 

Service branch has an effect on sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) victimization (Antecol 

and Cobb-Clark 2001; Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2006; Butler and Schmidtke 2010; Firestone and Harris 

1999; Firestone and Harris 2003; Fitzgerald, Magley, Drasgow, and Waldo 1999; Hay and Elig 1999; 

Rosen and Martin 1998). The branches of the military are the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and 

Coast Guard. This section illuminates the effects of service branch on the various incidences of SH/SA by 

using proportions/percentages, logistic regression, and multiple regression (OLS).  It also examines 

survey participants’ perceptions of organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) for 

the survey years of 2006 and 2010. 

The SH/SA categories were broken down into fives indexes (Sexual Harassment Index, Sexist 

Behavior Index, Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault) as noted in the 

previous chapters.  For all of the indexes, the services that yielded the highest agreement rates were the 

“Terrible Three” which is comprised of the Army, Navy, and Marines. There were difference as to which 

branch dominated in agreement rates by index and survey year.  The lowest agreement belonged to the 

Air Force and Coast Guard.  A deeper examination of the indexes for SH/SA ensues along with 

explanations as to why these behaviors occur.  Additionally, the military’s OTSH will be evaluated via 

perceptions of reporting barriers, the effectiveness of the senior leadership in curtailing SH/SA, and 

perceptions of the efficacy of military SH/SA training. 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS/QUESTION 

The first of the two objectives in this chapter is to examine the types of sexual harassment and 

sexual assault (SH/SA) that occur in the military and to determine presence of differences by service in 

the survey years of 2006 and 2010. The second objective is to examine the military’s OTSH as measured 

by perceptions of reporting barriers, training, and the military’s leadership’s ability to confront and 

eradicate the problem of SH/SA. 
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SPECIFIC HYPOTHESES 

Below are the four hypotheses that encapsulate the research questions. The following hypotheses 

will be reexamined at the end of the chapter to measure perceptions of sexual harassment and assault 

(SH/SA) behaviors and organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH). 

H1: The Air Force (AF) is less susceptible to various forms of sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) than other 

branches of service due to better education and technology. 

H2: The AF has less SH/SA in their branch and perceive there is LESS organizational tolerance (OTSH) and believe 

there are FEWER reporting barriers than other branches. 

H3: Since there is less SH/SA in the Air Force, it is perceived that there is less OTSH and believe MORE than other 

services in efforts by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA, and they had sexual assault 

training, and learned from it more than other branches. 

H4: Since there is less SH/SA in the Air Force, Air Force participants believe there is less sexual assault in both the 

nation and military than other branches. 

DATA AND METHODS  

For the 2006 survey, there were initially 86,213 potential respondents of which 55,580 

observations were excluded due to missing gender, race, rank, and service.  Out of the 86,213 who were 

contacted, 30,633 (35.53 percent) returned surveys with the key information regarding gender, race, rank, 

and service.  This left a service breakdown of Army which had 11,202 participants (36.57 percent), Navy 

with 6,286 participants (20.52 percent), Marines with 3,584 respondents (11.70 percent), Air Force with 

6,641 respondents (21.68 percent), and Coast Guard with 2,920 respondents (9.53 percent).  The 2010 

dataset had 90,391 potential participants of which 60,029 were deleted due to missing gender, race, rank, 

and service were missing. Out of the 90,391 who were contacted, 30,362 (33.59 percent) returned 

surveys with the key information regarding gender, race, rank, and service.  The reduced sample was 

comprised of 7,779 (25.62 percent) Army respondents, 5,954 (19.61 percent) of Navy participants, 5,980 

(19.70 percent) of Marine service members, 7,866 (25.91 percent) of Air Force respondents, and 2,783 

(9.17 percent) of Coast Guard participants.  The statistical analyses used were proportions/percentages, 

hierarchical multiple regression (OLS), and logistic regression for the first portion of this research to 

examine the types and manifestations of sexual harassment and sexual assault behaviors.  The second part 

of this chapter encompasses organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH), whereby 
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raw proportions percentages and logistic regression were used to gather this information.  P-values were 

noted for .05 and above, less than .05, less than .01, and less than .001.  

PART 1: SERVICE AND SEXUALLY HARASSING AND ASSAULTIVE BEHAVIORS  

An advanced examination of the relationship between the sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) 

indexes and key predictors using proportions, logistic regression, and hierarchical multiple regression is 

presented in this chapter.  Various patterns for the service branches are explicated below.  The indexes 

with the highest to lowest agreement rates were the Sexual Harassment Index, Sexist Behavior Index 

Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, Sexual Coercion Index, and Sexual Assault Index. Only the top two 

occurring manifestations will be highlighted for each index.  The Air Force was found to have the lowest 

agreement rates with regard to most all of the SH/SA manifestations for both years. 

Sexual Harassment Index 

The Sexual Harassment Index’s top two occurring behaviors are offensive stories or jokes and 

discussion of sexual matters.  The Navy was the largest perpetrator of offensive stories or jokes with an 

agreement rate of 28.39 percent that this behavior occurred at least once.  This was followed closely by 

the Coast Guard and Army while the Air Force had the lowest agreement rate for this category with 22.70 

percent. The Army had the largest agreement rate in 2010 at 23.63 percent, while the Navy followed 

closely at 22.56 percent. The lowest branch was Air Force at 16.34 percent.  All agreement rates 

decreased by 2010.  See Table 7.1 for details.  This may be due to increased awareness of the problem 

and training to combat SH/SA.  When examining offensive stories or jokes, compared to the Air Force, 

the Coast Guard had the highest odds ratios of 1.60 followed by Army and Navy, which both had odds 

ratios of 1.48.  In 2010, the odds ratio increased.  See Table 7.2 for details.  

The second most occurring behavior was unwanted attempts of discussion of sexual matters.  In 

2006, the Navy, Army, Marines, and Coast Guard all had similar agreements from 18.00 to 19.00 percent, 

which decreased by 2010.  The highest agreement rates in 2010 belonged to the Terrible Three, all at 

17.00 percent.  The Air Force had the lowest agreement in both 2006 and 2010. With regard to logistic 

regression, members of both the Army and Navy had an odds ratio of 1.70, and the Coast Guard had an 
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odds ratio of 1.61.  In 2010, the odds of reporting this increased for the Army, Marines, and Navy (OR: 

all at 2.00). 

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis (OLS) on the Sexual Harassment Index by service 

branch found the service coefficients from highest to lowest were Navy at 0.23, Marines at 0.19, Army at 

0.18 and Coast Guard 0.15.  When gender was added (ß=.74, SE=.02, p-value < .001), the coefficients 

increased for Navy to 0.26, the Coast Guard and Marines at 0.25, and Army to 0.23.  The gender 

coefficient was strong at 0.74.  Minority had little impact on the other coefficients. When rank was added 

(ß=-.33 to -.52, SE=.02 - .03, p-value < .001), the coefficients for each service was increased further.  At 

this point, the Navy and Army then had the highest coefficients at 0.28.  See Table 7.6 at the end of 

chapter. 

In looking at the 2010 multiple regression data for sexual harassment and service, the service 

coefficients were from highest to lowest with Army at 0.26, Navy at 0.24, Marines at 0.22, and Coast 

Guard at 0.08.  The Army and Marines coefficient had increased from 2006 to 2010 while the Navy 

stayed the same.  When gender (ß=.65, SE=.01, p-value < .001) was added, all of the coefficients 

increased.  Minority, again, had little impact on the service coefficients.  Moreover, rank had little impact 

in this year.  Gender appeared to have the most impact. All coefficients increased in all the indexes by 

service branch by 2010.  Perhaps due to policy and implementation, it made participants more aware of 

these SH/SA issues and taught participants quickly identify these issues. Please refer to Table 7.7 at the 

end of chapter. 

To conclude, for the Sexual Harassment Index, the Navy, Army, and Marines the highest 

agreement rates while the lowest agreement was from the Air Force.  There were times when the Coast 

Guard agreement rates were just as high as the Terrible Three (Army, Navy, and Marines) with regard to 

discussion of sexual matters and sexual gestures although it usually was lower.  With regard to logistic 

regression, the highest odds ratios found were for offensive stories were Army, Navy, and Coast Guard 

for both years.  With regard to sexual matters in 2006, the Army, Navy, and Coast Guard had the highest 

odds ratios while in 2010, this shifted to the Terrible Three. 
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Sexist Behavior Index 

The Sexist Behavior Index was the next highest index for agreement.  The top two behaviors 

were gender-related offensive terms and being treated differently due to gender.  In 2006, for gender-

related offensive terms by service, the largest agreement category was Marines at 27.36 percent, followed 

by the Navy at 25.77 percent, while the Air Force had the lowest agreement rate at 19.97 percent.  In 

2010, all the agreement rates were lower similarly to the prior index (Sexual Harassment) while the 

Marines were the biggest perpetrators at 23.85 percent, followed by Navy and Army, both at 22 percent.  

Again, the Air Force was the lowest at 15.47 percent.  When a logistic regression was conducted, 

respondents were asked if they heard people of their gender referred to in insulting or offensive terms; in 

2006, members of the Marines, Navy, Army, and Coast Guard had significantly higher odds of reporting 

this behavior than did members of the Air Force (OR: 1.6 to 1.7).  Differences across services also were 

higher in 2010, with odds ratios for Army, Navy, Marines, Coast Guard vis-à-vis Air Force now 

approaching or exceeding 2.0 (see Table 7.2). 

Being treated differently due to gender was the next category with Marines and Navy having the 

highest agreement rates at 17.18 and 16.07 percent, respectively. The Coast Guard had the lowest 

agreement rate with this behavior at 12.54 percent.  In 2010, the Army and Marines had the highest 

agreement rates with 17.54 and 16.34 percent, respectively, while the Air Force and Coast Guard had the 

lowest, both at 11 percent.  This is one of the few instances in this index where the Air Force is not the 

lowest category; the other behavior was condescension due to gender, which will not be covered, as it was 

not the top two occurrences for this index. When logistic regression analysis was conducted to examine if 

respondents were treated "differently" because of their gender, in 2006, the Marines had highest odds 

ratios of 1.82 followed by the Army at 1.62, and then Navy and Coast Guard.  In 2010, the odds ratios 

increased from 1.87 to 2.45.  Marines were the highest at 2.45 while the lowest was Coast Guard (OR: 

1.87).  

When examining service and the Sexist Behavior Index via multiple regression (OLS), it was 

found that the service coefficients from highest to lowest were Marines, Navy, and then Army (0.22 -
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0.13).  When gender was added to the model (ß=1.11, SE=.01, p-value < .001), the coefficients increased 

for Marines to 0.30, Navy to 0.22, and both Army and Coast Guard to 0.19.  When minority and rank 

were added, they had either little or no effect.  Please refer to Table 7.6 for further details.  

When investigating the 2010 survey, the coefficients for service from highest to lowest were 

Marines, Army, and Navy, ranging from 0.25 - 0.21. When gender (ß=.96, SE=.01, p-value < .001), was 

introduced to the model, the coefficients increased for Marines to 0.42, Navy to 0.32, and Army to 0.31.  

The Coast Guard’s coefficient then became statistically significant at 0.28.  When minority and rank were 

added, they had little impact on service.  The 2010 coefficients were higher than 2006 coefficients. Please 

refer to Table 7.7 for further details. 

With regard to proportions, it appears that the Marines led this index in all behaviors for the year 

of 2006. The Marines dominated in 2010 with the exception of being treated differently due to gender 

whereby the Army had the highest agreement rate.  The lowest agreement belonged to both Air Force and 

Coast Guard for both behaviors for 2006 and 2010.  Via logistic regression, the Marines have the highest 

odds ratios for both years (with the exception of gender-related offensive terms) for all behaviors in this 

index. The highest odds ratios for gender-related offensive terms and treated differently due to gender 

was Marines followed by Navy for gender-related offensive terms and followed by Army for being 

treated differently due to gender for both years.  Odds ratio increased by 2010. 

Unwanted Sexual Attention Index 

The top two behaviors for Unwanted Sexual Attention Index was made up of attempts to form a 

sexual or romantic relationship despite one’s efforts to discourage it, and being continually asked for 

dates although one had already declined. With regard to made unwanted attempts to establish a romantic 

or sexual relationship with them, the highest agreement rates were from the Army in 2006 (10.41 percent) 

followed by the Marines at 9.57 percent.  Please see Table 7.1.  The lowest agreement rate was derived 

from the Air Force at 5.65 percent with the Coast Guard closely behind at 4.80 percent.  The Air Force 

scored higher than the Coast Guard in this instance but barely by one whole point.  Interestingly, in 2010, 

the agreement increased albeit very slightly with both the Army and the Marines at 10.99 and 9.64 
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percent, respectively.  The lowest agreement rates were from the Coast Guard and Air Force. When a 

logistic regression was performed, the odds ratios from highest to lowest compared to the Air Force were 

Army (OR: 2.45), Navy, and Marines (OR: both at 2.00).  Please see Table 7.2.  However, the Coast 

Guard had a 1.24 higher odds of reporting this sexual harassment issue than Air Force respondents.  In 

2010, the odds ratios increased with the highest being the Army at 3.03, Marines 2.83, and Navy 2.43. 

When examining if participants in 2006 were continually asked for dates even though one 

initially declined, by service branch, the Army had the largest agreement rate followed by the Marines, 

again at 8.64 and 8.00 percent, respectively.  The lowest agreement rate was found in the Coast Guard at 

3.70 percent.  In 2010, the agreement rates were higher again with the Army followed by the Marines, 

with the lowest agreement rates being the Coast Guard and Air Force at 4 percent. With regard to odds 

ratios, the Army had the highest (2006 OR: 2.49, which increased to 3.00 for 2010). This was followed by 

odds ratios for both categories and both years for the Marines (at 2.00 in 2006, which increased to 3.00 in 

2010).  Interestingly, the Coast Guard had statistically significant differences from the Air Force at 1.30 

and 1.93 for both years, respectively.  

For this index, it appears that the Army scored highest in agreement rates for attempt to form 

romantic and sexual relationships and continually being asked for dates followed very closely by the 

Marines and Navy.  This was true for both 2006 and 2010.  The Army was the biggest perpetrator for 

attempts to form sexual/romantic relationship and continually being asked for dates.  The lowest 

agreement rate for 2006 was Coast Guard.  By 2010, the Air Force had the lowest agreement for all of 

these behaviors.  Interestingly, when odds ratios were conducted, compared to Air Force, the Coast Guard 

had statistically significant odds ratios above the Air Force.  When comparing odds ratios for the other 

branches, it appears the Army had the highest odds ratios for both years for attempts to establish a 

relationship and continually being asked for dates followed by the Marines.  The odds ratios for all 

behaviors increased by 2010.  

When using OLS to examine service and Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, the Army had the 

largest coefficient of 0.14 followed by the Navy with 0.12, and the Marines at 0.11 in 2006.  When gender 

132 



 
 

 

 

  

  

   

 

  

  

 

  

  

 

  

 

  

   

 

 

     

    

 

 

     

(ß=.53, SE=.01, p-value < .001) was added to the model, the Army’s coefficient increased to 0.17 

followed by an increase for the Navy with a coefficient of 0.14.  Marines had an increase to 0.15.  

Minority had no influence in this model; however, when rank was added, Army and Navy increased while 

Marines decreased.  See Table 7.6 for further details.  In 2010, the Army again had the largest coefficient 

of 0.17, which was higher than 2006. The Navy and Marine’s coefficient increased to 0.14.  When 

female was added (ß=.42, SE=.01, p-value < .001), the Marine’s coefficient increased to 0.21 while the 

Army increased to 0.20 while the Navy increased to 0.19.  The Coast Guard had the largest increase from 

0.01 to 0.12. Minority and rank had little impact on service.  See Table 7.7 for details. 

Sexual Coercion Index 

The top manifestations for the Sexual Coercion Index are comprised of bribery for sex and 

threatened retaliation for refusal to have sex.  The highest agreement rate for bribery for sex in 2006 was 

found in the Navy at 3.22 percent, which was then followed by Army at 3.18 percent.  The lowest 

agreement rates were found in the Air Force and Coast Guard, both at 1.30 percent.  In 2010, the highest 

agreement rate was from the Army (3.74 percent) followed by the Marines (3.29 percent).  The lowest 

category was the Air Force at 1.09 percent.  When a logistic regression analysis was conducted with 

regard to bribery for sex and service, the Army had the highest odds ratio at 2.85 followed by Navy at 

2.74. The odds ratios increased in 2010 with the largest odds ratios being the Army at 4.29 followed by 

Marines at 3.65 and then Navy at 3.15. 

In 2006, when the question of whether participants were made to feel threatened with some sort 

of retaliation for not being sexually cooperative (e.g., by mentioning an upcoming review), the highest 

agreement rate came from the Navy followed by the Army at 2.50 and 2.43 percent, respectively.  The 

lowest agreement rate was found in the Air Force at 1.09 percent.  In 2010, the agreement rates were 

found to have increased. The Army and Marines were found to be at 3.33 and 3.10 percent, respectively.  

The Air Force was the lowest at 0.75 percent.  

A logistic regression comparing Air Force to the other service branches, an increase in odds ratios 

for being retaliated against in 2006 with the Army being the highest at 2.59, followed closely by Navy at 
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2.51, and Marines at 1.93.  In 2010, there was an increase in odds ratios from Army at 5.54 to Marines at 

4.77, and Navy at 3.78. 

When using multiple regression (OLS) to examine service and the Sexual Coercion Index in 

2006, the highest coefficients were for the Navy and Army, both at 0.06.  The Marines followed closely at 

0.04. The Coast Guard was not statistically significant for either year.  When gender (ß=.12, SE=.01, p-

value < .001), was added, the Army’s coefficient remained the same while the Navy went up to 0.07. The 

Marines increased to 0.05. When minority and rank were added, there was little impact.  In looking at the 

2010 data, the Army coefficient increased to 0.09, Marines increased to 0.09, and the Navy increased to 

0.07. When gender (ß=.11, SE=.01, p-value <.001) was added, the Marines increased from 0.09 to 0.11.  

The Army increased to 0.10, and Navy increased to 0.08.  Minority and rank did little for the other 

branches.  

This index was predominated by the Navy in 2006, which led in agreement rates for three out of 

four manifestations with the exception of treated badly for refusal to have sex, for which the Army had 

the highest agreement rate.  In 2010, the Army had the highest agreement rate for bribery for sex and 

threaten retaliation, while the Marines had the highest agreement rate for being treated badly for refusal to 

have sex and implied promotion for sexual cooperation.  

Via odds ratios, with regard to the top two sexual coercion manifestations - bribery for sexual 

cooperation and threatened with retaliation for being sexually cooperative - this index was dominated by 

Army for both years, followed by either the Navy or Marines.  With regard to OLS in 2006, the highest 

coefficients were for the Army and Navy; however, in 2010 the highest coefficients were for the Army 

and Marines.  Gender had a little impact on these coefficients. 

Sexual Assault Index 

This index was comprised of attempted but uncompleted and completed sexual assault.  The 

highest agreement rate for uncompleted sexual assault came from Navy at 2.28 percent followed by Army 

at 2.13 percent, while the lowest agreement came from Coast Guard at 1.12 percent.  In 2010, the highest 

agreement came from the Marines at 2.50 percent, followed by Navy at 2.21 percent. The lowest group 
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was the Air Force at 0.81 percent.  With regard to completed sexual assault, the highest agreement rates 

for 2006 was found in the Navy and Marines, both at 1.50 percent, while the Coast Guard and Air Force 

were the lowest, both at 0.90 percent.  Please see Table 7.1 at end of chapter.  In 2010, the agreement 

rates increased for Marines and Navy to 2.18 and 1.92 percent, respectively, while the Air Force had the 

lowest at 0.61 percent.  When logistic regression was conducted to examine completed sexual assault and 

service branch, it was found that Navy and Army were the same at 1.90 followed by Coast Guard at 1.10.  

In 2010, there was an increase in odds ratios for the Navy at 3.41 followed by the Army at 2.67 and then 

the Coast Guard at 1.94.  Please see Table 7.2 at end of chapter. 

When looking at the Sexual Assault Index by service via multiple regression (OLS), by this index 

all of the coefficients were relatively small.  The Navy was the highest at 0.02 while Marines and Army 

followed at 0.01.  When gender was added (ß=.03, SE=.00, p-value < .001), the Navy remained at 0.02 

and Army increased to 0.02.  Minority and rank did little for service.  Please refer to Table 7.6 at the end 

of chapter.  When looking at the Sexual Assault Index in 2010, the Navy and Marines had the highest 

coefficient with 0.03 for both services, followed by Army at 0.02. The Coast Guard was not statistically 

significant.  When gender was added, the Army remained at 0.02, the Navy remained at 0.03, and the 

Marines increased to 0.04. Please refer to Table 7.7 at the end of chapter. 

In sum, via percentages, the Navy had the highest agreement rate for uncompleted sexual assault 

in 2006.  However, in 2010, it was the Marines.  For completed sexual assaults, both the Navy and 

Marines had the highest rates of agreement for service.  In 2010, it was the Marines via raw 

means/proportions.  Via logistic regression, when an odds ratio was performed for uncompleted sexual 

assault and service, the Army was found to have an odds ratio of 2.13, which increased to 3.06, while the 

Navy had an odds ratio of 2.10 increasing to 3.04.  For completed sexual assaults, the Navy had a 1.89 

odds ratio increasing to 3.41 in 2010, while Army was at 1.86 increasing to a 2.67 odds ratio compared to 

Air Force for completed sexual assault.  
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PART 1: DISCUSSION 

To conclude, for the Sexual Harassment Index, it appears that when examining percentages and 

odds ratios, the Navy and Army had the highest agreement rates for behaviors belonging to this index.  

By 2010, the agreement rates decreased, which may be due to military-wide training that was 

disseminated by this time.  With regard to the Sexist Behavior Index, the Marines dominated this index in 

2006 and 2010 with the exception of being treated differently due to gender whereby the Army had the 

highest agreement rate.  When reexamining the percentages, the Army had increased in agreement in 

2010. This may be due to training and an ability to label and recognize sexist behavior.  For the 

Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, with regard to proportion and odds ratios, the Army scored highest in 

attempt to form sexual relations and continually asking for dates and then corner or lean followed by the 

Marines and the Navy running only very closely behind by 1 point and at times not even 1 percent.  This 

was true for both 2006 and 2010.  In most of these indexes, the lowest is usually Air Force but sometimes 

Coast Guard; however, when odds ratios were run, at times the Coast Guard was statistically significant 

in differing from Air Force. 

The top two manifestations of Sexual Coercion Index were predominated by both the Navy and 

the Army 2006, while in 2010, the Army had the highest agreement rates for followed by the Marines. 

Via logistic regression, the highest odds ratios are with the Army followed by either Navy or Marines.  

With regard to OLS, in 2006, the highest coefficients were Army and Navy; however, in 2010 the highest 

coefficients were Army and Marines.  When gender was added, it had a small amount of impact on these 

coefficients.  With regard to the Sexual Assault Index in 2006, the Navy had the highest agreement rate 

for uncompleted sexual assault.  In 2010, it was the Marines.  For completed sexual assaults, the Navy 

and Marines had the highest agreement for service in 2006.  However, in 2010, it was the Marines via raw 

means/proportions.  The lowest agreement rates were seen in the Air Force and Coast Guard.  Via logistic 

regression, when odds ratios were performed for uncompleted sexual assault and service, both the Army 

and Navy’s odds ratios increased by 2010.  For completed sexual assaults, the Navy had 1.89 odds ratios 

increasing to 3.41 in 2010, while Army was at 1.86 increasing to 2.67 odds ratios compared to Air Force 
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for completed sexual assault.  When looking at the Sexual Assault Index by service via multiple 

regression, the Navy is the highest followed by Army and Marines.  When looking at all the OLS per 

index, it appears that gender had the most impact on branch’s coefficient and then rank. Per OLS, all 

index coefficients by service branch increased by 2010.  Again, this may be due to training and the ability 

to point out SH/SA and its concomitant behaviors. 

The Terrible Three (Army, Marines, and Navy) offered the highest agreement rates depending on 

the index to see which of the Terrible Three had the highest agreement rates.  While examining the Sexual 

Harassment Index, the Navy and Army had the highest agreement rates while looking at the Sexist 

Behavior Index, the major perpetrator was the Marines.  For the Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, with 

regard to proportion and odds ratios, the Army scored highest in attempt to form sexual relations, 

continually asking for dates, and then corner or lean followed by the Marines.  With regard to Sexual 

Coercion, the Navy scored the highest while for uncompleted sexual assault and had the same rate for 

completed sexual assault as the Marines in the Sexual Assault Index in 2006. In 2010, the Marines agreed 

the most. The lowest agreement has always been the Air Force and the Coast Guard.  The Army and 

Marines are known to have more SH/SA (Fitzgerald et al. 1999a; Hay and Elig 1999) than the other 

branches while the Air Force is known to have the less as there are more women in the Air Force and less 

ratio of women to men in the Army.  The Coast Guard is also known to have less SH/SA, as their history 

of including women is recent (Butler and Schmidtke 2010). Moreover, the Air Force and Coast Guard are 

least likely to experience sexual harassment and females in the Navy ranked in the middle (Fitzgerald et 

al. 1999a).  Additionally, the Air Force has more education and training to all (Butler and Schmidtke 

2010). With the percentage of agreement difference between 2006 and 2010, it may be the case that 

policies and training were implemented and due to the changes, perhaps this behavior decreased although 

it was concerning that in the Sexual Coercion and Sexual Assault indexes.   

For the more severe forms of SH/SA, the Navy and Marines scored the highest agreement rates 

followed by Army.  Interestingly, having women in the Navy is a recent phenomenon (Butler and 

Schmidtke 2010), and that could lead to the higher agreement scores of SH/SA. Hay and Elig’s (1999) 
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review of 1995 Gender Issues Survey found that the Marines had the highest amount of SH/SA behaviors. 

It is known that the gender composition of Marines is predominantly male (Hay and Elig 1999).  

Fitzgerald’s and colleagues’ research of 1995 Gender Survey noted that the Marines led all but one 

category (sexual coercion which was led by Army) and was followed by Army.  Magley and researchers 

(1999) notes that although women are slightly overrepresented in the Army, reports of sexual harassment 

are still high.  Additionally, when a place is male dominated, and the job gender contexts are 

predominantly male, the chance for SH/SA increases (Fitzgerald and Shullman 1993).  The Sexist 

Behavior and Sexual Harassment index, by 2010, for most of the agreements decreased; however, with 

regard to the next three more severe indexes, Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual 

Assault, it appears that the agreement percentages either were the same or increased.  This occurred the 

most with the Army and Marines.  This may be due to a new ability due to training to label SH/SA and 

how to identify it via training, policy implementation, and public service announcements.  Gruber (1998) 

notes when there perception of an organization as being proactive and anti-sexual harassment and assault, 

it leads to a decreased frequency of SH/SA.  The frequency of SH/SA is also related to perceptions of 

fairness with regard to organizational tolerance of SH/SA (Newell, Rosenfeld and Culbertson 1995). 

PART 2: PERCEPTION OF MILITARY’S ORGANIZATIONAL TOLERANCE OF SEXUAL 

HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT 

The second part of this research examined perceptions of the military’s organizational tolerance 

of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) as exhibited by reporting barriers, perceptions of efforts to stop 

sexual harassment, perceptions of various facets of training, what the military has done to confront and 

curtail sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA), and, lastly, perceptions of sexual assault as a problem in 

the nation and the military. Perceptions are affected by not only by the individual, but the respondent’s 

social location and one’s interaction between one’s social location and broader social factors such as 

institutions such as the media or being in the military. In this case, participants’ service branch is 

examined via perceptions of SH/SA that could be affected by their group membership and their 

participation in the institution of the military (Ewick and Silbey 1998; Sasson 1995).   
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OTSH as Exhibited by Reporting Barriers 

The relationship between branch and perceptions of OTSH as exhibited by reporting barriers was 

examined via proportions and logistic regression.  When branch and reporting barriers were investigated, 

the top three out of eight agreement rates for reporting barriers offered were: the belief that nothing would 

be done, fear of negative professional outcomes, and fear of being labeled a troublemaker.  The highest 

agreement rates come from the Army, the Air Force, and the Marines in 2006 and 2010.  The top two 

agreements and the lowest agreement will be noted.  

When respondents in 2006 were queried with regard to the belief that nothing would be done if 

he/she reported sexual harassment/sexual assault incident, the Army agreed with this statement the most 

at 25.85 percent followed by 24.08 percent agreement by the Air Force.  The branch of service with the 

lowest level of agreement was Marines at 21.71 percent.  These numbers increased in 2010 for the Army 

to 33.23 percent followed by the Marines at 28.22 percent.  The lowest level of agreement for nothing 

would be done in 2010 was the Coast Guard at 20.23 percent.  When a logistic regression analysis was 

conducted; the only statistically significant differences in odds ratio were seen in the Army and Air Force 

for which in 2006, the Army reported 1.18 times the odds of Air Force, which increased to 1.43 in 2010. 

In 2006, the agreement rates for not reporting was because of fear of negative professional 

outcomes and was found to be the highest in both the Air Force and Marines both at 24.36 percent.  The 

lowest category was the Coast Guard at 21.99 percent.  This increased in 2010 for the Army at 31.67 

percent followed by the Marines and Air Force, both at 28.00 percent. The lowest agreement rate was by 

the Coast Guard at 24.08 percent.  These agreement rates increased by 2010.  A logistic regression was 

conducted, but no statistically significant differences were found between each service and Air Force for 

both years except for the Army (OR: 1.27) in 2010, but due to the inability to compare years, this was not 

examined further. 

In 2006, highest agreement for being labeled as a troublemaker was the Air Force at 24.13 

percent followed by the Army at 22.91 percent.  The lowest agreement was 20.12 percent for the Coast 

Guard.  These agreement rates increased by 2010.  In 2010, the highest agreement rate was the Army at 
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31.15 percent followed by the Marines at 26.41 percent, and the lowest was Coast Guard at 21.74 percent.  

When conducting logistic regression, examining services against Air Force was not statistically 

significant in 2006 while in 2010 the only significant difference was between Army (OR: 1.32) and Air 

Force. This was not explored any further due an inability to compare the 2006 and 2010 surveys. 

When respondents were asked in 2006 if people would be able to get away with sexual 

harassment and sexual assault if reported, the Army had the highest agreement rate with regard to sexual 

harassment at 51.38 percent followed by the other four branches that ranged from 44 percent - 45 percent 

for 2006.  In 2010, the Army again had the highest agreement rate at 46.73 percent followed by Marines 

and then Navy, while the Air Force and Coast Guard had the lowest agreement rates.  Via logistic 

regression, those in the Army had 0.67 times the odds of the Air Force agreeing with this statement, and 

the odds decreased to 0.66 in 2010. With regard to getting away with sexual assault, the Army had the 

highest agreement rate at 37.54 percent followed by the Air Force at 32.36 percent.  The lowest was the 

Coast Guard at 29.74 percent.  In 2010, the Army had the largest agreement rate again at 36.49 percent 

followed by the Marines at 33.87 percent, while the lowest was Coast Guard at 28.28 percent. Those in 

the Army had 0.73 times the odds of the Air Force agreeing with this statement, and the odds decreased to 

0.68 in 2010. It was posited in the other chapters that those with more power or financial or social 

resources would have a more positive attitude toward the military’s handling of SH/SA, which includes 

the ability to feel free to report SH/SA and that complaints of SH/SA are taken seriously.  In other 

chapters, it was the dominant groups such as men, those in the higher ranks, and white individuals that 

had more positive attitudes; with regard to service branch, it is hypothesized that the branches that have 

less SH/SA will have a more positive attitude. This is to say, firstly, that the Air Force and possibly the 

Coast Guard would have more positive attitudes than the other branches.  When participants’ perceptions 

were tested as to whether people would get away with SH/SA if reported, the people with fewer resources 

- in this case, the Army - had the highest perceptions for SH/SA, and the lowest was the Navy in 2006; in 

2010, the lowest were the Air Force and the Coast Guard.  With regard to the Navy being the lowest, this 

may have to do with the zero tolerance of SH/SA that was not given priority until the Tailhook scandal in 
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1991 (Gruber 1998).  For the proportions, the percentages decreased from 2006 to 2010; this may be due 

to implementation of policy and training and perhaps the development of trust in the military’s handling 

of these issues. 

OTSH as Exhibited By Perceptions of Efforts to Stop Sexual Harassment 

To obtain information on the relationship between service and perceptions of senior leadership 

and immediate supervisor’s ability to make honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment, 

respondents were asked to agree/disagree if specific leadership persons (senior leadership of your service, 

senior leadership of your installation/ship, and one’s immediate supervisor) made honest and reasonable 

efforts to stop sexual harassment.  The Army was found to have the highest disagreement or “did not 

know” rates was the Army that ranged from 24 percent (immediate supervisor) to 27 percent (service or 

installation/ship). The Air Force, Navy, and Marines followed at 23 percent in 2006.  The lowest 

disagreement categories were the Marines and the Coast Guard, both at 21 percent.  By 2010, all 

percentage rates decreased.  Again, the Army had the highest disagreement rates (25 to 26 percent) 

followed by the Navy.  Please see Table 7.4.  By logistic regression via odds ratio and service, the Army 

disagreed 1.32 times the odds of the Air Force with regard to the belief that people in leadership positions 

made an honest and reasonable attempt to stop sexual harassment in 2006. This increased to 1.41 by 

2010. The rest of the service branches did not have any statistically significant differences for both years.  

Please see Table 7.4 at the end of the chapter. Therefore, for both years, the Army is the least likely 

group to agree that those in leadership did everything in their power to make honest and reasonable 

efforts to stop sexual harassment while those in the Coast Guard were more likely to believe it the most. 

When a logistic regression analysis was conducted, the Army had an increased odds ratio to either 

disagree or not know if those in senior leadership positions in their service and installation made honest 

and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment more than men. When queried about immediate 

supervisor, the Army, Navy, and Coast Guard had statistically significant odds ratio (OR: 1.31, 1.17, and 

1.19, respectively for 2006; 2010 OR: 1.48, 1.37, and 1.17, respectively).   
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Perceptions of Sexual Harassment and Sexual Assault Training – Dissemination of Knowledge 

With regard to SH/SA training that the military offered for all services, survey participants were 

queried as to whether they had military training during the past 12 months on topics related to SH/SA.  

For both SH/SA training, the highest to lowest agreement rates came from the Air Force, Army, and the 

Coast Guard, while the lowest agreement rates for training was the Marines for both 2006 and 2010. 

For the sexual harassment training in the prior 12 months, from highest to lowest agreement rates 

were the Air Force at 94.66 and the Army at 94.09 percent, while the lowest was the Marines at 89.68 

percent.  Please see Table 7.3 at the end of the chapter. In 2010, the agreement rates increased; the 

highest rates were the Coast Guard at 96.41 percent followed by the Army and the Air Force, both at 

95.00 percent.  The lowest group of responses for agreement was the Marines at 93.03 percent.  Again, all 

the branches were close in agreement rates. 

Respondents were asked if they had any military training in the past 12 months related to sexual 

assault. The highest agreement rate for both survey years was 92.67 percent for the Air Force followed by 

the Army at 89.52 percent in 2006, and, in 2010, both branches had an agreement rate of 93 percent.   The 

lowest agreement rate for both years was the Marines at 80.87 percent in 2006, which increased to 90.56 

percent in 2010.  Please see Table 7.3 at the end of the chapter. 

Perceptions of Sexual Assault Training - Facets of Training 

In an attempt to gather information regarding the dissemination of knowledge, respondents were 

queried as to their perceptions of various aspects of their sexual assault training, specifically with regard 

to whether their training provided information regarding the role of the chain-of-command in handling 

sexual assaults, how to obtain medical care following a sexual assault, sexual assault is a mission 

readiness problem, identified the points of contact for reporting SA (e.g., Sexual Assault Response 

Coordinator or SARC, Victim Advocate), reporting options that were available if a sexual assault 

occurred, how to avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual assault, and what actions were 

considered sexual assault. It is important to note there was a high level of agreement on the facets of the 

military sexual assault training as the feeling overall was positive with regard to training to all of the 
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branches.  The agreement rates ranged from 98 - 100 percent for both years.  Please see Table 7.3 at the 

end of the chapter. 

When examining odds ratios, there were statistically significant results with regard to certain 

facets of training as noted below.  With regard to obtaining medical care, the highest agreement rate was 

found by the Coast Guard at 3.13, which decreased in 2010 (see table 7.5).  In terms of whether training 

taught the role of chain of command, the only statistically significant relationship for comparison was the 

Marines that had an odds ratio of 1.89 in 2006, which increased to 2.12 in 2010. With respect to available 

reporting options, the Marines had the highest agreement rate odds ratios, which was 2.64 in 2006, 

increasing to 3.42 in 2010.  Please see Table 7.5 at the end of the chapter for information on further facets 

of training. 

Perceptions of Sexual Assault as a Problem in the Nation and the Military 

Proportions were examined by service branch for the 2006 and 2010 survey with regard to their 

opinion of whether sexual assault in our nation and military had been more or less of a problem than the 

prior four years.  When survey respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault in the nation 

had become more or less of a problem in the prior four years, the Air Force and Army had agreement 

rates of 29.10 and 27.12 percent, respectively, that it was more of a problem while the lowest was Coast 

Guard at 24.02 percent in 2006. Please see Table 7.3 at the end of the chapter.  For 2010, the Army had 

the highest agreement rate at 35.87 percent followed by Air Force at 32.47 percent, while Coast Guard 

was the lowest at 23.61 percent.  When a logistic regression was conducted in 2006, compared to the Air 

Force, the Army believed it was less of a problem in the nation than the prior four years with an odds ratio 

of -0.89; however, as in line with the raw proportions, by 2010, the Army (OR: -1.26) agreed more than 

the Air Force that sexual assault was a problem in the nation.  Moreover, it was also perceived that sexual 

assault in military was less of a problem than in the nation. Please see Table 7.5 at the end of the chapter. 

When respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault had become more or less of a 

problem in the last four years in the military, the perception was that it was less of a problem in the 

military than the nation. Therefore, it is believed that the military had less of a problem with sexual 
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assault than the nation did.  The groups that had the highest agreement rates that sexual assault was more 

of a problem in the military than the previous four years was the Army for both 2006 and 2010 with 

agreement rates of 17.70 and 29.89 percent, respectively.  This was followed in 2006 by the Air Force at 

15.12 percent, while the lowest was Coast Guard with an agreement rate of 10.52 percent.  In 2010, the 

Army was followed by the Marines at 21.04 percent, with the lowest being the Coast Guard at 12.87 

percent.  Compared to the Air Force, the Army believed it was more of a problem by 1.19 times the odds 

the Air Force while in 2010 the odds ratio increased to 1.82. 

PART 2: DISCUSSION 

As the objective of this research is to examine how the types of military SH/SA vary by gender, 

race, rank, and service and to study whether the incidences of manifestations of SH/SA changed from 

2006 and 2010 as these data sets have not been examined academically, this chapter solely focuses on 

service branch, specifically the various service branches’ experiences and perceptions of the gamut of 

sexual harassment and sexual assault manifestations.  The second aim was to study the perception by 

gender of the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH) by way of 

perceptions of reporting barriers and of the military’s leaderships’ ability to confront and eradicate the 

problem of SH/SA in 2006 to 2010.  Additionally, the second portion of this chapter studied the 

availability and the dissemination of knowledge of SH/SA training in the prior 12 months. Moreover, it is 

important to investigate if the frequency of reporting has varied from 2006 and 2010 as many policies and 

anti-sexual harassment training and practices as well as PSAs had been implemented beginning in the 

years of 2005 and 2006, and it may have taken a few years (by 2010) to fully measure the effects of those 

changes.  Do members from different service branches perceive reporting barriers for themselves and 

others, the ability of people to get away with sexual harassment and sexual assault, the perception of 

military leadership to confront the problem of sexual harassment, availability and efficacy of sexual 

harassment and sexual assault training in various ways, and what are their perceptions of the military and 

nation are doing with regard to SH/SA compared to the prior four years?  Does this vary by service 

branch?   This chapter began with four hypotheses below: 
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Hypotheses: 

H1: The AF is less susceptible to various forms of SH/SA than other branches of service due to better 

education and technology. 

In examining the Sexual Harassment Index, by proportions and logistic regression, the Navy had 

the highest agreement rate for the behaviors in this index.  By 2010, the percentages decreased, and this 

index was dominated by the Army and the Marines.  Via logistic regression, the highest odds ratio 

belonged to Army and Navy in 2006, but in 2010, only the Army dominated the odds ratios. With regard 

to the Sexist Behavior Index, the Marines dominated this index in 2006 and 2010 with the exception of 

being treated differently due to gender, whereby the Army had the highest agreement rate; the agreement 

rate increased by 2010 (this may be due to training and an ability to recognize and label sexist behavior).  

Via logistic regression, the Marines dominated the odds ratios for both years.  For the Unwanted Sexual 

Attention Index, for both years, the Army and the Marines scored with highest agreement rates for 

behaviors such as in attempt to form sexual relations, continually asking for dates, and then intentional, 

sexual cornering or leaning.  Via logistic regression, the Army had the largest odds ratios for both years. 

The Sexual Coercion Index was predominated by the Army and the Navy for bribery and threatened 

retaliation, and in 2010, this was dominated by the Army and the Marines in 2010, while the Air Force 

and the Coast Guard had the lowest agreement rates for behaviors such as threatened retaliation and 

treated badly for refusal to have sex. Via logistic regression, the highest odds ratio, the Army had the 

largest odds ratios for both years. With regard to the Sexual Assault Index, the Navy has the highest 

agreement rate for uncompleted sexual assault.  In 2010, it was the Marines that had the highest 

agreement rate.  For completed sexual assaults, the Navy and the Marines had the highest agreement rates 

for service.  Via logistic regression, the Army and Navy in 2006 and in 2010, the Marines had the highest 

odds ratio. When looking at all the OLS per index, it appears that gender had the most impact on service 

branch’s coefficient and then rank.  These all had higher coefficients than the Air Force. The Air Force 

had the lowest agreement for the Sexual Harassment Index and Sexist Behavior Index, and it was the 

second lowest for Unwanted Sexual Attention while the Coast Guard was the lowest in most cases for this 
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index. Each coefficient increased by 2010. This may be due to training and the ability to point out 

SH/SA and its concomitant behaviors. 

As seen above, the Terrible Three dominated all of the indexes and while the Air Force was the 

lowest in three out of five indexes and shared the lowest spot for the last two indexes; therefore, the 

current findings strongly supported hypothesis one.  This is due to more women being in the Air Force 

and better education and technology.  With regard to the Coast Guard, this branch is known to have less 

SH/SA, as their history of including women is recent (Butler and Schmidtke 2010). 

H2: The AF has less SH/SA in their branch and perceive there is LESS OTSH and believe there are 

FEWER reporting barriers than other branches. 

With regard to reporting barriers, the highest agreement rates were that nothing would be done, 

fear of negative professional outcomes, and fear of being labeled a troublemaker, via raw 

means/proportions.  The highest agreement belonged to the Army, the Air Force, and the Marines in 

2006, and, in 2010, the highest agreeing group was the Army.  When respondents were queried as to non-

reporting with regard to the belief that nothing would be done if they reported sexual harassment/sexual 

assault incident, the Army led and was followed by the Air Force in 2006.  The lowest category to agree 

with this statement was the Marines.  In 2010, it was the Army alone that led agreement.  With regard to 

negative professional outcomes, the Air Force and the Marines had the highest agreement rates. The 

lowest category was the Coast Guard.  This increased in 2010 for the Army followed by the Marines.  The 

fear of being labeled a troublemaker was highest for the Air Force and then the Army in 2006.  The 

lowest was the Coast Guard.  Agreement rates increased by 2010.  In 2010, the highest agreement rate 

was the Army followed by the Marines, and the lowest was the Coast Guard.  With regard to the five 

reporting barriers for SH/SA, the Coast Guard had the lowest in 2006 for eight out of 10 reporting barriers 

for both years.  It appears that the Air Force agreed more with the reasons to not report and the lowest 

agreement came from the Coast Guard.  It was found that with regard to service branch, it is posited that 

the branches that have less SH/SA will have a more positive attitude, specifically the Air Force and 

possibly the Coast Guard.   When asked the more critical questions, with regard to whether people would 
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get away with SH/SA, the Army had the highest agreement rate followed by the Air Force.  With this 

evidence, hypothesis #2 cannot be supported.  

H3: Since there is less SH/SA in the Air Force, it is perceived that there is less OTSH and believe 

MORE than other services in efforts by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA, 

they had sexual assault training, and learned from it MORE than other branches.  

With regard to military leadership to stop SH/SA, the Army had the highest disagreement rates 

and had the highest odds ratio to disagree or not know if people in senior leadership position in their 

service and installation made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment compared to the 

other branches.   They also had a higher odds ratio not to believe that their immediate supervisor made 

honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment more so than the Air Force.  For the most part, the 

Coast Guard had the lowest answer for No or I Don’t Know. 

Participants were asked if they had sexual harassment and sexual assault training in the prior 12 

months.  The highest agreement rates came from the Air Force and the Army for both SH/SA training for 

2006 and 2010.  The odds ratio in 2006 shows that the Army agreed more than the Air Force in 2006, but 

not in 2010. There were not any glaring differences between the Air Force and the other branches.  

With regard to the varying information that sexual assault training offered, no differences were 

found by branch in percentages and odds ratios with regard to what actions were considered sexual assault 

and avoiding situations that may increase the risk of sexual assault.  Relative to the rest of the facets of 

training from obtaining medical care following a sexual assault to the role of chain-of-command in 

handling sexual assaults, there was little variance in agreement with percentages.  However, with odds 

ratios, to obtain medical care, the Army, the Navy, and the Coast Guard agreed less than the Air Force. 

With regard to chain of command, the Marines agreed less than the Air Force. With regard to reporting 

options, the Marines and the Coast Guard agreed less than the Air Force.  With regard to points of 

contact, all branches agreed less than the Air Force.  With regard to sexual assault being a mission 

readiness problem, the Coast Guard disagreed with the Air Force.  There was too much agreement 

between the Air Force and the rest of the branches and therefore with this information, hypothesis three 
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cannot be supported.  Perhaps by both years, participants have seen the policy implementation and 

outreach in each year and are more positive about training.  

H4: Since there is less SH/SA in the Air Force, the Air Force participants believe there is less sexual 

assault in both the nation and military than the other branches.  

When respondents were asked if their perception of sexual assault has become more of a problem 

in the last four years in the military, agreement rates were lower than sexual assault in the nation.  

Therefore, it is perceived by respondents that the military had less of a problem with sexual assault than 

the nation.  The group that thought sexual assault was more of a problem in the nation the most was the 

Air Force for both years followed by the Army. Odds ratios prove that the Army believed this less than 

the Air Force.  The lowest agreement came from the Coast Guard. 

With regard to sexual assault being more of a problem in the military than the previous four 

years, the highest agreement rate came from the Army for both years.  This was evidenced by the Army’s 

odds ratio being higher than the Air Force.  This was followed in 2006 by the Air Force, and, then in 

2010, the Air Force and Marines.  Again, the lowest agreeing group was the Coast Guard.  The Air Force 

agreed the most to the fact that sexual assault became more of a problem in the prior four year for 2006 

and then was second highest agreement rate for 2010.  However, for sexual assault in the military it was 

the second highest agreement rate and was not the lowest agreement.  Therefore with this information, 

hypothesis #4 cannot be supported.    
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TABLE 7.1: Percentages of Service Branch Agreeing that These Behaviors Occurred At Least Once, 2006 and 2010 

Manifestations and Indexes  2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 

ARM NAV MAR AF CG ARM NAV MAR AF CG 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Offensive stories and jokes 27.45 28.39 26.47 22.70 27.90 23.63 22.56 21.49 16.34 20.60 

Unwelcome attempts of discussion of sexual matters 19.30 19.84 19.08 14.05 18.38 17.11 16.58 16.63 10.67 11.83 

Offensive remarks about appearance or sexual activities. 15.23 16.60 16.81 11.17 12.96 15.11 15.19 15.51 9.27 9.91 

Offensive sexual gestures 14.60 15.97 14.29 10.27 13.73 13.59 13.46 12.21 7.79 9.66 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Gender-related offensive terms 24.09 25.77 27.36 19.97 23.25 22.18 22.42 23.85 15.47 17.36 

Treated differently due to one’s gender 15.69 16.07 17.18 13.11 12.54 17.54 15.75 16.34 11.27 11.13 

Offensive sexist remarks 13.82 15.30 16.46 10.20 11.86 15.38 14.81 16.15 9.18 10.93 

Condescended due to one’s gender 10.50 11.25 12.07 8.12 7.94 11.71 10.97 11.84 7.21 7.11 

Unwanted Sexual Attention (USA) 

Unwanted attempts to form romantic and sexual relationship 10.41 9.29 9.57 5.65 4.80 10.99 9.28 9.64 5.16 5.37 

Continue to ask for dates even though one said “No” 8.64 7.76 8.00 4.49 3.70 9.25 8.00 8.39 4.19 4.22 

Touched in an uncomfortable way 6.64 7.15 5.80 4.27 3.77 6.08 6.45 5.78 3.39 3.72 

Intentionally cornered or leaned in a sexual way 5.53 5.25 4.34 2.94 3.07 5.17 5.12 4.83 2.10 2.41 

Sexual Coercion Index 

Bribery for sex 3.18 3.22 2.55 1.30 1.27 3.74 2.97 3.29 1.09 1.40 

Threaten retaliation for refusal to have sex 2.43 2.50 2.19 1.09 1.42 3.33 2.51 3.10 .75 1.22 

Treated badly for refusal to have sex 2.64 2.54 2.13 1.24 1.31 3.16 2.51 3.24 .90 1.06 

Implied promotion for having sex 1.94 2.32 1.73 .91 1.08 2.24 2.09 2.56 .53 .93 

Sexual Assault Index 

Attempted uncompleted sexual assault 2.13 2.28 1.70 1.21 1.12 2.00 2.21 2.50 .81 1.06 

Completed sexual assault 1.36 1.51 1.50 .87 .90 1.34 1.92 2.18 .61 .85 
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TABLE 7.2: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of SH/SA Behaviors on Service Branch, 2006 and 2010 

Gender Treated Offensive Discussion Attempt to Continually Bribery for Threaten Attempted & Completed 

Offensive differently stories or of sexual form asking for sex retaliation uncompleted SA 

Terms due to jokes matters romantic & dates SA 

gender sexual 

relationship 

Odds 

Ratios 

Odds 

Ratios 

Odds 

Ratios 
Odds Ratios 

Odds 

Ratios 

Odds 

Ratios 

Odds 

Ratios 

Odds 

Ratios 

Odds 

Ratios 

Odds 

Ratios 

2006 

Services 

ARMY 1.57 *** 1.62 *** 1.48 *** 1.74 *** 2.45 *** 2.49 *** 2.85 *** 2.59 *** 2.13 *** 1.86 *** 

(.07) (.09) (.06) (.08) (.17) (.20) (.38) (.37) (.30) (.31) 

NAVY 1.60 *** 1.55 *** 1.48 *** 1.67 *** 2.01 *** 2.09 *** 2.74 *** 2.51 *** 2.11 *** 1.89 *** 

(.08) (.09) (.07) (.09) (.15) (.18) (.38) (.38) (.32) (.34) 

MAR 1.71 *** 1.82 *** 1.33 *** 1.48 *** 2.01 *** 2.12 *** 1.97 *** 1.93 *** 1.28 1.48 

(.09) (.12) (.07) (.09) (.18) (.21) (.32) (.34) (.24) (.31) 

CG 1.55 *** 1.53 *** 1.60 *** 1.61 *** 1.24 1.30 * 1.26 1.62 * 1.13 1.10 

(.09) (.12) (.09) (.10) (.14) (.16) (.27) (.34) (.25) (.28) 

2010 

Services 

ARMY 1.94 *** 2.25 *** 1.86 *** 2.08 *** 3.03 *** 3.06 *** 4.29 *** 5.54 *** 3.07 *** 2.67 *** 

(.09) (.12) (.09) (.11) (.21) (.24) (.58) (.87) (.50) (.51) 

NAVY 2.00 *** 2.01 *** 1.76 *** 1.94 *** 2.43 *** 2.54 *** 3.15 *** 3.78 *** 3.04 *** 3.41 *** 

(.10) (.12) (.08) (.11) (.18) (.21) (.45) (.63) (.50) (.63) 

MAR 2.38 *** 2.45 *** 1.74 *** 2.00 *** 2.83 *** 3.02 *** 3.65 *** 4.77 *** 3.33 *** 3.59 *** 

(.12) (.14) (.09) (.11) (.22) (.25) (.52) (.78) (.55) (.67) 

CG 1.86 *** 1.87 *** 1.87 *** 1.60 *** 1.92 *** 1.93 *** 2.13 *** 2.57 *** 1.92 ** 1.94 * 

(.12) (.15) (.12) (.12) (.21) (.24) (.45) (.60) (.46) (.53) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for gender, race, and rank. 
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TABLE 7.3: Percentages of Perceptions of OTSH for Service Branch, 2006 and 2010 

2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2010 2010 2010 2010 2010 

ARM NAV MAR AF CG ARM NAV MAR AF CG 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Reasons for not reporting 

Nothing would be done 25.85 22.15 21.71 24.08 22.92 33.23 27.33 28.22 26.75 20.23 

Negative professional outcomes 23.46 22.85 24.36 24.36 21.99 31.67 26.85 27.92 27.67 24.08 

Feared of being labeled a troublemaker 22.91 21.03 22.43 24.13 20.12 31.15 25.36 26.41 26.15 21.74 

Would people get away with sexual harassment if reported 51.38 44.22 43.82 44.56 44.36 46.73 40.38 43.28 39.85 39.86 

Would people get away with sexual assault if reported 37.54 30.86 31.06 32.36 29.74 36.49 30.36 33.87 30.80 28.28 

OTSH has Exhibited By Perceptions of Efforts to Stop 

Sexual Harassment - No/I don’t know 
Honest & reasonable efforts to stop SH by senior leadership 26.90 22.97 20.87 23.13 20.86 25.99 24.18 21.19 21.72 17.68 

of your service 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop SH by senior leadership 26.83 22.23 22.46 22.31 20.80 26.65 24.19 23.12 21.34 18.04 

of your installation/ship 

Honest & reasonable efforts to stop SH by your immediate 24.63 23.30 23.86 21.47 23.33 25.21 24.86 22.73 20.37 19.12 

supervisor 

Perceptions of SH/SA Training – Dissemination of 

Knowledge 

Military training during the past 12 months on topics 94.09 91.73 89.68 94.66 92.86 94.75 93.07 93.03 94.67 96.41 

related to SH 

Military training during the past 12 months on topics 89.52 87.03 80.87 92.67 82.97 92.56 90.78 90.56 92.93 90.93 

related to SA 

Facets of Training 

What actions are considered sexual assault. 
99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 100.00 99.00 100.00 99.00 99.00 100.0 

0 

Avoid situations that might increase the risk of sexual 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 

assault. 

Obtain medical care following a sexual assault. 98.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 97.00 98.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 98.00 

The role of the chain-of-command in handling sexual 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 

assaults. 

Reporting options available if a sexual assault occurs. 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 100.00 99.00 

Identifies the points of contact for reporting sexual assault 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 100.00 98.00 

Sexual assault is a mission readiness problem. 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 99.00 98.00 

Perceptions of SA as a Problem in the Nation and the 

Military 

SA in nation become more of a problem over last 4 years? 27.12 25.27 24.87 29.10 24.02 35.87 29.13 31.26 32.47 23.61 

SA in military become more of a problem over last 4 years? 17.70 11.52 10.75 15.12 10.52 29.89 16.86 21.04 20.30 12.87 
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TABLE 7.4: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of Perceptions of OTSH on Service Branch, 2006 and 2010 - Perceptions of Reporting Barriers 

And Attempts to Stop SH/SA 

Nothing Negative Labeled a Would Would Efforts to stop SH Efforts to Efforts to stop SH  by 

would be professional troublemaker people people get by senior leadership stop SH by your immediate 

done outcomes get away away with of your service senior supervisor 

with SH SA leadership of 

your 

installation or 

ship 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 

ARMY 1.18 * 1.04 1.00 -.67 *** -.73 *** 1.32 *** 1.40 *** 1.31 *** 

(.09) (.08) (.07) (.02) (.03) (.06) (.06) (.06) 

NAVY -.93 -.97 -.87 -.96 1.03 1.03 1.04 1.17 ** 

(.07) (.08) (.07) (.04) (.04) (.05) (.05) (.05) 

MAR -.84 -.98 -.89 1.00 1.09 -.83 ** -.96 1.08 

(.08) (.09) (.09) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.05) (.06) 

CG 1.04 1.04 -.93 -.91 1.07 -.93 -.97 1.19 ** 

(.10) (.11) (.10) (.04) (.06) (.05) (.06) (.07) 

2010 

ARMY 1.43 *** 1.27 ** 1.32 *** -.66 *** -.69 *** 1.41 *** 1.49 *** 1.48 *** 

(.11) (.10) (.10) (.02) (.03) (.06) (.06) (.06) 

NAVY 1.07 1.03 1.02 -.89 ** -.95 1.20 *** 1.24 *** 1.37 *** 

(.09) (.09) (.09) (.03) (.04) (.05) (.06) (.06) 

MAR 1.12 1.08 1.08 -.77 *** -.81 *** -.98 1.15 ** 1.18 *** 

(.10) (.09) (.09) (.03) (.03) (.05) (.05) (.06) 

CG -.81 1.01 -.95 -.83 *** -.94 -.99 1.04 1.17 * 

(.10) (.12) (.11) (.04) (.05) (.06) (.07) (.07) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for gender, race, and rank. 

152 



 
 

 

                 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

   

   

  

 

  

   

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          

          

              

          

             

          

                

          

                 

          

          

          

                  

           

                  

          

                 

          

                 

          
                                

                       

TABLE 7.5: A Multivariable Logistic Regression of Perceptions of OTSH on Service Branch, 2006 and 2010 - Facets of Training and Perceptions of SA 

in Nation and Military 

What Avoid Obtain Role of chain- Reporting Identifies SA is a SA in nation more SA in the 

actions situations medical care of-command options if a points of mission of a problem over military more 

are SA. that might following SA. in handling SA occurs. contact for readiness last 4 years? of a problem 

increase risk SA. reporting problem. over last 4 

of SA. SA years? 

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds 

Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios Ratios 

2006 

ARMY -.75 1.08 1.54 ** 1.19 1.48 2.14 *** 1.09 -.89 ** 1.19 ** 

(.18) (.20) (.26) (.21) (.32) (.45) (.19) (.04) (.07) 

NAVY -.94 1.04 1.22 1.07 1.51 2.12 ** 1.21 -.82 *** -.73 *** 

(.23) (.21) (.23) (.21) (.35) (.47) (.23) (.04) (.05) 

MAR 1.09 1.24 2.42 *** 1.89 ** 2.64 *** 2.80 *** 1.43 -.76 *** -.66 *** 

(.31) (.30) (.47) (.38) (.63) (.68) (.32) (.04) (.05) 

CG -.73 1.96 ** 3.13 *** 1.34 1.93 * 3.54 *** 2.44 *** -.80 *** -.70 *** 

(.26) (.44) (.59) (.33) (.53) (.86) (.50) (.04) (.06) 

2010 

ARMY 1.20 1.51 * 2.02 *** 1.75 ** 2.59 *** 3.37 *** 1.76 ** -1.26 *** 1.82 *** 

(.30) (.31) (.35) (.31) (.65) (.82) (.34) (.05) (.10) 

NAVY -.93 1.66 * 1.64 ** 1.58 * 2.42 ** 2.52 *** 2.13 *** -.88 ** -.84 ** 

(.26) (.35) (.30) (.30) (.63) (.65) (.42) (.04) (.05) 

MAR -1.00 1.64 * 2.67 *** 2.12 *** 3.42 *** 3.56 *** 2.17 *** -.98 1.15 * 

(.28) (.35) (.46) (.38) (.85) (.89) (.44) (.04) (.07) 

CG -.92 1.62 2.34 *** 1.90 ** 3.04 *** 5.91 *** 2.57 *** -.81 *** -.76 ** 

(.34) (.42) (.49) (.44) (.90) (1.54) (.60) (.05) (.06) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 

Note: Controlling for gender, race, and rank. 
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TABLE 7.6: Multivariable Hierarchical Multiple Regressions of 2006 Survey by Service for SH/SA Indexes 

Model 1 Service Model 2 + Female Model 3 + Minority Model 4 + Rank 

2006 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Army .18 *** (.02) .23 *** (.02) .22 *** (.02) .28 *** (.02) 

Navy .23 *** (.02) .26 *** (.02) .26 *** (.02) .28 *** (.02) 

Marine .19 *** (.03) .24 *** (.03) .25 *** (.03) .20 *** (.03) 

CG .15 *** (.03) .25 *** (.03) .26 *** (.03) .23 *** (.03) 

Female .74 *** (.02) .74 *** (.02) .66 *** (.02) 

Minority .05 ** (.02) .00 (.02) 

E5 - E9 -.33 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.52 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.33 *** (.03) 

O4 - O6 -.56 *** (.02) 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Army .13 *** (.02) .19 *** (.02) .19 *** (.02) .24 *** (.02) 

Navy .17 *** (.02) .22 *** (.02) .22 *** (.02) .23 *** (.02) 

Marine .22 *** (.03) .30 *** (.02) .30 *** (.02) .28 *** (.02) 

CG .04 (.03) .19 *** (.02) .19 *** (.02) .19 *** (.02) 

Female 1.11 *** (.01) 1.10 *** (.01) 1.05 *** (.01) 

Minority .01 (.01) -.01 (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.22 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.35 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.18 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.35 *** (.02) 

USA Index 

Army .14 *** (.01) .17 *** (.01) .16 *** (.01) .19 *** (.01) 

Navy .12 *** (.02) .14 *** (.01) .14 *** (.01) .15 *** (.01) 

Marine .11 *** (.02) .15 *** (.02) .14 *** (.02) .11 *** (.02) 

CG -.02 (.02) .05 ** (.02) .06 ** (.02) .04 * (.02) 

Female .53 *** (.01) .51 *** (.01) .46 *** (.01) 

Minority .08 *** (.01) .05 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.26 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.36 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.29 *** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.41 *** (.02) 

Sexual Coercion 

Army .06 *** (.01) .06 *** (.01) .06 *** (.01) .07 *** (.01) 

Navy .06 *** (.01) .07 *** (.01) .06 *** (.01) .07 *** (.01) 

Marine .04 *** (.01) .05 *** (.01) .05 *** (.01) .03 ** (.01) 

CG .004 (.01) .02 (.01) .02 (.01) .01 (.01) 

Female .12 *** (.01) .12 *** (.01) .09 *** (.01) 

Minority .05 *** (.01) .04 *** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.13 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.18 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.17 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.19 *** (.01) 

Sexual Assault 

Army .01 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .01 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

Navy .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

Marine .01 * (.00) .01 ** (.01) .01 * (.01) .01 (.01) 

CG -.00 (.00) .00 (.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.01) 

Female .03 *** (.00) .03 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

Minority .02 *** (.00) .01 *** (.00) 

E5 - E9 -.06 *** (.00) 

W1 - W5 -.08 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.07 *** (.00) 

O4 - O6 -.08 *** (.00) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. 
Note: Controlling for gender, race, and rank. 



 
 

        

              

         

 

              

             

              

             

            

          

            

             

            

             

  

              

             

              

            

            

           

            

             

            

             

 

              

             

              

            

            

         

            

             

            

             

 

              

             

              

            

            

           

            

             

            

             

 

              

             
              

            

            

          

            

             

            

             
                            

TABLE 7.7: Multivariable Hierarchical Multiple Regressions of 2010 Survey by Service for SH/SA Indexes 

Model 1 Service Model 2 + Female Model 3 + Minority Model 4 + Rank 

2010 ß SE ß SE ß SE ß SE 

Sexual Harassment Index 

Army .26 *** (.02) .30 *** (.02) .30 *** (.02) .34 *** (.02) 

Navy .24 *** (.02) .31 *** (.02) .31 *** (.02) .31 *** (.02) 

Marine .22 *** (.02) .33 *** (.02) .33 *** (.02) .30 *** (.02) 

CG .08 ** (.03) .24 *** (.03) .24 *** (.03) .25 *** (.03) 

Female .65 *** (.01) .65 *** (.01) .59 *** (.01) 

Minority -.00 (.01) -.02 (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.22 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.36 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.15 *** (.020 

O4 - O6 -.33 *** (.02) 

Sexist Behavior Index 

Army .24 *** (.02) .31 *** (.02) .32 *** (.02) .35 *** (.02) 

Navy .21 *** (.02) .32 *** (.02) .32 *** (.02) .32 *** (.02) 

Marine .25 *** (.02) .42 *** (.02) .42 *** (.02) .41 *** (.02) 

CG .03 (.03) .28 *** (.03) .27 *** (.03) .28 *** (.03) 

Female .96 *** (.01) .97 *** (.01) .93 *** (.01) 

Minority -.04 ** (.01) -.05 ** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.16 *** (.02) 

W1 - W5 -.26 *** (.03) 

O1 - O3 -.06 ** (.02) 

O4 - O6 -.19 *** (.02) 

USA Index 

Army .17 *** (.01) .20 *** (.01) .20 *** (.01) .22 *** (.01) 

Navy .14 *** (.01) .19 *** (.01) .19 *** (.01) .19 *** (.01) 

Marine .14 *** (.01) .21 *** (.01) .21 *** (.01) .19 *** (.01) 

CG .01 (.02) .12 *** (.02) .12 *** (.02) .13 *** (.02) 

Female .42 *** (.01) .42 *** (.01) .38 *** (.01) 

Minority .02 (.01) -.00 (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.18 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.26 *** (.02) 

O1 - O3 -.20 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.25 *** (.02) 

Sexual Coercion 

Army .09 *** (.01) .10 *** (.01) .10 *** (.01) .11 *** (.01) 

Navy .07 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) 

Marine .09 *** (.01) .11 *** (.01) .11 *** (.01) .09 *** (.01) 

CG .01 (.01) .04 ** (.01) .04 ** (.01) .05 *** (.01) 

Female .11 *** (.01) .10 *** (.01) .08 *** (.01) 

Minority .03 *** (.01) .02 ** (.01) 

E5 - E9 -.09 *** (.01) 

W1 - W5 -.15 *** (.01) 

O1 - O3 -.12 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.13 *** (.01) 

Sexual Assault 

Army .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) .03 *** (.00) 

Navy .03 *** (.00) .03 *** (.00) .03 *** (.00) .03 *** (.00) 

Marine .03 *** (.00) .04 *** (.00) .04 *** (.00) .03 *** (.00) 

CG .00 (.01) .01 * (.01) .01 * (.01) .01 ** (.01) 

Female .03 *** (.00) .03 *** (.00) .02 *** (.00) 

Minority .01 ** (.00) .01 (.00) 

E5 - E9 -.04 *** (.00) 

W1 - W5 -.06 *** (.00) 

O1 - O3 -.05 *** (.01) 

O4 - O6 -.05 *** (.00) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, two-tailed. Note: Controlling for gender, race, and rank. 
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CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION 

Sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) still exists in the military. The government has conducted 

surveys relative to SH/SA dating back to 1988, and the latest one was in 2014. The 2012 Workplace and 

Gender Relations Survey was presumed to be a part of this research; however, due to most variables in this 

survey year being confidential and not recoded, it left only the 2006 and 2010 surveys open for 

investigation. Not only were the variables of gender, race, rank, and branch compared for differences in 

experiences of SH/SA manifestations, but the 2006 and 2010 survey years were also investigated as military 

implemented policy changes in 2005. These changes began with the establishment of Sexual Assault 

Prevention and Response Office (SAPRO) which has been a source for SH/SA training, policy 

implementation, outreach, public service announcements, and collaborations with outside agencies in the 

years to follow. These yielded at times differential responses by year, specifically for 2010. The second 

goal of this research was to examine perceptions of the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual 

harassment and assault (OTSH) as exhibited by reporting barriers, perceptions of the military’s efforts to 

stop SH/SA, the dissemination of knowledge through sexual assault training, and facets of sexual assault 

training. Moreover, respondents’ perceptions of sexual assault as a problem in the nation and the military 

were also studied for variance by gender, race, rank, and service branch and by the survey years of 2006 

and 2010 surveys. Proportions/percentages, logistic regression, and hierarchical multiple regression (OLS) 

were utilized in this research.  

There were five hypotheses for the gender, race, and rank variables and four hypotheses for 

service.  With regard to gender, the first hypothesis posited women were more susceptible to SH/SA than 

men and were susceptible to all forms SH/SA.  Women led the agreement rates for each SH/SA 

manifestation in each index for both years.  These SH/SA behaviors occurred at least once via proportion 

analysis.  The most to the least occurring indexes via proportions for gender were Sexist Behavior, Sexual 

Harassment, Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault.  Moreover, for the 

variables of race, rank, and service, the indexes for agreement rates (agreement that a certain behavior 
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occurred at least once) from highest to lowest were as follows: Sexual Harassment Index, Sexist Behavior 

Index, Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, Sexual Coercion Index, and Sexual Assault Index.  

As women led men on agreement rates for all SH/SA behaviors, this was also supported by 

logistic regression in which women had greater odds and, at times, much greater odds that SH/SA 

behaviors would occur.  For women, there was a decrease by 2010 with the exception of completed 

sexual assault. This decrease may be due to anti-sexual harassment and assault policy implementation 

beginning in 2005 and training.  The military has zero tolerance for SH/SA and therefore may have 

decreased incidents of it by 2010.  With regard to men’s agreement rates, all of the indexes decreased by 

2010 except for the more severe indexes of Sexual Coercion and Sexual Assault.  This was seen by 

examining hierarchical multiple regression. This may be due to dissemination of training and outreach 

programs for male sexual assault as men are not only learning how to define and label SH/SA but also 

recognizing that SH/SA occurs to other men. 

Hierarchical multiple regression (OLS) also showed that gender was a strong predictor for the 

first three indexes while rank has a slight effect on gender for all the indexes.  However, it is important to 

point out that rank had higher coefficients than gender in the Sexual Coercion and Sexual Assault 

Indexes.  Additionally, the coefficients for the first four indexes decreased by 2010.  This may be due to 

training and policy implementation. This may be due to the fact that women inhabit the lower ranks which 

in turn leads to less organizational and sociocultural power, further leading to increased chances of 

SH/SA victimization.  An unsuspected result was that compared to what was initially thought as to gender 

being the strongest predictor, which is still most likely the case, the rank of E1 - E4 emerged as a strong 

predictor.   Via proportions and odds ratios, gender and rank were analyzed and compared.   When 

comparing women to the rank of E1 - E4, gender predominated the Sexual Harassment Index Sexist 

Behavior Index, and Unwanted Sexual Attention Index by utilization of proportions, logistic regression, 

and hierarchical multiple regression.  The rank of E1 - E4 dominated the Sexual Coercion Index and 

Sexual Assault Index.  Being in a lower rank compounds with the variable of gender and adds an effect.  

This may be due to the sex role spillover when women inhabit the lower ranks and lower positions with 
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the exception that women should be sexually objectified and harassed. This may lead to further 

victimization. This mixed with lessened organizational and sociocultural power may lead to a negative 

perception of the military’s organizational tolerance of sexual harassment and assault (OTSH).  

Therefore, hypothesis one was supported.  

With regard to the second hypothesis in that women perceive that there is more OTSH and 

believe there are more reporting barriers than men, women were found to have more fears of all the 

reporting barriers than men.  This is not surprising as women have experiential knowledge of SH/SA 

more than men and learn about the interaction between societal institutions and the construct of crime 

(SH/SA) and perhaps learn that reporting may not be the best option.  In all the reporting barriers used for 

this research, women were more critical of the military as seen by their higher agreement rates. This may 

be due to women being a subordinated group in a hypermasculine environment that would influence 

perceptions of what the military would do if they reported an incident.  Agreement rates for the reporting 

barriers increased by 2010 for both men and women.  This may be due to training and the military’s 

awareness of the problematic status of reporting barriers. This hypothesis was supported.  Hypothesis 

three was supported which posited women perceive there is more OTSH than men and thereby believe 

less in the efforts made by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to curtail and ameliorate SH/SA.  

Women were found to disagree more than men that people in senior leadership positions made honest and 

reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment more than men and had higher odds of men to not believe 

that their immediate supervisor made honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment more so 

than men.  These perceptions decreased by 2010 for both men and women.  Perhaps due to the escalation 

of momentum effect of anti-sexual harassment and assault initiatives, this may have changed participants’ 

perceptions of the efforts put forth by the military to combat these issues. 

The fourth hypothesis is that women recognize there is more OTSH than men and perceive that 

they had less SA training than men, learned from it less than men, and that it was less effective than 

men’s perceptions.  This was not supported by evidence as both women and men experienced very similar 

amounts of SH/SA training in 2006 and 2010.  As by 2010, the effects of SAPRO were in full swing and 
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thereby may have led to increases to this perception.  Women may still be more critical of the training as 

they are a vulnerable group with less organizational and sociocultural power.  Additionally, no differences 

were found by gender with regard to agreement rates about sexual assault training imparting knowledge.  

A possible explanation for this result is that perhaps by both years, participants have seen the policy 

implementation and outreach and are more positive about training.   

With regard to the fifth hypothesis in which women were more apt to believe that sexual assault 

is more of a problem in both the nation and military than men, this hypothesis was supported as women 

believed that sexual assault was more of a problem in the nation and more of a problem in the military 

than men.  These perceptions increased by 2010. Incidentally, both women and men believed that sexual 

assault occurred more in the nation than in the military.  

Race was comprised of five hypotheses similar to gender’s hypotheses. The first hypothesis 

posited that minority service members would be more susceptible to SH/SA than white service members.  

According to raw proportions, minority service members (like women) had higher agreement rates for 

each behavior in every SH/SA in both years.  Additionally, by 2010, for each index, all agreement rates 

decreased in 2010 for minority service members. This may be due, in a similar way as above, to anti-

SH/SA policies and training.  For white service members, their agreement rates increased for the Sexual 

Coercion and Assault Indexes by 2010.  This is similar to men’s increase in agreement rates for these 

indexes.  This may be due to being protected from various forms of discrimination and harassment by the 

privilege of being white and male. Moreover, this may also be due to training in that they may become 

aware and have the ability to label SH/SA acts as such. 

With regard to logistic regression, the first three indexes, Sexist Behavior, Sexual Harassment, 

and Unwanted Sexual Attention, were not significant for both years so a comparison between the years 

could not be made.  This lack of difference could be due to increased training by this time due to the 

military’s Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Office’s (SAPRO) initiatives for training.  By 2010, 

many more participants were trained on SH/SA issues.  Minority service members have less 

organizational power and sociocultural power whereby these two types of power act as a buffer against 
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SH/SA.  Most all of the behaviors via odds ratios for the SH/SA indexes were not statistically 

insignificant for race with the exception of Sexual Coercion. When a multiple regression (OLS) was 

conducted for this index, it appears that race is the weakest predictor when it is the only variable in the 

model.  They were significant but all of the indexes coefficients decreased by 2010.  Perhaps training had 

an impact on these behaviors. Another thing to consider is the impact of rank.  This may have been an 

intervening variable as most minority members are in the lower ranks.  The current findings supported 

hypothesis one. 

With regard to hypothesis two, in that minority service members perceive there is more OTSH 

and believe there are more reporting barriers than white service members, minority respondents perceive 

that there is more OTSH and believe there are more reporting barriers than white members.  By 2010, 

there was an increase for agreement rates for reporting barriers for both minority and white respondents.  

Most of the odds ratios were not statistically significant for race.  This is not surprising as minority 

members have more experiential knowledge of SH/SA and learn about the interaction between societal 

institutions and reporting and, therefore, may not report.  With regard to the perception that people get 

away with SH/SA if reported, minority respondents had higher agreement rates than white respondents.  

Odds ratios supported this.  This again may be due to having more organizational and sociocultural power 

for white respondents, while not being a marginalized group may result in having a more positive attitude 

towards the military’s handling of SH/SA issues. What is notable is there is a decrease in agreement rates 

by 2010 for both white and minority respondents that people will get away with sexual harassment and 

assault.  This may be due to training and more work the military is doing to confront this issue. 

Hypothesis two was supported.  

Hypothesis three, which opined that minority service members believe there is more OTSH and 

further perceive less than white service members in efforts by senior leadership and immediate 

supervisors to stop SH/SA, was supported.  Minority respondents had higher disagreement rates than 

white service members for both years, and this was supported by odds ratios. By 2010, disagreement rates 

for senior leadership decreased showing more trust in leadership. This may be due to the fact minority 
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participants, who may have been predisposed to discriminatory practices and, due to their social location 

of having less organizational and sociocultural power, may be more critical of the military than white 

respondents.  

With regard to hypothesis four, which is that minority service members believe there is more 

OTSH and therefore believe less than white service members that they had sexual assault training and 

from it and that it was effective, most white and minority participants had military training during the past 

12 months on topics related to SH/SA.  By 2010, the effects of Sexual Assault Prevention Response 

Office (SAPRO) were in full swing and thereby may have led to increases in the belief, albeit small, for 

the differing ranks.   With regard to the various facets of training, there was such a high level of 

agreement, and via odds ratios, most facets were not statistically significant for both years. This 

hypothesis cannot be supported.  

Hypothesis five posited that minority service members are more apt to believe sexual assault is 

more of a problem in both the nation and military than white service members and that minority members 

believed that sexual assault was more of a problem in the nation and military than whites.  By 2010, the 

agreement rates increased for that sexual assault was more of a problem in both the military and nation 

than four years prior.  This may be due to an increased awareness of SH/SA issues due to training. This 

was supported by odds ratios. The current findings supported hypothesis five. 

Rank had five hypotheses that were similar to the hypotheses for gender and race.  The first 

hypothesis stated that the lower ranks in the military are more susceptible to SH/SA than the higher ranks 

in the military.  It was found that the lowest rank of E1 - E4 led the agreement rates followed by the ranks 

of E5 - E9 and O1 - O3 for all of the indexes for both survey years of 2006 to 2010, while the higher 

ranks of W1 - W5 and O4 - O6 had less SH/SA victimization.   This was supported by logistic regression 

data.  Higher ranks have more sociocultural and organizational power and resources, which acts as a 

buffer against SH/SA victimization.  When looking at multiple regression (OLS), when gender was added 

to the models, this lowered the coefficients. Gender had an effect while minority or service did not. 
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Hypothesis two, which posited that the lower ranks in the military perceive there is more OTSH 

and believe there are more reporting barriers than higher ranks, was supported.  The group that had the 

most agreement for the critical reporting barriers, such as negative professional outcomes and fear of 

being labeled a troublemaker, was E1 - E4, followed E5 - E9 and O1 - O3, while the lowest agreement 

came from O4 - O6 and W1 - W5.  The agreement rates for all ranks increased by 2010. This may be due 

to training and the military’s awareness of the problematic status of reporting barriers. With regard to the 

perception that people get away with SH/SA if reported, again the same pattern emerged with E1 - E4, 

followed by E5 - E9 and O1 - O3, while the lowest agreement came from O4 - O6 and W1 - W5. 

Statistically significant differences were supported by logistic regression.  Again, the higher the rank (W1 

- W5 and O4 - O6), the more protection against SH/SA due to resources and power which leads to a more 

positive perception of the military, and this is found in their perceptions of reporting barriers.   

Hypothesis three, that the lower ranks in the military believe there is more OTSH and believe less 

than higher ranks in efforts made by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop SH/SA, was 

supported.  As above, E1 - E4 believed less in the efforts made by senior leadership followed E5 - E9 and 

O1 - O3, while the highest agreement came from O4 - O6 and W1 - W5. By 2010, the agreement rates 

decreased.  Perhaps there was more trust in senior leadership by 2010.  Logistic regression supported this.  

Relative to hypothesis four where it was posited that the lower ranks in the military believe there 

is more OTSH and therefore believe less than higher ranks that they had SH/SA training, learned from it 

and that it was effective, there was a high agreement between the ranks.  Logistic regression found very 

few significant differences.  Therefore, this hypothesis cannot be supported.  

With regard to hypothesis five, the lower ranks in the military believe sexual assault is more of a 

problem both in the nation and military than higher ranks.  This hypothesis was supported by raw 

proportions and logistic regression. 

Branch of service had four hypotheses that were slightly different from the above three variables 

analyzed in this study.  Instead of certain groups having more sociocultural and organizational power, it 

was believed that members in the Air Force would have lower incident rates of SH/SA victimization due 
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to a higher ratio of women in the Air Force and better education and technology for both genders (Butler 

and Schmidtke 2010).  Better education and technology lead to higher status.  Higher status can lead to a 

more positive perception of oneself and his or her interactions with the institutions of society, specifically 

the military.  Moreover, this would lead to more positive perceptions towards reporting barriers, what the 

military leaders are doing to stop SH/SA, and training.  

With regard to the first hypothesis, which is the Air Force is less susceptible to various forms of 

SH/SA than other branches of service due to better education and technology, it was found through all of 

the indexes that either the Air Force or Coast Guard had the lowest incidences of SH/SA.  For half of the 

Sexist Behavior Index, the Air Force had the lowest agreement rates, and for all of the Sexual 

Harassment, Sexual Coercion, and Sexual Assault Indexes, it had the lowest agreement rates.  For the 

Unwanted Sexual Attention Index, for 2006, the Coast Guard had the lowest agreement rates, while in 

2010, for most of the behaviors Air Force had the lowest agreement rates.  When looking at logistic 

regression, it was noticed that the Coast Guard had statistically significant higher odds that all of these 

behaviors would occur. When looking at all the multiple regression (OLS) per index, for every index, 

each service branch had a higher coefficient than Air Force. The coefficients increased by 2010. This 

may be due to training and participants learning the ability to point out SH/SA and its concomitant 

behaviors.  Hypothesis one is supported as again the Air Force has better education and technology, 

which leads to a higher status for everyone including women.  A higher status acts as a buffer against 

SH/SA behaviors.  Additionally, higher ratio of women to men exists in the Air Force compared to other 

service branches.    

Hypothesis two posited that the Air Force has less SH/SA in their branch and perceive there is 

less OTSH and believe there are fewer reporting barriers than other branches.  By 2010, the agreement 

rates had increased.  This may be due to training and the military’s awareness of the problematic status of 

reporting barriers. This hypothesis was not supported as the Air Force did not have the lowest agreement 

rates and at times was highly critical of reporting barriers. With regard to the third hypothesis, since there 

is less SH/SA in the Air Force, it was posited that there is less OTSH and therefore Air Force members 

163 



 
 

 

  

  

 

   

  

   

  

 

    

  

 

   

  

    

 

   

   

 

   

  

   

 

 

  

believe MORE than other services in efforts by senior leadership and immediate supervisors to stop 

SH/SA, and, additionally, they had sexual assault training and learned from it.  This hypothesis could not 

be supported because with regard to leadership making honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual 

harassment; it was posited that Air Force would be the lowest, but Air Force had third highest in 

agreement rates at times for stopping SH/SA.  With regard to if they had training (dissemination of 

knowledge) and perceptions of training, the highest agreement rates came from the Air Force along with 

Army and Coast Guard for dissemination of SH/SA training for both years.  With regard to the varying 

information that SH/SA offered, there was a high agreement on the facets of training across all of the 

branches.  This was supported by logistic regression for the most part.  There was too much agreement 

between the Air Force and the rest of the branches and therefore with this information, hypothesis four 

cannot be supported. Perhaps by both years, participants have seen the policy implementation and 

outreach in each year and are more positive about training.  

With regard to the last hypothesis, since there is less SH/SA in the Air Force, it is posited that Air 

Force participants believe there is less sexual assault in both the nation and military than the other 

branches.  It was found that the Army had the highest agreement for both the nation and military.  The Air 

Force followed.   For both sexual assault in the nation and military, by 2010, the agreement rates 

increased. This may be due to an increased awareness due to training and policy implementation. Odds 

ratios prove that the Army believed this less than the Air Force.  The lowest agreement came from the 

Coast Guard. Therefore, this hypothesis cannot be supported. 

In sum, predictor variables of gender, race, rank, and branch of service were examined not only 

with regard to manifestations of sexual harassment and sexual assault behaviors but OTSH by way of 

perceptions of how senior leadership is doing to stop SH/SA behaviors, training, and whether sexual 

assault is still a problem in the nation and in the military compared to four years prior.  This research is 

important as many organizations are still controlled by men and therefore the organizational lens may be 

more male dominated environment.  This relates to OTSH and questions how the environment can lead to 

sexually harassing behaviors as opposed to the more favored idea that sexual harassment is an individual 
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problem.  The change in perception of SH/SA from being individual issue to an environmental issue is 

imperative.  If men still occupy higher status positions in which they have power, there may still be the 

belief that SH/SA behaviors are women’s and individuals’ problems.  Until OTSH is recognized, policies 

will not change and thereby it will be harder to decrease or curtail SH/SA behaviors.  This study shows 

how SH/SA is still problematic and how these manifestations of SH/SA and perceptions of OTSH vary by 

group due to sociocultural and organizational power and then by perceptions springing forth from lack of 

power or an abundance of it.  This study can lead to better policy implementation and training and to find 

the gaps as to why active duty members do not report sexual harassment or assault.  Although the military 

may be a hypermasculine environment, it is definitely not the only one; these findings can be applied to 

other workplaces and organizations. 

STUDY LIMITATIONS 

Although there were large sample sizes for both 2006 and 2010 surveys, there were some study 

limitations.  Firstly, the initial goal was to compare 2006, 2010, and 2012 sample data; however, most of 

the variables in the 2012 WGRA survey were confidential and could not be used in multiple and logistic 

regression analyses.  Therefore, the 2012 survey could not be studied.  Additionally, these 2006 and 2010 

studies were conducted by the Department of Defense, so participants may have had some pressure to 

pick the socially acceptable answers. Moreover, there may have been individuals who were more apt to 

take the survey who may have had a lot to say about sexual harassment and assault (SH/SA) or may have 

had SH/SA encounters as opposed to the ones who never took the survey.  Lastly, my research, due to the 

limitation of my data, is not able to show the causes of SH/SA or why SH/SA occurs in the military 

although this is pertinent for future studies. 

POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

By using statistical analysis via percentages, heirarchical multiple regression, and logistic 

regression, it appears sexual harassment and assault remain problematic in the military.  Interestingly, 

agreement rates for manifestations of SH/SA by gender, race, rank, and service decreased by 2010.  There 

are exceptions to this with regard to the variables of men, white respondents, and some service branches 
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for which, by 2010, the agreement rates increased.  With regard to hierarchical multiple regression (OLS), 

for gender, race, and rank all the indexes are lower in 2010 with the exception of Sexual Assault Index.  

However, the coefficients increased by service branch with the exception of the Coast Guard by 2010.  

This increase for the service branch variables while the rest of the independent variables decrease is an 

interesting pattern that needs to be explored further.  With regard to reporting barriers, agreement rates 

increased by 2010 for gender, race, rank, and service while the belief that people would get away with 

SH/SA if reported decreased for gender, race, rank, and service by 2010.  With regard to sexual assault 

being more of a problem when the survey was taken versus four years prior, for those who agreed, there 

was an increase by 2010.  The 2014 RAND study noted that only a quarter of SH/SA incidents are 

reported.  This is interesting considering SH/SA training is military-wide in conjunction with all the 

SAPRO’s efforts along with other policy implementations, education, outreach, PSAs and other anti-

sexual harassment and assault activities by the military.  The fact that there are still incidents of SH/SA in 

all of the Armed Forces, and certain groups are affected more than others, and that there is a perception of 

reporting barriers and OTSH, it may be in the military’s and other civilian organizations’ best interest to 

ensure that their SH/SA policies have absolute zero tolerance, taking into consideration the factors and 

beliefs pertaining to OTSH, and exploring ways to change this.  If there is an absolute zero tolerance of 

OTSH, perpetrators would believe that they could not get away with it (Gruber 1998); this may inhibit 

certain behaviors while building positive perceptions of the organization which would increase the health 

and well-being of not only the individual but the organization to include better unit cohesion, combat 

readiness, increased job performance, less turnover rates and less cost to the organization with regard 

SH/SA incidences (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2001; Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2006; Bell, Street, and 

Stafford 2014; Bergman et al. 2002; Buchanan et al. 2014; Fitzgerald and Shullman 1993; Magley et al. 

1999; Pryor 1995; Settles, Buchanan, and Colar 2012; Williams, Fitzgerald, and Drasgow 1999).  

Additionally, if training and policy implementation was truly working, there would be 100% reporting 

and equal amounts of SH/SA rates for both men and women, for each race, for all ranks, and branches.  

166 



 
 

  

   

 

    

    

    

  

  

  

    

 

  

    

 

   

  

  

  

  

   

  

  

 

  

The implications to this is an imperative.  The Armed Forces must do more to confront this, or this may 

all be in vain. 

A strong, effective policy comes from leadership in which SH/SA is clearly defined to increase 

public understanding of these issues and that policies and training would transmit the message that SH/SA 

will not be tolerated in the organization while the military must provide safe reporting channels outside of 

the chain of command and implement procedures to protect the victim (Antecol and Cobb-Clark 2004; 

Buchanan, Settles, and Woods 2008; Castro et al. 2015; Firestone and Harris 2003; Sadler et al. 2003; 

Butler and Schmidtke 2010).  Policy implementation should be organizationally wide within every level 

of the environment, not only for senior level administrators but also should be known by everyone in the 

environment.  Sadler and colleagues (2003) noted that intervention and training and supervision of 

officers were indicated in their findings and these interventions must have oversight and accountability 

for SH/SA behaviors.  Butler and Schmidtke (2010) found when effective complaint procedures were in 

place, the frequency of all forms of sexual harassment were lower.  Antecol and Cobb-Clark (2004) found 

that women in the U.S. military report less sexual harassment when their units are confrontational of 

SH/SA with policies and protocols such as sexual harassment hotlines, offices and procedures to 

investigate sexual harassment reports and complaints, and sexual harassment training in place.   Estrada 

and colleagues state, “Organizational models of sexual harassment in the workplace suggest that 

individual perceptions of the organization’s tolerance for sexually harassing behaviors plays an important 

role in understanding both the prevalence and outcomes of sexual harassment at work.  For example, 

research shows there is prevalence of sexual harassment is higher in settings that are perceived to be more 

tolerant of harassing behaviors” (2011:411).  Therefore, a relationship exists between OTSH and SH/SA 

victimization illuminated by the more intolerant an organization is of SH/SA, the less incidences of 

SH/SA will occur. 
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APPENDIX A 

Index Name 

Sexist Behavior 

(SB) 

SB 

SB 

SB 

Sexual 

Harassment 

(SH) 

SH 

SH 

SH 

Unwanted 

Sexual 

Attention (USA) 

USA 

USA 

USA 

Sexual Coercion 

(SC) 

SC 

SC 

SC 

Sexual assault 

Sexual assault 

2006 and 2010 Survey Questions 

Referred to people of your gender in insulting or offensive 

terms? 

Index Variable: SexistBEHCount2006 and 

SexistBEHCount2010 

Treated you "differently" because of your gender (e.g., 

mistreated, slighted, or ignored you)? 

Made offensive sexist remarks (e.g., suggesting that people of 

your gender are not suited for the kind of work you do)? 

Put you down or was condescending to you because of your 

gender? 

Repeatedly told sexual stories or jokes that were offensive to 

you? 

Index Variable: sexHarrCount2006 and sexHarrCount2010 

Made unwelcome attempts to draw you into a discussion of 

sexual matters (e.g., attempted to discuss or comment on your 

sex life)? 

Made offensive remarks about your appearance, body, or 

sexual activities? 

Made gestures or used body language of a sexual nature that 

embarrassed or offended you? 

Made unwanted attempts to establish a romantic sexual 

relationship with you despite your efforts to discourage it? 

Index Variable: SexATTNCount2006 and 

SexATTNCount2010 

Continued to ask you for dates, drinks, dinner, etc., even 

though you said "No"? 

Touched you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable? 

Intentionally cornered you or leaned over you in a sexual 

way? 

Made you feel like you were being bribed with some sort of 

reward or special treatment to engage in sexual behavior? 

Index Variable: SexCoercionCount2006 and 

SexCoercionCount2010 

Made you feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for 

not being sexually cooperative (e.g., by mentioning an 

upcoming review)? 

Treated you badly for refusing to have sex? 

Implied faster promotions or better treatment if you were 

sexually cooperative? 

Attempted to have sex with you without your consent or 

against your will, but was not successful?  

Index Variable: sexAssaultCount2006 and 

sexAssaultCount2010 

Had sex with you without your consent or against your will?  

2006 

Variable 

Names 

WA035B 

WA035D 

WA035G 

WA035I 

WA035A 

WA035C 

WA035E 

WA035F 

WA035H 

WA035J 

WA035M 

WA035N 

WA035K 

WA035L 

WA035O 

WA035P 

WA035R 

WA035S 

2010 

Variable 

Names 

genbehb 

genbehd 

genbehg 

genbehi 

genbeha 

genbehc 

genbehe 

genbehf 

genbehh 

genbehj 

genbehm 

genbehn 

genbehk 

genbehl 

genbeho 

genbehp 

genbehq 

genbehr 

2006 and 2010 

Dependent Variables 

genderoffterms 

diffduetogender 

genderedremarks 

condescendgender 

offstoriesjokes 

discusssexmatters 

offremarks 

sexualgestures 

Attemptromsexrel 

contoaskdates 

touchedvictim 

cornerorlean 

bribeforsex 

Threatretial 

treatedbadforrefuse 

impliedpromotion 

attemptsexnoconsent 

completedsexnoconsent 
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Dependent 

Variables 

Reporting 

barriers and 

OTSH 

Additional 

reporting 

barriers 

Perceptions of 

efforts to stop 

sexual 

harassment 

SH/SA 

Training 

Perceptions of 

SH/SA training 

Perceptions of 

sexual assault 

as a problem in 

the nation & 

military 

compared to 

four years ago. 

APPENDIX B 

2006 and 2010 

QUESTION 2006 WA055A → J What were your reasons 
for not reporting the situation to any of the 

installation/Service/DoD individuals or organizations 

b. You did not know how to report 
c. You felt uncomfortable making a report. 

e. You did not think anything would be done. 

f. You thought you would not be believed. 
g. You thought reporting would take too much time and 

effort. 

h. You were afraid of retaliation/reprisals from the 
person(s) who did it or from their friends. 

i. You were afraid of negative professional outcomes. 

j. You thought you would be labeled a troublemaker. 

2006 

d. Would people be able to get away with sexual 

harassment if it was reported? 
e. Would people be able to get away with sexual assault if 

it was reported? 

2010 

d. Would people be able to get away with sexual 
harassment if it were reported? 

e. Would people be able to get away with sexual assault if 

it were reported? 

Please give your opinion about whether the persons below 
make honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual 

harassment, regardless of what is said officially. 

a. Senior leadership of your Service 
b. Senior leadership of your installation/ship 

c. Your immediate supervisor 

Have you had any military training during the past 12 
months on topics related to sexual harassment? Y/N 

Have you had any military training during the past 12 
months on topics related to sexual assault 

** there were extra questions in 2010 but excluded for the 

sake of comparison 
a. Provides a good understanding of what actions are 

considered sexual assault. 
b. Teaches how to avoid situations that might increase the 

risk of sexual assault. 

c. Teaches how to obtain medical care following a sexual 
assault. 

d. Explains the role of the chain-of-command in handling 

sexual assaults. 
e. Explains the reporting options available if a sexual 

assault occurs. 

f. Identifies the points of contact for reporting sexual 
assault (e.g., SARC, Victim Advocate). 

g. Explains how sexual assault is a mission readiness 

problem. 

2006 In your opinion, has sexual assault in our nation 
become more or less of a problem over the last 4 years? 

2010 In your opinion, has sexual assault in the military 
become more or less of a problem over the last 4 years? 

2006 

Variable 

Names 
b. WA055B 
c. WA055C 

e. WA055E 

f. WA055F 
g. WA055G 

h. WA055H 

i. WA055I 
j. WA055J 

d. WA078D 

e. WA078E 

a. WA077A 
b. WA077B 

c. WA077C 

WA080 

WA084 

a. WA086A 

b. WA086B 
c. WA086C 

d. WA086D 
e. WA086E 

f. WA086F 

g. WA086G 

a. WA091 
b. WA093 

2010 

Variable 

Names 
b. SHNOREPBR 
c. SHNOREPCR 

e. SHNOREPER 

f. SHNOREPFR 
g. SHNOREPGR 

h. SHNOREPHR 

i. SHNOREPIR 
j. SHNOREPJR 

d. wkgrprepd 

e. wkgrprepe 

a. stopsha 
b. stopshb 

c. stopshc 

trainsh 

trainsa 

a. svctrnsaa 

b. svctrnsac 
c. svctrnsae 

d. svctrnsaf 
e. svctrnsag 

f. svctrnsah 

g. svctrnsai 

a. sanation 
b. samil 

2006 and 2010 

Recoded 

Dependent Variables 
b. didnotknowhow 
didnotknowhow2010 

c. uncomftoreport 

uncomftoreport2010 
e. nothingwouldbedone 

nothingwouldbedone2010 

f. notbelieved 
notbelieved2010 

g. toomuchtimeeffort 

toomuchtimeeffort2010 
h. retalreprisal 

retalreprisal2010 

i. negprofoutcomes 
negprofoutcomes2010 

j. troublemaker 

troublemaker2010 

d. SHgetawaywithit 

SHgetawaywithit10 

e. SAgetawaywithit 
SAgetawaywithit10 

a. senleadsvc 
senleadsvc2010 

b. senleadinst 

senleadinst2010 
c. immediatesup 

immediatesup2010 

SHtraining 
SHtraining2010 

SAtraining 
SAtraining2010 

a. saunderstanding 

saunderstanding2010 
b. avoidsitchsa 

avoidsitchsa2010 
c. obtainmedicalcare 

obtainmedicalcare10 

d. roleofcocsa 
roleofcocsa2010 

e. reportingoptions 

reportingoptions10 
f. sapointsofcontact 

sapointsofcontact10 

g. samissionprob 
samissionprob2010 

SAnation 
SAnation2010 

SAmil 
SAmil2010 
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APPENDIX C 

Definition of Terms 

Coercive sexual behavior: defined as one organizational member using either rewards/punishments in an 

attempt to induce another organizational member to comply with requests of a sexual nature. 

Crude/offensive behavior: defined as offensive verbal and nonverbal sexual behaviors, i.e., making 

sexual gestures or jokes, stories, whistling, staring. 

Department of Defense (DOD): The executive department of the United States Government who is in 

charge of issues of national security and United States Armed Forces. 

Environment harassment: Behaviors comprised of looks, gestures, teasing, jokes, and whistle/calls. 

Female rape: The sexual assault of women. 

Gender harassment: defined as broad range of derogatory comments and nonverbal behaviors that target 

an individual based on gender, such as statements that women are less intelligent than men or that they 

are not fit to do certain types of work. 

Gender harassment sexist hostility: a scale that includes offensive sexist remarks to the belief that a 

certain gender not suited for a certain type of work. 

Gender harassment sexual hostility: a scale that includes offensive remarks about opinion of one’s 

appearance, body, or sexual activities. Behavior consists of verbal and nonverbal action not aimed at 

sexual cooperation but rather demonstrates insulting, hostile, and degrading attitudes toward women.  

This behavior also can include displays of sexually explicit materials and verbally communicated sexual 

slurs. 

Hostile environment: defined as unwanted and uninvited sexual teasing, jokes, remarks, or questions, 

pressure for dates, sexually suggestive looks, gestures, letters, or other sexual attention, including 

unwanted sexual contact. 

Individualized harassment: defined as behaviors such as sexual assault, sexual favors, touching, letters, 

phone calls, and asking for dates.    

Job gender context:  defined as the gendered nature of the work group and includes such variables as the 

ratio of male to female workers and the gender traditionality of the job. 

Male rape:  defined as the sexual assault of men. 

Military sexual trauma: defined as sexual assault as intentional sexual contact, characterized by use of 

force, threats, intimidation, abuse of authority, or when the victim does not or cannot consent. 

Organizational climate:  defined as employee’s perception of an organization’s implementation of policies 
and procedures related to sexual harassment, resources for harassment victims, and sexual harassment 

training. 
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Quid pro quo:  defined as when someone predicates employment opportunities based on a sexual 

relationship.  

Professional retaliation: includes loss of privileges, denied promotion/training or transferred to a less 

favorable job, labeled being a troublemaker.  

Rape myths: Cultural stereotypes to explain why women and men are raped. Rape myths are comprised of 

beliefs about masculinity, femininity, and sexuality which are that men cannot be raped, men are only 

raped in prison, or if they are raped outside the prison environment, if they are indeed gay.  Female rape 

myths encompass the belief that perhaps the women secretly want to be raped due to the clothes they 

wore or if they were drinking.  Additionally, a female rape myth is that women are raped more than men 

as they are physically weaker.  

Sexist Behavior:  defined as insulting, offensive and condescending attitudes based on the gender of the 

person. 

Sexual coercion:  refers to attempts to coerce sexual cooperation via job-related threats or benefits, such 

as promising a promotion or threatening to fire someone for refusal of sex-related requests.  This is a class 

quid pro quo scenario.   

Sexist hostility:  a form of gender-based harassment that includes behaviors or attitudes not aimed at 

sexual cooperation but rather are discriminatory in nature based on an individual's gender. 

Sexual assault:  the military defines sexual assault as broader than rape which states, “…intentional sexual 

contact, characterized by use of force, threats, intimidation, abuse of authority, or when the victim does 

not or cannot consent. This includes rape, forcible sodomy (oral or anal sex) and other unwanted sexual 

contact that it’s aggravated, abusive or wrongful (to include unwanted and inappropriate sexual contact) 

or other attempts to commit these acts. 

Sexual assault includes rape, forcible sodomy (oral or anal sex), and other unwanted sexual contact that is 

aggravated, abusive, or wrongful (to include unwanted and inappropriate sexual contact), or attempts to 

commit these acts” (DOD 2011:C2-3).  

Sexual harassment, “refers to unwelcome sexual advances, requests, or other sexualized behavior that are 

pervasive enough to create a hostile working environment or that involve the threat/promise of 

employment-related punishments/rewards (i.e., quid pro quo). 

Sexual hostility:  a form of gender-based harassment involving offensive behaviors or attitudes that 

include offensive remarks about opinion of one’s body or sexual activities. 
Social retaliation:  social reprisal in the forms of being ignored by coworkers/unit being blamed for the 

situation, being the target of gossip due to the incident. 

Soldier construct:  the expectations and meanings of being a soldier which is to be heroic, strong and 

hypermasculine.  

Unwanted sexual attention: includes offensive nonverbal or verbal behaviors of a sexual nature that are 

unwanted and unreciprocated and aimed at sexual cooperation.  This may include unwanted touching or 

attempts to establish a sexual relationship, including repeatedly asking someone for a date or making 

attempts to kiss or stroke that the victim deems inappropriate. 
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Unwanted sexual contact: this is the (WGRA) Workplace and Gender Relations Survey term for 

intentional sexual contact that was against a person’s will that includes attempted and completed oral, 

anal, and vaginal penetration with any body part or object, and the unwanted touching of genitalia and 

other sexually-related areas of the body when the person did not or could not consent (SAPRO 2014).  
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