DIVERSITY AND
DISCRIMINATION
IN RESEARCH
ORGANIZATIONS

EDITED BY CLEMENS STRIEBING,
JORG MULLER AND
MARTINA SCHRAUDNER




Diversity and Discrimination
in Research Organizations



This page intentionally left blank



Diversity and Discrimination
in Research Organizations

EDITED BY
CLEMENS STRIEBING

Fraunhofer Institute for Industrial Engineering, Germany

JORG MULLER

Universitat Oberta de Catalunya, Spain
AND

MARTINA SCHRAUDNER

Fraunhofer Institute for Industrial Engineering, Germany

2 cmerad

United Kingdom — North America — Japan — India — Malaysia — China



Emerald Publishing Limited
Howard House, Wagon Lane, Bingley BD16 1WA, UK

First edition 2023

Editorial matter and selection © 2023, Clemens Striebing, Jorg Miiller and

Martina Schraudner.

Individual chapters © the respective Author/s Published by Emerald Publishing under
an exclusive licence.

This work is published under the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence.

Anyone may reproduce, distribute, translate and create derivative works of this book
(for both commercial and non-commercial purposes), subject to full attribution to
the original publication and authors. The full terms of this licence may be seen at
http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/legalcode

Open Access The ebook edition of this title is Open Access and is freely
a available to read online.

Reprints and permissions service

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

ISBN: 978-1-80117-959-1 (Print)
ISBN: 978-1-80117-956-0 (Online)
ISBN: 978-1-80117-958-4 (Epub)

ISOQAR certified
Management System,
awarded to Emerald
for adherence to
Environmental

\
4

standard "
ISOQAR 150 14001:2004. ¢ Y
\ N
- A

Certificate Number 1985
ISO 14001 INVESTOR IN PEOPLE



Contents

List of Figures

List of Tables

About the Contributors
Foreword

Acknowledgments

Introduction

Chapter 1 Diversity and Discrimination in Research
Organizations: Theoretical Starting Points
Jorg Miiller, Clemens Striebing and Martina Schraudner

Part I: Empirical Findings of Discrimination in
Research Organizations

Chapter 2 The Psychological Work Climate of Researchers:
Gender, Nationality, and Their Interaction with Career Level

and Care for Children in a Large German Research Organization
Clemens Striebing

Chapter 3 Workplace Bullying in Academia: Interaction of
Gender, Nationality, Age, and Work Context of Scientific and
Non-Scientific Employees in a Large German Research
Organization

Clemens Striebing

ix

Xi

Xiii

Xix

XXV

33

75



vi Contents

Chapter 4 Exploring Gender Aspects of Self-Reported Bullying
and Sexual Discrimination
Clemens Striebing 131

Chapter 5 The Hidden Problem: Sexual Harassment and
Violence in German Higher Education
Heike Pantelmann and Tanja Wiilty 209

Chapter 6 Eliminating Bullying in the University:

The University of Wisconsin-Madison’s Hostile &

Intimidating Behavior Policy

Jennifer Sheridan, Russell Dimond, Tammera Klumpyan,

Heather M. Daniels, Michael Bernard-Donals,

Russell Kutz and Amy E. Wendt 235

Chapter 7 Gender Differences in the Scientific Achievement

of Social Sciences and Impact Factors: A Survey Study of

Researchers in the Social Sciences in Vietnam

Huu Minh Nguyen, Thi Hong Tran and Thi Thanh Loan Tran 259

Part II: Cultural Context Conditions of Academia
for Diversity and Discrimination

Chapter 8 Beliefs About Gender and Meritocracy and

the Evaluation of Sexual Harassment in a University

Research Setting

Julie A. Kmec, Lindsey T. O’ Connor and Shekinah Hoffman 289

Chapter 9 Managerial Discourse as Neutralizer? The Influence

of the Concealment of Social Categories on the Experience of

Workplace Bullying in Research Organizations

Agnés Vandevelde- Rougale and Patricia Guerrero Morales 331

Chapter 10 Perceiving Diversity — An Explorative Approach
in a Complex Research Organization
Linda Steuer-Dankert and Carmen Leicht-Scholten 365

Chapter 11 Intersectionalities and Perceived Discrimination in

German Research Organizations: A Post-Soviet Migrant Women’s
Perspective

Irina Valerie Gewinner 393



Contents  vii

Conclusion

Chapter 12 Promoting Diversity and Combatting Discrimination

in Research Organizations: A Practitioner’s Guide

Clemens Striebing, Jorg Miiller, Martina Schraudner,

Irina Valerie Gewinner, Patricia Guerrero Morales,

Katharina Hochfeld, Shekinah Hoffman, Julie A. Kmec,

Huu Minh Nguyen, Jannick Schneider, Jennifer Sheridan,

Linda Steuer-Dankert, Lindsey Trimble O’ Connor and

Agnes Vandevelde- Rougale 421

Index 443



This page intentionally left blank



List of Figures

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Conditional Differences Between the Estimated Marginal

Means for the Hypothetical Relationships of Group

Climate. 95% Confidence Interval 51
Conditional Differences Between the Estimated Marginal

Means for the Hypothetical Relationships of Perception of

Leader. 95% Confidence Interval 53
Gender-related Conditional Differences Between the Estimated
Marginal Means for the Hypothetical Relationships of Scientific
Staff’s Self-ascription to Occasional or More Frequent

Bullying (Yes/No). 95% Confidence Interval 98
Nationality-related Conditional Differences Between Estimated
Marginal Means for the Hypothetical Relationships of Scientific
Staff’s Self-ascription to Occasional or More Frequent Bullying
(Yes/No). 95% Confidence Interval 103
Gender- and Age-related Conditional Differences Between

Estimated Marginal Means for the Hypothetical Relationships

of Non-scientific Staff’s Self-ascription to Occasional or More
Frequent Bullying (Yes/No). 95% Confidence Interval 109
Regression Coefficients of the Interaction Effects of the

NAQ-rev Items With Gender, Related to the Self-ascription

to Having Been Bullied Occasionally or More Frequently

(Yes/No), Model 4. 95% Confidence Interval 152
Positioning of the NAQ-rev Items According to Their

Descriptive Mean Values (Their Relative Frequency) and

Their Parameter Estimates for the Interaction With Gender

(Taken From Model 4) 154
Regression Coefficients of the Interaction Effects of the

SEQ-DoD Items With Gender, Related to the Self-ascription

of Having Experienced Sexual Discrimination and/or

Harassment, Occasionally or More Frequently (Yes/No),

Model 4 157
Positioning of the SEQ-DoD Short Items According to

Their Descriptive Mean Values (Their Relative Frequency)

and Their Parameter Estimates for the Interaction With Gender
(Taken From Model 4) 158



X

Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.

Fig.
Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.
Fig.
Fig.

Fig.

List of Figures

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17

18

19

20

21

22

How Seriously is HIB Treated on Campus? Change in
Mean From 2016 to 2019

How Effective is HIB Complaint Process? Change in Mean
From 2016 to 2019

Personal Experience of HIB at Least Once in Past Three
Years: Faculty

Personal Experience of HIB at Least Once in Past Three
Years: Academic Staff

Percentage of Principal Investigators in Ministry or
Higher-level Research Projects by Sex

Mean Number of Scientific Publications by Sex
Entrepreneurial Frame: Sub-systems and Their Functional
Tasks (After Aretz and Hansen, 2003a)

Influencing Factors on a Research Organization

(Steuer et al., 2017a)

Organizational Structure of the Second Funding Phase

(in Accordance With RWTH Aachen University, 2011;
Steuer-Dankert and Leicht-Scholten, 2019)

Clusters Perceived Diversity and Perceived Importance

of Diversity (Steuer-Dankert, 2020)

Cluster Perceived Importance of Diversity and Perceived
Benefit of Diversity

Clusters Perceived Importance of Diversity and Leadership
Style at the Research Institute (Steuer-Dankert, 2020)
Building Blocks of a Coherent and Comprehensive
Program to Ensure a Discrimination-Free and
Diversity-Friendly Workplace

249

250

251

251

268
269

372

376

379

383

384

385

424



List of Tables

Table 1

Table 2

Table 3

Table 4

Table 5
Table 6

Table 7

Table 8

Table 9

Table 10
Table 11
Table 12
Table 13
Table 14
Table 15
Table 16
Table 17

Table 18

Table 19

Table 20

Chart of Risk Factors for Harassment and Responsive
Strategies (Copied in a Shortened Version From US
EOOC, 2021)

Comparison of Various Employee Groups at the MPG,

as a Proportion of the Survey Population (According to
HR Statistical Data), and as a Proportion of Respondents
Descriptive Statistics of the Outcome Variables for the
Performed Analyses

Descriptive Statistics of the Predictor Variables for the
Analyses Performed

Interpretation of the Hypotheses According to Effect Sizes
Cross-tabulation of the Proportion of the Respective
Nationality Groups of Researchers in the Sections of the
Max Planck Society (n = 3,904)

Descriptive Statistics of Outcome, and Predictor Variables
in the Two Regression Models.

Test Statistics for H2

Test statistics for H3

Test Statistics for H4

Test Statistics for H6

Test Statistics for H7

Test Statistics for H9

Test Statistics for H10

Test Statistics for H11

Interpretation of the Hypotheses According to Effect Sizes
Descriptive Statistics of Dependent, Independent, and
Control Variables in the Two Regression Models
Introduction of the Question and Queried Items on

the Frequency of Self-reported Experiences With
Workplace Bullying.

Introduction of the Question and Queried Items on

the Frequency of Self-reported Experiences With

Sexual Discrimination.

Model Summary Statistics for the Estimation of the
Average Proportion of MPG Employees Who Self-label
as Having Been Bullied

15

44

46

47
56

87

93

99
100
101
104
106
110
111
112
113

141

144

146

150



xii  List of Tables

Table 21

Table 22

Table 23

Table 24
Table 25
Table 26
Table 27
Table 28
Table 29
Table 30

Table 31

Table 32

Table 33

Table 34
Table 35
Table 36

Table 37
Table 38

Table 39

Statements by Individuals Who Stated They Had
Experienced Bullying in the 12 Months Prior to the

Survey, Categorizing the People From Whom the Bullying
Originated, Differentiated by Gender

Model Summary Statistics for the Estimation of the
Average Proportion of MPG Employees Who Self-label

as Having Been Sexually Discriminated Against

Statements by Individuals Who Stated They Had
Experienced Sexual Discrimination and/or Harassment

in the 12 Months Prior to the Survey, Categorizing the
People From Whom the Bullying Originated, Differentiated
by Gender

Interpretation of the Hypotheses

Timeline for HIB Policy and Measurement at UW-Madison
Response Rates, Climate Surveys

Improved Knowledge of HIB by Workshop Attendees
Knowledge Gains for HIB Workshop Attendees

HIB Knowledge on UW-Madison Campus

Percentages of Female Scientists Who Received PhD Degree
and Were Granted a Title of Associate Professor and

Full Professor by Year

Main Characteristics of Interviewed Researchers by Sex (%)
Percentage of Principal Investigators in Ministry or
Higher-level Projects by Respondent Characteristics
Factors Having an Impact on Being Principal

Investigators in Ministry or Higher-level Projects

(Logistic Regression Results)

Mean Number of Scientific Publications by Respondent
Characteristics

Factors Having an Impact on the Number of Scientific
Publications (MCA Analysis)

Sample Descriptives (Mean, Standard Deviation), n = 210
Perception of Engineering Culture, n = 210

Multinomial Logistic Model Predicting Reaction to Mark
and Sally’s Interaction With Gender Belief Scales
(Columns A and B) and Merit Scale (Columns C and D),

n = 210 (Beta Coefficients)

Socio-Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents

154

155

159
160
242
243
245
246
248

261

267

270

271
273
274

302
305

306
400



About the Contributors

Prof. Dr Michael Bernard-Donals is the Chaim Perelman Professor of Rhetoric
and Culture, and the Nancy Hoefs Professor of English, at the University of
Wisconsin-Madison. During his term as Vice Provost for Faculty and Staff, he
helped create the policy to prevent Hostile and Intimidating Behavior.

Heather Daniels is the Secretary of the Faculty at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison. She facilitates shared governance for the faculty including serving as
the institutional resource for faculty policy. She worked on developing policies
and processes related to Hostile and Intimidating Behavior as well as serving as a
facilitator of campus-wide training on the topic.

Russell Dimond is a Statistical Consultant and Associate Director of the Social
Science Computing Cooperative at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. He
received a Master’s degree in Economics from the University of Wisconsin-
Madison and a Bachelor’s degree in Economics from Brigham Young University.

Dr Irina Valerie Gewinner is a postdoctoral researcher at the Institute of
Sociology, Leibniz Universitit Hannover (DE). Her research interests include
social inequalities in education and labor market; skilled migration, mobility
and tourism; and cultural and gender studies. Her recent publications are
“Understanding patterns of economic insecurity for post-Soviet migrant women
in Europe” (Frontiers in Sociology), and “Geschlechtsspezifische Studienfachwahl
und kulturell bedingte (geschlechts)stereotypische Einstellungen” (Career Service
Papers).

Katharina Hochfeld heads the Center for Responsible Research and Innovation
(CeRRI) at Fraunhofer IAO. She also leads the “Corporate Culture and
Transformation” team. With her team, she works on research and implementation
projects to shape responsible transformation and innovation processes. Her work
focuses on researching and supporting corporate cultural change processes
against the backdrop of technological and social developments. Before joining
Fraunhofer, she worked in political consulting and studied political science,
intercultural business communication, social psychology, and European Studies
in Jena and Czech Republic. She regularly gives talks to audiences from industry,
science and politics and moderates strategy and multi-stakeholder formats.



xiv  About the Contributors

Shekinah Hoffman is a doctoral student at Washington State University. Her
dissertation research explores gender discrimination in the workplace with an
emphasis on sexual harassment. She earned in Master’s in Sociology from the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas in 2018.

Dr Tran Thi Hong is a Senior Researcher and a Head of the Department of
Women and Gender Studies of the Institute for Family and Gender Studies,
Vietnam Academy of Social Sciences. She received her PhD in Sociology in 2014
from the Ho Chi Minh National Academy of Politics. She has published many
book chapters and articles in Vietnamese on family relation and gender equality
in politics, economics, education, etc., in Vietnam.

Tammera Klumpyan is a Program Manager of Inclusion@UW in the Department
of Learning and Talent Development at the University of Wisconsin-Madison.
Within this role, she develops, designs, and delivers employee learning through
the lens of equity, inclusion, and diversity. The primary focus and scope of her
work is building faculty and staff capacity to engage as self-aware, effective, and
thriving contributors and colleagues within the UW Madison community.

Dr Julie A. Kmec is a Chair and Professor of Sociology at Washington State
University. Her research focuses on gender and race-based workplace inequality.
She has published on topics ranging from gender differences in work effort, family
caregiving penalties at work, the glass ceiling, and factors related to employment
discrimination and sexual harassment. She holds a PhD in sociology from the
University of Pennsylvania and teaches courses on research methods, labor
markets, and social inequality.

Russell Kutz is a Microbiologist for the Wisconsin Veterinary Diagnostic Lab
(WVDL) at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. He represented the University
Staff through shared governance to help create and pass a Hostile and Intimidating
Behaviors (HIB) Policy, and continues to serve as an HIB Liaison and facilitate
HIB Workshops for UW-Madison employees.

Prof. Dr Carmen Leicht-Scholten, Political Scientist by training is Director of the RRI
Hub at the Technical University in Aachen (RWTH). She is a Professor for Gender
and Diversity in Engineering at the Faculty of Civil Engineering and a Professor at
the Faculty of Arts and Humanities. The Chair for Gender and Diversity investigates,
places and publishes new themes in gender and diversity research in engineering
and technology. As “bridging professorship,” the chair is designed to strengthen the
interdisciplinary communication between technology and societal issues. The aim
is to integrate gender and diversity perspectives into the wide range of science and
technology to realize socially responsible innovation and technologies. She is acting
as expert in national and international research projects and associations.

Dr Nguyen Huu Minh is a Professor of Sociology, High Senior Researcher of
the Institute for Family and Gender Studies (IFGS), Vietnam Academy of



About the Contributors  xv

Social Sciences and is the President of Vietnam Sociological Association. He is
a Former Director of the IFGS. He received his PhD in Sociology in 1998 from
University of Washington, Seattle, USA. His publications include many books,
articles in Vietnamese and some monographs, book chapters, articles in English
on urbanization, family relation, and gender equality in Vietnam.

Dr Patricia Guerrero Morales is Assistant Professor at the Faculty of Education
of Pontificia Universidad Catoélica de Chile (Chile). Her research addresses the
work of teachers under the new public management. Both in her research and
teachings, she adopts a clinical approach that uses artistic and cultural expression
to cooperatively reflect on change and transformation in the classroom, in
management and in public policy. She is a Psychologist and holds a PhD in
sociology from the University Paris Diderot (now Université Paris Cité).

Jorg Miiller is a Senior Researcher at the Internet Interdisciplinary Institute at
the Universitat Oberta de Catalunya in Barcelona, Spain. He obtained his PhD
in Communications at the European Graduate School (EGS) in Switzerland and
holds a degree in Sociology and Computer Science from the Free-University in
Berlin, Germany. He has been involved in several European projects on gender
equality in research and innovation as partner and coordinator.

Dr Lindsey T. O’Connor is an Associate Professor of Sociology at California State
University Channel Islands (CSUCI). Her research focuses on gender, work, and
family. Much of her recent work examines the social psychological underpinnings
of people’s perceptions of discrimination and harassment. Before joining CSUCI,
she worked as a postdoctoral research fellow at the Michelle R. Clayman Institute
for Gender Research at Stanford University. She earned her PhD in Sociology
from Washington State University in 2012.

Dr Heike Pantelmann is Managing Director of the Margherita von Brentano
Center for Gender Studies at Freie Universitdt Berlin. She holds a doctorate in
business administration. Her fields of work are gender and diversity in teaching
and internationalization of gender studies. Her research interests lie in the
following topics: sexual harassment in higher education contexts; gender order/
gender relations; power and control in organizations.

Jannick Schneider is a Research Assistant at the Center for Responsible Research
and Innovation at Fraunhofer IAO. Here he supports projects on organizational
culture and climate as well as on gender equality in the research and innovation
system. He studies work and organizational psychology at MSB Berlin.

Prof. Dr Martina Schraudner holds the Chair “Gender and Diversity in Technology
and Product Development” at the Technical University of Berlin and developed
the Center for Responsible Research and Innovation at Fraunhofer IAO. She
deals with methods, instruments and processes that make diversity accessible
to organizations and companies. She is active in national and international



xvi  About the Contributors

committees for application-oriented research and innovation projects, among
others as Director of the Gendered Innovations Webpage and member of the
Gender Summit Committee. She is among others member of the German
Dialogplattform Industrielle Biodkonomie and Zukunftskreis of the Federal
Ministry of Research and Education.

Dr Jennifer Sheridan is the Executive & Research Director of the Women in
Science & Engineering Leadership Institute (WISELI) at the University of
Wisconsin-Madison. Trained as a sociologist, she develops and oversees the
workshops and grant programs administered by WISELI, as well as the research
and evaluation produced by WISELI including seven waves of the Study of
Faculty Worklife climate surveys. She was a member of the original ad hoc
committee on bullying in the university, and also helped develop the curriculum
for HIB training for the campus.

Dr Linda Steuer-Dankert is a Senior Researcher at the GDI, working at the
Cluster of Excellence “Internet of Production.” Her research is focusing on
change management, diversity management, and organizational management.
Furthermore, she deals with the human-centered perspective on technology
acceptance and is teaching design thinking, entrepreneurship, and social
innovation. Her dissertation in the context of the cluster of excellence “Internet
of Production” was funded by the DFG (German Research Foundation). She
received her PhD from the School of Business and Economics.

Dr Clemens Striebing is a Senior Researcher at the Center for Responisble
Research and Innovation at Fraunhofer IAO. Here he leads national and
international projects on organizational culture and climate as well as on gender
equality in the research and innovation system. He studied political science at the
FU Berlin and holds a PhD in sociology from the University of Heidelberg. He
teaches gender-sensitive innovation development at the TU Berlin.

Thi Thanh Loan Tran, PhD student, is a Researcher in the Department of Women
and Gender Studies of the Institute for Family and Gender Studies, Vietnam
Academy of Social Sciences. She has published some articles in Vietnamese
on family relation and gender equality in Vietnam, especially among ethnic
minorities.

Dr Agnés Vandevelde-Rougale is a Research Fellow at the Laboratoire de
changement social et politique (LCSP) at Université Paris Cité (France). Her
research focuses on managerial discourse and its subjective influence. She first
studied business administration and international relations and holds a PhD in
Anthropology and Sociology from the University Paris Diderot (now Université
Paris Cité).

Dr Tanja Wilty is a Research Associate in the research “Sexual Harassment,
Discrimination, and Violence in the Context of Higher Education” at the



About the Contributors  xvii

Margherita von Brentano Center for Gender Studies at Freie Universitit Berlin.
She wrote her doctoral dissertation as part of the International Research Training
Group “Between Spaces” of the Institute for Latin American Studies at Freie
Universitét on the topic of bodies and body politics in the female punk movement
of Mexico City. Her main research topics are sexual violence, body and body
politics, feminisms, social movements, and punk.

Prof. Dr Amy E. Wendt is a University of Wisconsin (UW)—Madison Professor of
Electrical and Computer Engineering, and serves as an Associate Vice Chancellor
for Research-Physical Sciences and Co-director of the Women in Science
and Engineering Leadership Institute (WISELI) at UW. She is committed to
removing barriers to diversity, equity, and inclusion through institutional policies
and practices. She chaired a Campus Committee to advise implementation of
UW hostile and intimidating behavior (HIB) policy in 2016, and subsequently
participated on the design team and as a presenter/facilitator for a curriculum on
HIB prevention and response developed for UW employees.



This page intentionally left blank



Foreword

We all know that science is about asking deep questions and finding answers
through appropriate methodologies and rigorous academic analysis:

The women did what they were told to do. They didn’t ask ques-
tions or take the task any further. I asked questions; I wanted to
know why. They got used to me asking questions and being the
only woman there.

These words by Katherine Johnson, famous black mathematician at NACA-
NASA 1953-1986, illustrate the spirit of inquiry that drives research activity and
leads to gaining deeper understanding of the phenomena that surround us. One
could easily replace the word “women” with “men,” or “African,” or any other
name expressing humankind, and the sentence is equally as meaningful. The
spirit of inquiry is ubiquitous in humankind regardless of country of origin, race,
sexual orientation or social condition.

It is an honor for me to write this foreword for co-editors Dr Clemens
Striebing, Dr Jorg Muller, and Prof. Dr Martina Schraudner, as they are bravely
dedicating many years of their lives as scientists to comprehending the nuances
of the complex interrelations between factors at play in discrimination, and
using their knowledge to promote diversity in academic environments. Why
do I say that their research activity is brave? On the one hand, because this is
one of the research fields in which “hard data” are not easy to collect, that is,
often it is not even legal to ask factual gender-related data. On the other hand,
because there are important “soft factors” at play, that is, education, personal
and social circumstances, therefore making data difficult to interpret. Moreover,
as the co-editors say in their theoretical starting points, “discrimination has
become more subtle while still producing adverse effects for disadvantaged social
groups.” There is no capacity to act on discrimination and diversity if problematic
situations are covered up or escape the attention of institutional leadership.

I met Dr Striebing through Dr Elizabeth Pollitzer, Founder and Director
of Portia, Coordinator of the GenSET project (European Commission,
Framework Programme 7) which established the Gender Summits (GS). I had
been collaborating with Dr Pollitzer on gender actions in universities as part of
my work as Director for Research and Innovation at the European University
Association (EUA). Dr Striebing was one of the GS17 participants (October 34,
2019), where I presented for the first time the work of Science Europe on gender
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in my third week as its Secretary General. Later, he invited me to moderate a
session that was part of GS21 (April 14-16, 2021). We discussed with a panel of
experts the challenges and requirements for the development of a standardized
survey across Europe to capture gender-sensitive working conditions in research
and innovation. Among other conclusions, the discussion clarified the limitations
in developing appropriate and reliable benchmarks and highlighted the need to
find new ways of including softer factors for policy development, in a way that
would allow better comparisons.

Readers will find in this book a collection of rigorous scientific studies on
sensitive issues that can lead to discrimination in the workplace in academia or
be interpreted as discriminatory behavior. I can see how the outcomes of the
discussion held in April 2021 were taken into account in the conduct of these
studies: they have integrated into their analysis the “hard” and “soft” aspects
in their surveys to produce a series of refined lessons for developing policies
targeting discrimination in academia and promoting inclusion and diversity in
healthy research environments.

There are many dimensions and intersections in diversity and discrimination
issues in academia. Nowadays, many European universities and research
organizations are reviewing their policies to include, in addition to gender issues,
policies for broad social inclusiveness (ethnicity, disability, sexual orientation —
LGBTIQA+ social background, etc.). Science Europe works toward an inclusive
research culture (I will come back to this point at the end of the preface), yet our
experience so far is mainly on gender.

Let me put this work in the context of my experience on gender equality in
European universities and in research funding and performing organizations:

In broad terms, the figures tell us that there is a low percentage of female
university leaders, that is, rectors and vice-rectors (18-30% according to EUA
figures, 2021), compared with the apparent balanced ratio of female/male doctoral
candidates throughout European countries (between 40% and 60% according to
Eurostat, no field distinction). In order to promote the role of women in leadership
positions in the academic sector and advocate gender equality in higher education
and research, a group of women rectors, almost all former members of the EUA
Board, created in 2015 the European Women Rectors Association (EWORA).
Their regular workshops and conferences are an excellent example of how women
leaders can support other women in academia.

For its part, Science Europe published in January 2017 its “Practical
guide to improving equality in research organizations.” The guide provided
recommendations to research funding and performing organizations in order
to: (1) minimize unconscious bias in peer-review processes for project selection
and career promotion; (ii)) monitor gender equality; and (iii) improve grant
management practices from the gender perspective. These recommendations
were extracted from policies and experiences of numerous Science Europe
members who conscientiously analyzed their gender policies to propose common
European guidelines. The recommendations and case studies in the guide fed
several projects on gender-sensitive issues funded by the Framework Programmes
of the European Commission, namely GENPORT (FP7), ACT (Horizon 2020)
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and GENDERACTION (Horizon, 2020). Specifically, Science Europe has been
a member of FORGEN, one of the “community of practices” set up in the
framework of ACT.

These projects, as well as others funded by the European Commission have
been instrumental in sparking and disseminating awareness of gender issues in
universities, research centers and the entire academic sector across Europe. In this
respect, Science Europe welcomed the initiative of the European Commission
to meet the conditions in the Gender Equality Plan as an eligibility criterion for
receiving funds from the Framework Programme. I see this as an achievement of
many years of work in European Research Area (ERA) policies, in which gender
has always been a priority addressed by the European Institutions and pan-
European stakeholders such as EUA and Science Europe. I am convinced that
this policy will contribute to eliminating gender inequalities, help raise awareness
and address intersectoral socio-economic inequalities throughout research and
innovation systems.

At global level, hallmark days such as the International Day of Women and
Girls in Science and the International Women’s Day are milestones in achieving
recognition of the need to address the specificities of women in research and
beyond worldwide. The Global Research Council (GRC) — a virtual organization,
comprised of the heads of science and engineering funding agencies from around
the world, dedicated to promoting the sharing of data and best practices for high-
quality collaboration among funding agencies worldwide — published in 2016
its “Statement of Principles and Actions: Promoting the Equality and Status of
Women in Research.”

Science Europe is co-chairing the Working Group that the GRC set up in 2017 to
contribute to the implementation of these principles. It supports the participation
and promotion of women in the research workforce, and the integration of the
gender dimension in research design and in the analysis of research outcomes.
Regarding the monitoring of gender data, a report that the GRC Gender
Working Group published in May 2021 indicated that while over 80% of the
funding organizations worldwide collected gender-related data in project-funding
applications, only a small number of funders collected data related to the other
aspects of the grant management process (and these were mainly in Europe).

Discrimination in academia is detrimental first and foremost to researchers
experiencing it, as it affects their mental health. It can also affect colleagues who
notice the discrimination and may find themselves in awkward positions, having
to choose between being silent witnesses or risk violent treatment themselves if
they speak up. Beyond the emotional suffering, there are long term consequences
for the careers of researchers, as the adverse conditions may affect their scientific
performance.

An important area where universities and research funding and performing
Organizations can have a strong impact in promoting equality, diversity, and
inclusion (EDI) is through the processes that they use to assess and evaluate
researchers and research. Between 2019 and 2020, Science Europe conducted
an extensive study of the assessment processes of its members, in order to
produce recommendations at institutional level. The study showed that bias,



xxii  Foreword

discrimination, and the unfair treatment of researchers and research projects
were central concerns for research organizations. The potential bias that was most
often monitored was gender (by 82% of surveyed organizations). Ethnicity and
disability were monitored by 31% and 25% of organizations respectively. Science
Europe recommended collecting more data to take account of all possible types
of bias and discrimination in assessment processes, and also to consider their
interconnected nature. In addition, it recommended regular training and guidance
on EDI to all research staff and reviewers involved in research assessment
processes, as well as continuously evaluating assessment processes against all
possible sources of bias. Furthermore, it promoted diversity in evaluation panels
and expert reviewer pools that inform assessments.

I find this book to be in line with these recommendations, offering excellent
in-depth analysis of the available data and going deeper into the soft aspects of
discrimination and diversity to end with a series of nuanced recommendations
to both institutional policy makers and research managers. Institutional policy
makers strive for policies that can be properly implemented and that fulfill the
objectives for which they were created. In this context, defining specific objectives
and defining clear positive behaviors, expectations and consequences are essential.
Research managers need all possible support and training from their institutional
leadership to implement policies effectively.

The three recommendations for policy makers, two recommendations for
research managers and the six lessons learned, are not just ready-to-implement
advice: The “practitioner’s guide” invites all of us to reflect upon our own
perceptions on team processes, on how idealistic or realistic our perspectives on
diversity and discrimination are, and on the limits between the institutional and
other policies, for example, government policies.

The studies in this book merge hard and soft factors in their analysis on
discrimination and diversity, including very sensitive aspects such as implicit
or explicit violence toward an individual or a group of individuals due to being
“different” from what is considered normal in a research unit, department
or institution. While there can be cases of discrimination clearly related to a
condition (sometimes intersectional), for example, black and poor women,
LGTRBI and disabled people, etc., I wonder if typical pressures related to research
career progression such as the need to meet certain objectives as in the “publish or
perish” dilemma, precarious career paths, and poor reward and incentive systems,
should not be an additional factor worth adding in the intersectionality approach.

This brings me to my final point of this foreword: the need to reflect on
the research culture(s) in academic environments to foster healthy academic
environments

that improve the conditions for researchers and research alike by
further advancing European and global research systems towards
a more sustainable, attractive, and effective research system. (Sci-
ence Europe Position Statement on Research Culture — November
2021).
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Furthermore, Science Europe strives for an ERA

that focusses on the quality of the research process, full sup-
port of scientific autonomy, and the promotion of diversity and
inclusion, acknowledging that these conditions will, in turn, fos-
ter a productive research system. We envisage a research culture
in the European Research Area where a) all participants in the
research endeavor are appropriately recognized for their diverse
contributions, b) the broad skills and competencies of research-
ers are fostered and supported by suitable training, appropriate
infrastructure, and responsible management and governance, c)
research integrity and high ethical standards are promoted effec-
tively, and d) careers in research are attractive and sustainable.

Through the series of studies and their authors’ thorough analysis and
thinking, this book goes beyond the state-of-the-art in making recommendations
for policy makers and research managers, and sets the basis for the design of new
group discrimination and diversity policies, creating a fine balance between too
general measures, for example, one-size-fits-all policies, and too individualized
case treatment. In this vein and in line with the vision above, Science Europe will
take into account these recommendations and lessons learned in the action that
is about to be initiated to assess the degree of implementation and usefulness of
the 2017 Gender Guide and which will expand its remit to incorporate elements
of EDI and intersectionality, based on good practice case studies.

I believe that this timely book will bring inspiration to many organizations that
are in the process of reviewing and implementing diversity and discrimination
policies, and that are moving from exclusive gender male-female policies to
diversity policies, thus creating more open and welcoming research environments.
While collecting data on individual researchers’ racial, ethnic, sexual or religious
identities can still be complicated depending on the legal framework and social
tolerance, decision makers are in a position to take action by defining their vision
for the research culture that they envision in their institutions.

Dr Lidia Borrell-Damian
Secretary General of Science Europe
Brussels, April 2022
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Chapter 1

Diversity and Discrimination in Research
Organizations: Theoretical Starting Points

Jorg Miiller, Clemens Striebing and Martina Schraudner

Abstract

This article outlines the theoretical foundations of the research contribu-
tions of this edited collection about “Diversity and Discrimination in Re-
search Organizations.” First, the sociological understanding of the basic
concepts of diversity and discrimination is described and the current state
of research is introduced. Second, national and organizational contextual
conditions and risk factors that shape discrimination experiences and the
management of diversity in research teams and organizations are present-
ed. Third, the questions and research approaches of the individual contri-
butions to this edited collection are presented.

Keywords: Gender; comparative research; bullying; harassment;
implicit bias

Purpose of this Edited Collection

The era of team science has long since dawned (Wang and Barabasi, 2021; Pav-
lidis et al., 2014). Diverse teams are considered to have the potential to work
particularly efficiently. Creative thinking, diversity of perspectives and the ability
to solve complex problems might be pronounced in diverse teams, which has not
only been shown for multidisciplinary but also gender-diverse teams (Abdalla
et al., 1999; Bear and Woolley, 2011; Ostergaard et al., 2011). Such skills are key
competencies for research organizations that want to be influential and interna-
tionally-recognized sites for cutting-edge research.

Diversity and Discrimination in Research Organizations, 3-30
Copyright © 2023 by Jorg Miiller, Clemens Striebing, and Martina Schraudner.
8 Published by Emerald Publishing Limited. This work is published under the Creative
Commons Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence. Anyone may reproduce, distribute, translate
and create derivative works of this work (for both commercial and non-commercial purposes),
subject to full attribution to the original publication and authors. The full terms of this licence
may be seen at http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/legalcode
doi:10.1108/978-1-80117-956-020221001
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However, in order for the individual members of a team to work well, research
organizations need to provide a productive and naturally non-discriminatory
working environment. The fact that bringing together and integrating researchers
and their diverse backgrounds in effective teams is precarious due to the structural
conditions of the research system — that is, it does not happen on its own — will
be further discussed here. To harness the positive effects of diversity, it must be
managed proactively (Nielsen et al., 2018). In this context, the edited collection
has the following purposes:

e to contribute rare quantitative analyses of the extent of discrimination accord-
ing to diverse socio-demographic characteristics of individuals in research-
performing organizations;

e to contribute analyses of the contextual organizational factors that affect the
perception of discrimination within research-performing organizations, and

e to seek the connection to practice by highlighting options for action.

The publication explores discrimination in research organizations, by which we
mean all forms of organizations whose main purpose is to conduct research. The
focus is on public research organizations such as universities or non-university
research institutions (represented in the edited collection primarily by the German
Max Planck Society). Research departments of companies — which in our view
operate more according to the rules of the private sector than academia — are not
included.

In principle, discrimination can be discussed for all areas of society and
is regularly relevant simply due to its strong significance for the working cli-
mate and the well-being of individuals and teams. The relevance of research-
performing organizations as a research topic seems to be additionally given by
the political efforts of advanced (trans-)national innovation systems to combat
systemic discrimination and the major role that effective diversity management
plays for successful cooperative creative processes. At a political level, as edi-
tors and researchers active in national and international projects we experience
the European Commission as a particularly proactive actor. With its “Horizon
Europe” funding programme for research and innovation, the EC also pro-
motes research projects and practical measures to reduce discrimination and
create an inclusive research culture in the research systems of its member states.
In doing so, it strives to strengthen international mobility and the competitive-
ness of a common European research area as part of its mandate laid down in
Article 179 of the EU Treaty.'

"The text of Article 179 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
(2012) paraphrased here is: “The Union shall have the objective of strengthening its
scientific and technological bases by achieving a European research area in which
researchers, scientific knowledge and technology circulate freely, [...].”
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Diversity and Discrimination: A Sociological Definition
Conceptual Understanding of Discrimination

Research on discrimination in the labor market and work organizations has lost
none of its relevance. This continued interest by researchers and practitioners is
partly due to the fact that discrimination has become more subtle while still pro-
ducing adverse effects for disadvantaged social groups. Over the decades, theory
as well as empirical research has moved away from understanding discrimination
as deliberate and intentional acts of exclusion perpetuated by individuals toward
more complex and elusive mechanisms including cognitive “implicit bias” (Quil-
lian, 2006), “microaggressions” (Sue, 2010), unfair and biased organizational pro-
cesses (Nelson et al., 2008), or the systemic nature of what Barbara Reskin (2012)
has called “iiber discrimination.”

Nonetheless, while discriminatory practices have become less overt (Sturm,
2001), their effects continue to be felt in a very direct and real way by individuals as
well as organizations. Findings presented by Jones et al. (2016) in their meta-analy-
sis show that subtle forms of discrimination are “at least as substantial, if not more
substantial” (italics original) than overt forms regarding diminishing the physical
and mental health of individuals, job satisfaction, or organizational commitment,
to name just three of its effects. The resulting reduced well-being and self-esteem
of staff has organizational-level consequences as employees’ work attitudes decline,
turnover intentions increase or job performance dwindles, affecting the overall effec-
tiveness of firms (for a review, see Colella et al., 2012). Thus, while it has become
more difficult to detect discrimination, its negative consequences are as direct and
powerful as ever, calling for equally strategic and systemic counter-measures.

Discrimination has a long and substantive research pedigree in the social and
behavioral sciences, with contributions spanning several disciplines including
economics, sociology, psychology, management and law. Although the explana-
tory models for discrimination differ across these fields of knowledge, there is a
certain agreement on its basic definition: discrimination involves the differential
treatment of individuals based on functionally irrelevant status cues such as race
or gender (Merton, 1972; Altonji and Blank, 1999).

Unpacking this definition first implies recognizing that discrimination is based
on group membership and as such it never targets a person due to individual rea-
sons. Discrimination happens because individuals are perceived as belonging to a
social group delineated by gender, race or national origin, age, health conditions
or disability, religion, and/or sexual orientation (Colella et al., 2012; Baumann
et al., 2018). These categories often do not function as unified, mutually-exclusive
entities, but rather they “intersect” and can thereby aggravate experiences of
oppression and power (Collins, 2015).

Second, discrimination implies an “unjustified” differential treatment that
occurs due to social group membership rather than actual differences in terms of
task-relevant qualifications, contributions, or performance. Thus, job opportuni-
ties, promotions or rewards (e.g., wages) differ between women and men, even
when comparing equally qualified and experienced persons. Consequently, dis-
crimination is considered not only unfair but also illegal in many contexts.
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Third, discrimination refers to behavior rather than solely beliefs and attitudes.
Although the psychological literature predominately explains discrimination with
references to prejudice and stereotypes, this is insufficient to constitute an act of
discrimination (Fiske et al., 2009). For discrimination to occur, actions need to be
carried out that exclude, disadvantage, harm, harass or deprive the members of
a less favored group compared to the members of a more favor group. Although
most research conceives discrimination as negative behavior against disadvan-
taged groups, it can also involve positive behavior, that is, giving advantages to
already-privileged groups. In fact, as Nancy DiTomaso (2020, 2013) argues, for
the perpetuation of social inequality, the

positive actions taken on behalf of those who are already advan-
taged may be as consequential or more so than the negative actions
that deny opportunity to those who are disadvantaged.

Conceptual Understanding of Diversity

Similar to research on discrimination, research on workplace diversity continues
to be a burgeoning academic field. As Faria (2015) suggests, diversity research
came into being in the US during the 1980s as a specific reaction against the pre-
vious social justice-based Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) and Affirma-
tive Action (AA) policies dealing with discrimination. Driven by an increasingly
heterogeneous workforce and economic globalization, these justice-based policies
were considered to be inefficient and costly, and replaced in favor of an emerg-
ing business case for diversity. Whereas discrimination involves a moral compo-
nent in terms of the “unjustified” differential treatment (Altman, 2011), diversity
relinquishes these moral and legal burdens, concentrating instead on a pragmatic
strategy to increase the corporate bottom line (Litvin, 2006). Diversity research
therefore attenuates regulatory approaches for ameliorating the negative effects
of discrimination and instead emphasizes proactive measures to capitalize on het-
erogeneous resources available in different work settings. For diversity research,
the focus on measurable profits implied the establishment of a matrix of quanti-
fication where certain clear-cut, easily observable demographic differences could
be set in relation to equally quantifiable, dependent outcomes. Backed up by the
predominant positivist research tradition in the US, demographic differences
according to gender, age, race as well as functional differences such as educational
background were thus operationalized and enshrined as measurable, stable mark-
ers of identity to be harnessed by Human Resource Departments and Manage-
ment for improved profitability.

Asaresult, a major difference between discrimination and diversity approaches
in workplace settings concerns the role reserved for markers of social identity
such as age, gender, or race. While diversity scholars conceived these differences
in terms of a-historical, personal attributes, discrimination scholars are mostly
attentive to the ways in which these individual attributes delineate group-based
membership, which in turn is tied to historically-grown positions of privilege and
power (Prasad, Pringle, and Konrad, 2006).
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Today, diversity research has increasingly overcome its initial and overly
simplistic conceptions of fixed identity attributes, partly driven by the largely
inconsistent findings of its initial research program, which failed to establish any
clear-cut linear relationship between diversity attributes and economic benefits
(Haas, 2010). While subsequent work has become more aware of the contextual
nuances that moderate and mediate the effects of diversity (van Knippenberg and
Schippers, 2007; Joshi and Roh, 2007, 2009), other approaches appear to have
come full circle in terms of recognizing the importance of power and status pro-
cesses for working groups (van Dijk and Van Engen 2013; Ravlin and Thomas
2005; DiTomaso et al., 2007). As van Dijk et al. (2017) rightly emphasize, diver-
sity research needs to take into account that

members of different social groups are likely to be perceived and
approached differently because of their membership in a given
social category [...] and, in part as a consequence, may behave dif-
ferently (p. 518).

Diversity and Discrimination — Common Ground

Thus, as these recent developments suggest, discrimination and diversity research
are becoming more closely aligned. This is especially apparent from the combi-
nation of the underlying psychological models in work groups and their organi-
zational context factors. As we argue, social categorization models need to be
combined with status-/power-based approaches (e.g., AA and equal opportu-
nities) to work group diversity, prevent discriminating behaviors and enable
organizations to take full advantage of their diverse human resources. Studies of
discrimination and diversity appear in this sense as two sides of the same coin,
suggesting that measures leading to a reduction of discrimination not only reduce
adverse effects at the individual level but also hold the potential to create more
productive and effective work environments.

Approaches to Studying Discrimination and Diversity
Levels of Analysis

While research on diversity primarily operates at the level of teams and small- to
medium-sized work groups (Roberson, 2019; van Knippenberg and Schippers,
2007), research on discrimination can target the micro-, meso- and macro-level of
society or a combination of these levels of analysis. At the macro-level, the mag-
nitude and persistence of discrimination has been well documented in relation to
race and gender in employment, housing, credit markets, schooling and consumer
markets (Pager and Shepherd, 2008). For example, concerning housing and credit
markets, Pager and Shepherd (2008) summarize that “blacks and Hispanics face
higher rejection rates and less favorable terms in securing mortgages than do
whites” (p. 189). Although differential treatment varies across countries and even
cities, discrimination remains pervasive and an important barrier to residential
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opportunities. Gender-based discrimination in the labor market — to use a second
macro-level example — is just as widespread and structural as race-based inequali-
ties. The wage gap between women and men remains at an estimated 16 percent
globally (International Labour Office, 2018). In the EU-28, women in Research &
Development earn on average 17 percent less than their male colleagues (Euro-
pean Commission, 2019). Together with the horizontal segregation of women and
men in certain labor market segments and vertical segregation restricting women
from access to decision-making positions, these macro-level forms of discrimina-
tion constitute defining structural fault lines of contemporary labor markets.

While macro-level accounts usually produce evidence regarding the extent of
structural disadvantages between social groups, meso- and micro-level accounts
have advanced explanatory models of why discrimination occurs at all. The crucial
influence of the organizational climate on discrimination constitutes a well-
known example at the meso level. Thus, it has been shown that the organizational
climate is the single-most important driving factor for sexual harassment to occur
(National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2018; Willness,
Steel, and Lee, 2007). On the other hand, micro-level accounts build upon
psychology and social psychology to expose the individual-level dimensions of
discrimination. Different psychological models exist concerning how prejudice
and stereotypes are linked to discriminating actions, such as when implicit
attitudes shape the behavior toward others defined by their social group identity
(Greenwald and Krieger, 2006). The contributions of this edited collection in
their entirety cover the macro-, meso- and micro-level.

Discrimination and Diversity through a National
and Organizational Lens

‘While considerable advances have been achieved to untangle the hidden dynamics
of discrimination in organizations, the collection of research articles presented
here makes two specific contributions to the existing literature. First, they con-
tribute research on aggregated and individual identity-related experiences of
workplace misconduct at the research workplace. The contributions focus on dif-
ferent socio-demographic groups of people and consider research organizations
that operate in different national contexts. The contributions reflect the influence
of the systemic framework of academia.

Second, the relationship between diversity and discrimination in the con-
text of the academic workplace is especially interesting in relation to one of the
most decisive transformations of the academic environment over recent decades,
namely the simultaneous intensification of work and diminishing resources/fund-
ing. The introduction of a new managerialism and regimes of accountability
has obliged academics to do more with fewer resources and less time. As incipi-
ent research shows, the effects in terms of discrimination are particularly felt by
minorities and those collectives that are already in more precarious and disadvan-
taged situations. Although research on the “neoliberal university” is abundant,
there is a clear lack of more focused approaches to understand its implications for
discrimination as well as diversity in work teams.
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The contributions gathered in this edited collection are all situated in different
national and organizational contexts, from the USA, France, Germany and Nige-
ria to Vietnam, and the conditions of academic workplaces in non-university and
university contexts as well as public or private research organizations at different
hierarchical levels and in different disciplines are examined. These national and
organizational contextual conditions must be taken into account when consider-
ing the transferability of the results to other contexts, as explained below.

The Relevance of National Context

Discrimination is a persistent phenomenon throughout time, but levels of dis-
crimination considerably differ across countries. As Quillian et al. (2019) show
in their meta-analysis of job application field experiments, the strength of racial
discrimination can considerably vary across the nine countries included in their
study. White job applicants receive up to 65-100 percent more callbacks in France
and Sweden than non-white minorities. Discrimination of job applications is
weaker in Germany, the United States and Norway, where they receive on aver-
age 2040 percent fewer callbacks. Similar findings are available from the large
GEMM study carried out in several EU countries, particularly focusing on hir-
ing discrimination based on ethnic background. Discrimination ratios were the
highest in Britain — where ethnic minorities need to send out 54 percent more
applications to achieve the same callback rate as the majority group — and the
lowest in Germany, where minority applicants need to send out 15 percent more
applications (Lancee, 2021; Di Stasio and Lancee, 2020). Examining religion, the
study also finds that in the Netherlands, Norway and the UK, Muslims are “more
than 10 percentage points less likely than majority members to receive a callback”
(Di Stasio et al., 2021, p. 1316).

Comparative studies examining the effects of perceived discrimination equally
attest to country-level differences concerning both gender and race. As Triana et
al. (2019) show, differences in outcomes in terms of the psychological and physi-
cal health of gender discrimination at work can be linked back to differences in
national labor policies and gender-egalitarian cultural practices between coun-
tries. To the degree that institutional frameworks such as labor market policies,
legal regulations or cultural norms differ between countries, levels of discrimina-
tion will vary accordingly. Along the same lines, Quillian et al. (2019) see the com-
paratively high levels of hiring discrimination in France and Sweden as resulting
from unconstrained employers’ discretion that is neither monitored nor held in
check by discrimination lawsuits such as in the US.

The role of national context factors for diversity are equally not fully under-
stood. Although Joshi and Roh (2007) highlight national culture as one “distal
omnibus” element affecting diversity outcomes, results are not particularly abun-
dant. Early insights suggest that important dimensions of teamwork such as hier-
archical versus more horizontal peer-based control structures vary across cultures
and can invert the outcomes of diversity. Thus, van der Vegt, Van de Vliert, and
Huang (2005) show that in cultures where power is more centralized, tenure and
functional diversity are negatively associated with innovative climates, whereas



10 Jorg Miiller et al.

in low power distance cultures diversity is positively associated with innovative
climates.

As the GLOBE study across 62 societies has amply documented, cultural dif-
ferences not only exist in terms of “power distance” but also regarding other
important features affecting diversity climate in work groups such as risk avoid-
ance, performance orientation, gender egalitarianism, or levels of collectivist
versus more individualized values (House et al., 2004). For certain areas of diver-
sity research such as the under-representation of women on corporate boards,
cultural differences in terms of gender egalitarianism and/or traditional gender
roles have been shown to play a decisive role (Lewellyn and Muller-Kahle, 2020).
However, since the primary interest of diversity research lies at the work group
level, explorations of macro-scale patterns that are so common for discrimination
research are rare. Instead, national differences are frequently operationalized in
terms of the diversity of cultural values that individual team members bring to
the work group (Bodla et al., 2018).

An important additional perspective for understanding the national context
of discrimination concerns a situational perspective. Apart from institutional dif-
ferences in terms of labor market legislation between countries, discrimination
has also been linked to historical legacies of oppression such as slavery. Apart
from historical legacies, situational accounts frequently also explain discrimina-
tion with reference to current economic and demographic conditions or political
events (Quillian and Midtbeen, 2021). Right-wing politics stigmatizing certain
ethnic or religious groups — for example in relation to terrorist attacks — can fuel
discrimination. In situations of crisis such as the recent Covid-19 outbreak, dis-
crimination can be aggravated. As reported by Pew Research Center (2020), 40
percent of black and Asian Americans indicate an increase in discriminating
behavior toward them by others since the start of the pandemic. The Covid-19
pandemic has also clearly shown that under conditions of stress or crisis, minori-
ties and marginalized groups will be even further disadvantaged compared to
majority social groups (Kantamneni, 2020). However, while the effects of a public
health crisis on discrimination have been extensively explored, this is not neces-
sarily true for the effects of economic crises or recessions. Among the few studies
directly examining the link between worsening economic conditions and discrimi-
nation, Kingston, McGinnity, and O’Connell (2015) show that non-Irish nation-
als experienced higher rates of work-based discrimination during the recession
in 2010 compared to time of economic growth in 2004. Implicitly, there seems to
be an understanding that “under conditions of threat (e.g., recessions, downsiz-
ing)” or insecurity, organizations and individuals fall back into “a limited set of
well-learned and habituated behavioral scripts” (Gelfand et al., 2005, p. 93) to the
disadvantage of already-marginalized and excluded social groups.

Overall, it remains unclear how these wider economic situational factors play
out in terms of discrimination experiences and possibilities of fostering diverse
teams. This holds especially in relation to the transformation of academic life
in general. Driven by wider transformations and restructuring of the post-war
European welfare states, academic work has experienced dramatic shifts over
recent decades. Scientific autonomy has increasingly been replaced with an ori-
entation toward performance measures, a focus on excellence and competition,
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entrepreneurship, or the emphasis on cost efficiency (Herschberg and Benschop,
2019). How these recent developments play out in terms of discrimination expe-
riences within academic organizations remains to be more fully understood. The
work conducted here at the meso and micro level provides promising avenues
for discrimination research. As we will argue in the next section, organizational
culture and climate are not only influenced by wider national settings but they
also modulate and refract some of these broader national trends with important
implications for reducing discrimination and fostering team effectiveness. As the
organizational level is the primary work environment in which people interact,
it is one of the most important arenas to control and diminish discrimination.

The Relevance of the Organization

Organizational factors play an important role for discrimination rates and
experiences in work settings. Organizational policies have also been identified
as a crucial element for taking advantage of diversity. Formal and informal
structures, organizational culture and climate, leadership or human resources,
or workplace composition may all contribute to or attenuate discrimination
(Gelfand et al., 2005). For example, transparent and formal evaluation criteria
at the organizational level — for promotion or recruitment — can reduce
discrimination as decision-making is accountable to objective criteria. Similar,
holding managers socially accountable for performance ratings is one of three
promising and effective strategies in terms of increasing workforce diversity and
diminishing discrimination in companies (Dobbin and Kalev, 2016). In addition
to encouraging social accountability, two further factors mentioned by Dobbin
and Kalev (2016) to reduce discrimination effectively concern the engagement
of managers in solving problems and the increase of contact among people from
different groups. Both factors can be decisively steered through organizational
policies.

Organizational climate — to mention another important organization-level
factor — is a key driver of harassment (Pryor, Giedd, and Williams, 1995). Inci-
dents of sexual and other harassment are more likely to occur in working envi-
ronments where harassment is “tolerated” by a leadership that fails to act on
complaints, does not sanction perpetrators or protect complainants from retali-
ation (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2018). This
is especially true in settings where men are overrepresented among staff and at
the leadership level. For example, a recent study on sexual harassment of under-
graduate female physicists in the US — with women being under-represented in
physics — revealed that three-quarters of respondents had experienced at least one
type of sexual harassment (Aycock et al., 2019). Organizational-level factors such
as the overall gender ratios or the wider work climate are therefore considered key
elements that can inhibit or encourage discrimination.

Examining organizational context factors of discrimination more broadly,
most evidence from the US is largely based upon plaintiff accounts of discrimi-
nation lawsuits. Thus, Hirsh and colleagues (Hirsh, 2014; Hirsh and Kornrich,
2008) show — for example — how several factors such as the previous vulnerable
economic or social status, the workplace culture and the workplace composition
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affect the perception of discrimination by employees. Similar, Bobbitt-Zeher
(2011) exposes how organizational practices and policies combine with workplace
composition and gender stereotyping to produce workplace gender discrimina-
tion in quite predictable ways. As mentioned, gendered norms of behavior, dress
code, or sexualized talk in often male-dominated management and leadership
positions create an organizational culture in which discrimination can flourish.

Among the few studies to explore the organizational context via an extensive
survey is Stainback, Ratliff, and Roscigno (2011) whose study is based upon a
sample of 2,555 respondents to the US National Study of the Changing Work-
force in 2002. Corroborating the insights of Hirsh (2014), and Bobbitt-Zeher
(2011), the results show that the experience of discrimination is reduced for
both genders when they are part of the numerical majority in their organi-
zation and where a supportive workplace culture is in place. In their survey
among 176 employees in the United States, Kartolo and Kwantes (2019) show
that behavioral norms related to organizational culture modulates perceived
discrimination.

While the majority of research on discrimination operates with a concept
of behavior that disadvantages or harms people, diversity research foregrounds
measures that foster a climate for inclusion to take full advantage of diverse assets
within work groups. Indeed, promoting an organizational climate for inclusion
is not only beneficial at the individual level (e.g., higher job satisfaction, better
physical and psychological health) but also improves group-level outcomes such
as overall team or organizational performance. As Brooke and Tyler (2011) suc-
cinctly state,

[...] by creating an environment in which all employees know
they are valued and feel safe from discrimination, every employee
can feel comfortable as a valued member of the organization (pp.
745-746).

Along these lines, research from Google regarding the perfect team has underlined
previous insights from small group research on the importance of psychological
safety for diverse teams (Duhigg, 2016; Edmondson and Lei, 2014). Risk-taking
and making errors — elements that are crucial for innovation — are only possible to
the degree that employees feel safe in their team and the wider work environment.
Thus, Reinwald, Huettermann, and Bruch (2019) argue — based on a sample of
82 German companies — that diversity climate has positive effects for firm per-
formance, especially where there is a relatively high convergence among employ-
ees in their climate perceptions. Similar findings are available from research on
military working groups, showing that diversity climate is consistently and posi-
tively related to work group performance and that this relationship is mediated
by discrimination (Boehm et al., 2014). Already in earlier work, Nishii (2012) has
argued for the benefits of a “climate for inclusion” that reduces interpersonal bias
and diversity conflict (see also Richard, 2000).

While research has established the importance of organizational climate and
culture for discrimination and diversity, it is somewhat surprising that one of the
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major transformations over the recent decades within academic organizations
has received relatively scant attention. None of the aforementioned studies thus
far takes into account how academic organizations at large are affected by or
confronted with decreasing public funding while having to grope with a height-
ened sense of accountability. The introduction of New Public Management
principles aiming to reduce and streamline a supposedly oversized and ineffi-
cient public sector has certainly affected public universities and research institu-
tions over recent decades (Hood, 1991; Newman, 2005). A new managerialism
tied to the introduction of Total Quality Management principles (Aspinwall
and Owlia, 1997) — for example — as well as a marketization of the public sector
have undermined the autonomy and independence of the academy and provoked
considerable resistance among scholars. However, although the discriminatory
effects of the so-called neoliberal working conditions in academic contexts is a
burgeoning field of research (Pereira, 2016; Berg, Huijbens, and Larsen, 2016;
Heath and Burdon, 2013; Craig, Amernic, and Tourish, 2014), there is clearly
a dearth of studies addressing how the wider organizational culture associated
with competitiveness, performance demands, or audit culture affects the percep-
tion of discrimination. As some studies suggest, especially vulnerable minorities
are likely to be disproportionately affected by these more demanding, neoliberal
work environments (Anderson, Gatwiri, and Townsend-Cross, 2019; Cech and
Rothwell, 2020).

Risk Factors of Discrimination in Research Organizations

From the perspective of a researcher in the European Union, it should be noted
that there is hardly any other sector in which such highly-qualified personnel
work under comparably insecure working conditions as in academia. As editors
of this collection, we do not believe that scientific and non-scientific employees
in research organizations experience discrimination or workplace misconduct
more frequently than in other sectors (for a discussion for sector differences
in bullying, see Keashly, 2021). However, depending on the contextual condi-
tions of the academic sector, very specific patterns of structural discrimination
emerge.

From a governance perspective, discrimination can take place especially in sit-
uations where effective structures are lacking that may constrain decision-makers
to minimize the influence of bias on their decisions (Williams, 2017). This refers
to accountability structures as well as checks and balances in decision-making
processes and procedures that aim to reduce or dissolve one-sided dependencies
between the individual actors in the research system (e.g., staff councils, PhD
schools, supervisory committees, equal opportunities officers, representatives for
the severely disabled, transparent and binding promotion criteria, etc.). Where
such structures are lacking, a high degree of variance in working cultures and
leadership styles in the individual teams is possible, with both positive and nega-
tive consequences.

The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) — a US fed-
eral agency tasked with ensuring the implementation of the applicable
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anti-discrimination legislation in the labor market — has formulated concrete
organizational risk factors for workplace harassment, which can also be applied
to research organizations and academia (Feldblum and Lipnic, 2016). With their
understanding of the term harassment, the authors focus on intentional forms of
discrimination, as opposed to unreflective discrimination due to cognitive bias or
institutionalized structures (such as not counting care periods in the evaluation
of performance). In our view, the risk factors named in Table 1 and explained by
indicators and anecdotal examples from academia can also be largely applied to
systemic discrimination. Table 1 can thus be understood as the summary of the
above elaborations on the importance of national and organizational contextual
factors.

The anecdotal examples in Table 1 convey the notion that it seems inappropri-
ate to place academia under the general suspicion that experiences of discrimina-
tion and discriminatory behavior as well as the negation of diversity are more
widespread here than in other workplaces. The heterogeneity of the workforce
and the prevailing workforce norms vary between different national, regional, and
disciplinary contexts. Furthermore, a vertical and horizontal gender segregation
as well as a status- and organization-politically elevated position of leadership
personnel are not peculiarities of research organizations. However, discrimina-
tion processes in academia can be framed in particular by the following distinct
characteristics of the research and higher education system:

e the “customer service” provided by scientific staff — that is, teaching students —
can certainly be considered an important additional stress factor, which is only
present in comparable form in other teaching professions;

e the important role of international mobility for scientific career development,
which is explicitly promoted by national and supranational organizations such
as the EU and structurally reflected in cultural and linguistic differences in the
workforce;

e the shared governance principle of academia (Keashly, 2021), within which
the faculty makes the crucial decisions on research strategy and personnel
policy. Other staff have a subordinate role. Within shared governance, other
university groups are often represented alongside the faculty, and decision-
making power is distributed pyramid-like according to seniority: while all of
the voices of the few chair holders as “high-value employees” are often heard,
early career researchers, non-tenured researchers, administrative staff and the
many students are often not represented or they are only represented by a few
representatives.

The principle of senior shared governance or “peer principle” is based on a
collegial appreciation of the peer’s respective sphere of influence on constructive-
ness and cooperativeness. For academic leadership staff, shared governance is
essentially a peer evaluation system in which each participant is just as power-
ful as any other. In cases of conflict, this system of mutual tolerance can reach
its limits (Keashly, 2021); for example, when the prevailing structures in the
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academic workplace are questioned, or when a colleague should be confronted
due to a biased decision or their misconduct toward groups of people who are not
involved in senior shared governance.

In order to make HR processes more professional and rational, the profes-
sionalized and clearly more sovereign university administrations in relation to the
faculty (Gerber, 2014) today have a variety of different tools at their disposal. As
van den Brink and Benschop (2012) argue, these tools like promotion guidelines,
gender equality plans, trainings, or participatory decision-making too rarely aim
at structural change and take little account of disciplinary specificities (e.g., the
pool of female talent strongly differs between computer science and medicine).
In particular, the authors highlight that practices aimed at reducing discrimina-
tion are closely intertwined with the contextual conditions that gave rise to the
discrimination to be combated in the first place. For example, the gender equality
officer’s say and the rules set for the appointment of a new chair are sometimes
undermined by the preferences and informal power resources of the academic
management, whereby ultimately the candidate who had been preferred by the
institute’s management from the beginning prevails in most cases. Accountability
structures for strengthening diversity usually lack the binding force and sanction-
ing power to have an immediate effect (ibidem).

At the European level, we observe a growing awareness of the lack of effective-
ness of the current gender equality policies and measures in academia, accom-
panied by the will to strengthen its effectiveness. A particular expression of this
attitude is that since 2021 gender equality plans have been declared a manda-
tory requirement to apply for project funding within the framework of the most
important European research framework program, “Horizon European” (Euro-
pean Commission, 2020). Furthermore, within the framework of its Gender
Equality Strategy 2020-2025, the European Commission attaches importance to
an intersectional approach in which discrimination is not restricted to gender but
is thought of comprehensively.

Overview of Chapters

The peer principle as an element of research governance essentially ensures
the scientific quality of research. Who else should evaluate the excellence of a
research project, research design and researcher, if not their peers? However, as
explained above, the peer principle does not guarantee modern and bias-free per-
sonnel management as required by a number of state equal opportunity acts.

It is research policy and administrative as well as scientific research manag-
ers who are decisively entrusted with the standardization and quality assurance
of personnel management in the research system and who thus make an essen-
tial contribution to ensuring optimal working conditions for academic mid-level
and non-scientific staff as well as equal opportunities when filling professorships.
With the studies collected in this anthology, we hope to contribute to the informed
action of these central actors in research policy to enable researchers and research
teams to operate in optimal conditions. The articles can be roughly divided into
two categories according to the guiding questions of this edited collection: macro
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studies surveying the extent of discrimination and harassment in research organi-
zations and micro studies exploring the influence of the specific cultural contex-
tual conditions of the academic workplace on experiences of discrimination and
harassment related to the diversity of the workforce.

About the Extent of Discrimination in Research Organizations

Striebing’s “Max Planck studies” belong to the first category of macro analy-
ses. These are three contributions that resulted from a research project commis-
sioned and funded by the Max Planck Society in Germany on the work culture
in its institutes and facilities and in particular on the experiences of bullying and
sexual discrimination. The project was carried out in 2018 and 2019 and included
a series of qualitative interviews and a full survey of the more than 23,600 scien-
tific and non-scientific employees of the Max Planck Society, which is one of the
world’s largest and most comprehensive institutions for basic research.

In his first contribution, Striebing explains how the evaluation of the group
climate and the leader varies according to the socio-demographic characteristics
gender, nationality and responsibility for childcare of the Max Planck research-
ers. He examines the intersectionality, in terms of interaction effects, of these
characteristics, and also considers the context of the respondents’ hierarchical
position. Striebing proceeds in a similar way in his second contribution. In addi-
tion to the researchers, the non-scientific employees of the Max Planck Society are
also examined. The question is pursued concerning how the socio-demographic
characteristics of the employees as well as the contextual conditions of hierar-
chical position, scientific discipline and administrative area affect the extent of
bullying experiences. In the third contribution, Striebing examines whether men
and women in the academic workplace have a different understanding of bullying
and sexual harassment and discrimination. The contribution explores patterns
of gender-related differences in the self-reporting of acts of workplace miscon-
duct and self-labeling as having been bullied or experienced sexual discrimination
and/or harassment.

Pantelmann and Wilty offer a comprehensive insight into the prevalence of
sexual harassment among students. They present data from a survey conducted at
a German university and critically reflect the role of the university and the work
culture in academia in preventing and managing experiences of sexual harass-
ment on campus. The results presented by the authors come from the “Perspec-
tives and Discourses on Sexual Harassment in International Higher Education
Contexts” project in which eight research teams from very different international
higher education contexts cooperated.

Sheridan, Dimond, Klumpyan, Daniels, Bernard-Donals, Kutz, and Wendt
also conducted a so-called campus study, examining the prevalence of hostile and
intimidating behavior at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in the US and its
variance by gender among persons of color, LGBTQ persons and persons with
disability at two different measurement points. More importantly, in their article
the authors describe the policy package enacted by the university for prevention
and conflict resolution and discuss its effectiveness using their longitudinal data
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as well as survey data from training interventions. The authors thus present a very
rare evaluation study in the context of discrimination, which is highly relevant for
theory and practice alike.

Nguyen, Tran, and Tran contribute a systemic macro analysis of a lower-
investment research and innovation system and a different culture. They analyze
data from 756 researchers in the Vietnam Academy of Social Sciences, examin-
ing differences in the scientific achievements of male and female researchers and
investigating the factors influencing them.

Cultural Context Conditions of Academia for Diversity and
Discrimination

The discourse in research organizations has a particular influence on how diverse
teams and cases of discrimination are dealt with, that is, what is said, how it is said
and what can be said. This discourse is the result of the respective organizational
and team culture and it decisively determines which experiences are perceived and
recognized as discrimination in the organization.

In an experimental survey study, Kmec, O’Connor, and Hoffman presented a
representative sample of the US population with a vignette describing an incident
of sexual harassment between a department director and one of his team mem-
bers, asking respondents to rate whether it was inappropriate behavior, sexual
harassment, or neither. The authors are interested in the question of whether the
respondents’ value orientations — in terms of gender essentialism, gender egali-
tarianism and their belief in meritocracy — significantly influence sensitivity to the
perception of sexual harassment.

Of the papers in this edited collection, Vandevelde-Rougale and Guerrero
Morales most directly address the implications of the extension of managerial-
ism and New Public Management to discrimination in research organizations.
The authors examine managerial discourse, by which they mean a utilitarian,
cost-benefit-oriented way of interpreting and organizing the affairs and processes
of research teams. Through multiple case studies from Ireland and Chile, they
explore what the focus on the pragmatic exploitation of diversity brings to bear
on individuals who experience workplace bullying and discrimination, as well as
what the managerial approach to conflict solutions can contribute to ensuring a
safe and discrimination-free work culture.

The third discourse-related study in this edited collection is provided by
Steuer-Dankert, who deals with diversity belief in a complex research organiza-
tion. Diversity belief is understood as a working group’s belief in its own diversity
and the positive benefits of diversity. Steuer-Dankert not only contributes the
most comprehensive reflection on diversity management in research organiza-
tions among the contributions of this collection, but she also provides answers
to another interesting aspect. Previous studies often examine diversity and dis-
crimination in teams under the assumption of a relative constancy of team struc-
tures and members, but in a modern innovation system research often takes place
in project-wise institutionalized and theme-oriented network structures such as
the German Cluster of Excellence examined by Steuer-Dankert. The temporary
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network forms a further governance level horizontal to the classic university
organization and features independent team interactions and ultimately also a
specific organizational culture.

While the aforementioned studies describe individual specific aspects of the
organizational culture of research organizations, Gewinner reconstructs the expe-
riences of discrimination of a specific group of people based on biographical
interviews. Using Russian-speaking female scholars in Germany, she develops a
comprehensive and intersectional theory on the vulnerability of foreign research-
ers to experiences of discrimination and workplace misconduct.

Since a major aim of this edited collection is not only to understand and describe
discrimination in research organizations but also to make a small contribution
to reducing discrimination, we conclude by formulating a number of implica-
tions for practice. In the concluding chapter, we set out several basic features and
requirements for an effective system for preventing and managing discrimination
in research organizations and summarize what we consider to be the main lessons
learned from this edited collection in a simple catalogue of options for action.

About Our Intersectional Approach

The intersectionality approach assumes that an individual belongs to “multiple
categories of difference” defined by socially-constructed categories such as gen-
der, age, or ethnicity that result in a specific set of opportunities and oppres-
sions for each individual stemming from their “blended social identity” (Dennissen
et al., 2020; Silva, 2020; Ghavami et al., 2016; Crenshaw, 1991). These intersections
of identity and discrimination result in individual experiences of discrimination
based on different group memberships. Accordingly, the concrete discrimination
experiences of black women — for example — differ from those of black men and
white women. An intersectional approach considers the addition of experiences
of discrimination, but furthermore also considers interaction effects (Bowleg,
2008). As a result of the intersectional analysis, it may emerge — for example — that
black women experience discrimination less frequently than black men or white
women, although they experience discrimination due to their status as women
and black people. The task of intersectional research is to identify the structural
and situational dynamics of discrimination processes and their specific contex-
tual conditions.

The contributions of the edited collection and their framing explicitly follow
an intersectional approach. This means that the single contributions not only
discuss differences between persons of different genders but also pursue taking
into account intersections between identity categories (and the different systems
of oppressions represented by them) in the analysis. We apply a broad under-
standing of intersectionality. Which categorizations are ultimately taken up in
the contributions to the edited collection was open and depended on the authors’
research foci and available data. In principle, it is possible to analyze the manifold
interactions of gender with racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability,
sexual orientation and other categorizations, which can form the starting point
for systemic discrimination.
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Nevertheless, an intersectional analysis in the strict sense was not always pos-
sible. Especially in quantitative studies, large numbers of cases are necessary to
make statements with high statistical power and thus not only identify very strong
statistical effects. In cases with low statistical power, it was not the interactions
of, for example, gender and age that were analyzed, but rather the simple effects
of gender and age. In addition, several authors of the edited collection adopt an
intersectional perspective when discussing the generalizability of their results. For
example, Kmec et al. (in this collection) discuss whether a connection between
merit thinking and sexual discrimination could also be proven if the discrimina-
tion was not positioned in a heterosexual setting between an old white supervisor
and a young white female researcher.

Funding Note

The present contribution is not related to externally funded research.
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Chapter 2

The Psychological Work Climate of
Researchers: Gender, Nationality, and
Their Interaction with Career Level and
Care for Children in a Large German
Research Organization

Clemens Striebing

Abstract

Purpose: This study examines the relationship between gender, nationality,
care responsibilities for children, and the psychological work climate of
researchers.

Basic Design: Based on a dataset of approximately 2,900 cases, the main
effects of gender and nationality, their interaction effect and the interac-
tion effects of gender with care responsibilities for minor children, and with
hierarchical position are considered in relation to work climate. Dummy re-
gressions and ¢-tests were performed to estimate and compare the means
and regression parameters of the perceived group climate and the view of
leaders as evaluated by researchers. The dataset used was taken from a full
survey of employees of the Max Planck Society, which is one of Germany’s
largest research organizations with over 80 facilities and institutes in various
disciplines and a focus on basic research.

Results: Gender differences concerning the evaluation of the work climate
are particularly pronounced among doctoral candidates and researchers
who have a non-EU nationality. Gender gaps increasingly level out with
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each successive career step. Additionally, a main effect of gender and a weak
interaction of gender and care responsibility for minor children was sup-
ported by the data. A main effect of nationality on work climate ratings was
found but could not be meaningfully interpreted.

Interpretation and Relevance: The interaction effect between gender and
the position of a researcher can be interpreted as being a product of the
filtering mechanism of the research system. With this interpretation, the
results of the study can plausibly be explained in the light of previous
research that concludes that female researchers face higher career hurdles
than male researchers.

Keywords: Team climate Inventory; CPE questionnaire; leadership;
intersectionality; survey; gender gap

Since 2005, The European Charter for Researchers...

. aims to contribute to a productive and conducive relationship between
researchers and their employers or funders. The paper, published by the Euro-
pean Commission, has since been endorsed by some 1,300 research organizations
throughout the European Union (EU) and associated countries. With their sig-
nature, the research organizations commit themselves to the guiding principles of
the charter and thus also to combat all forms of discrimination, to provide equal
working conditions for men and women, and to enable nationally and interna-
tionally mobile scientific careers (EURAXESS 2021).

The European Charter for Researchers is not the only effort being made to
improve working conditions in the research system. The work and objectives of
the European University Association as the representative of the university man-
agement, Eurodoc for early career researchers, the EURAXESS platform for the
promotion of the mobility of researchers, or Science Europe as the representative
of the research performing and funding organizations in Europe are complemen-
tary and share the same objectives. These efforts of versatile international and
national actors have in common the pursuit of the creation of a fair and sustain-
able as well as inclusive research culture. Despite these laudable efforts, there is a
great deal of scientific evidence that shows that the system of scientific research in
its current form marginalizes women, foreign researchers, and those with caregiv-
ing responsibilities (Zacharia et al., 2020, pp. 34-35; Schraudner et al., 2019, p. 64
ff; NASEM, 2018; Gewinner in this collection).

However, just because these marginalization effects are known and docu-
mented does not mean that they are relevant in their effect size and pertinent for
individual research institutions. “We don’t have anything like that,” is still a com-
mon argument from skeptics in practice, which puts the burden of proof back on
those who advocate for a more inclusive work climate in research. Thus, there is
a constant need for an evaluation of the situation and for gathering quantitative
evidence of systemic marginalization processes in science, to the same extent as
there is in other areas of society.
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Current research lacks analytical assessments concerning the extent to which
the sociodemographic attributes of a researcher influence his or her working cli-
mate. Few prestigious projects provide statements on the characteristics of the
working climate and the extent of marginalization in science within the European
Research Area. One of the exceptions to this tendency is a full-scale survey on
working climate that the German Max Planck Society (MPG) conducted in its
institutions, in which more than 9,000 of its scientific and non-scientific employ-
ees participated. The data from this survey form the basis of this article.’

The MPG is one of Germany’s largest research organizations, with over 80
facilities and institutes focusing on basic research in various disciplines. The data-
set obtained from the internal survey conducted by the MPG is the world’s largest
sample of research on work climate under (comparatively) the most homogene-
ous organizational and national context conditions to date. Of all the surveys
conducted in this context, the MPG study is also the only one that surveys work
climate using items validated in psychological studies that can be combined into
robust indices.

This study focuses on the examination of the relationship between the gen-
der® of a researcher and the work climate he or she perceives. Using a dataset
with around 2,900 cases of MPG researchers, the intersections of gender with
other sociodemographic characteristics such as nationality, care responsibility for
underage children, and hierarchical position, are considered. In addition, there
is also a consideration of the main effect of nationality. The article provides an
analytical inventory of marginalization in top research in addition to organiza-
tion-wide benchmarks and can serve as an orientation for concrete organizational
countermeasures for the MPG and beyond.

The article starts with the definition of the object of study, namely, work
climate. This is followed by an overview of the current state of research on the
relationship between gender and perceived work climate in the research work-
place. The hypotheses underlying this study were derived from the current state

'Other relevant projects are, first, the surveys of the so-called MORE projects 1 to 4.
Within the framework of MORE, the mobility patterns and career paths of EU re-
searchers within and outside the European Research Area are investigated. Some
8,500 researchers participated in the survey conducted in 2019 (PPMI, IDEA Consult,
and WIFO, 2021, p. 47). Second, a global survey of 32,000 STEM researchers con-
ducted as part of the Gender Gap in Science project funded by the International Sci-
ence Council and other partner organizations provided comprehensive insights into
the different perceptions of the working climate and conditions of male and female
researchers (Guillopé & Roy, 2020). Third, in 2020, the UK Wellcome Trust presented
the results of a large-scale survey on research work culture, in which over 4,200 re-
searchers — mostly working in the UK — participated.

’This study uses the term “gender,” which relates to a person’s identity, whereas “sex”
refers to a person’s physical characteristics at birth. In the questionnaire underlying
the dataset, respondents were asked to “Please indicate your gender.” The purpose of
the survey was thus to capture self-ascribed gender identities. Accordingly, this study
also uses the term “gender” throughout.
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of research. In the next section, the context conditions of the MPG are mapped
out before the methodology section presents the dataset that was used, and
describes the outcome, predictor, and interaction variables. The data were sub-
jected to linear regression with dummy variables and ¢-tests, and the methodo-
logical requirements of these evaluations are also explained in this section. The
results of the data analysis are subsequently presented before the findings are
interpreted. The article ends with a conclusion that summarizes the main results
and discusses the theoretical and practical relevance of the findings and the limi-
tations of the study.

Literature Review
Work Climate as a Research Object and Its Relevance

Work climate can be understood as being the

[...] shared perceptions of and the meaning attached to the poli-
cies, practices, and procedures employees experience and the
behaviors they observe getting rewarded and that are supported
and expected [...]. (Schneider et al., 2013, p. 362)

Following this definition, a distinction must be made between the psychological
and organizational work climate (Ostroff et al., 2013). Whereas the psychological
climate is concerned with individual workplace perceptions, the organizational
climate explicitly refers to the views on the work climate shared by employees.
In this context, a distinction should also be made concerning organizational cul-
ture. While the work climate is formed by the employees’ views on their organi-
zational practices, policies, and procedures, the organizational culture deals with
the often implicit and shared basic assumptions that lead to the emergence of
certain practices, policies, procedures, and other artifacts (Kuenzi and Schminke,
2009; Ostroff et al., 2013).

The present study deals with the psychological work climate of a researcher,
and hence with their individual perception of the research group they are assigned
to. The psychological work climate can be divided into five main areas in addi-
tion to organizational and subsystem attributes (James and Sells, 1981): job char-
acteristics, role characteristics, leadership characteristics, workgroup, and social
environment characteristics (Parker et al., 2003). This study focuses on leadership
and workgroup characteristics.

The work climate stands in a complex relationship to the concept of work-
place discrimination, which is the leitmotif of this edited collection. While work
climate concerns general opinions and attitudes toward the workplace, discrimi-
nation — understood as the differential treatment of individuals based on func-
tionally irrelevant status cues (Merton, 1972) —is a concrete experienced behavior.
In this sense, those who experience discrimination, bullying, or persistent inci-
vility will logically change their attitude to the workplace, that is, perceive it as
having a different, more negative work climate. Accordingly, empirical surveys on
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discrimination in the workplace justified their relevance by the consequences that
discrimination has on the work climate and individual attitudes to work (Triana
et al., 2015; Appelbaum et al., 2012). At the same time, the work climate can
either be a breeding ground for discrimination and other experiences of non-
scientific misconduct at work, or the basis for effective protection against it
(Willness et al., 2007; Giorgi et al., 2016). This is particularly true for sub-dimen-
sions of the work climate such as the diversity, ethical, or the psychosocial safety
climates (Boehm et al., 2014; Dalton et al., 2014; Bond et al., 2010). The work
climate can thus be regarded as an antecedent, a consequence, and a moderator
of discrimination experiences.

It can be assumed that non-scientific misconduct, be it discrimination, bul-
lying, or other uncivilized behavior is primarily reflected on the climatic level.
Those affected might view the participatory security in the group or the relation-
ship to their supervisor critically even before they perceive themselves as being
affected by discrimination or bullying. Hodgins et al. (2020) describe this phe-
nomenon concerning bullying in organizations as the third face of power, which
refers to the preconscious influences people experience that may lead them to
act against their own interests. Accordingly, people who experience non-scientific
misconduct must deal with whether they want to view themselves as being dis-
criminated against or bullied, whether this understanding would be intersubjec-
tively tenable by their colleagues or a complaints body, and whether they want to
take measures to address the situation. In contrast, work climate — especially in
its role as a necessary precursor of potential discrimination experiences — enables
a more comprehensive assessment of whether and to what extent certain groups
of people experience justified or unjustified unequal treatment in the workplace.

Theoretical Assumptions

The theoretical assumptions of the study are mainly based on social role theory
and especially its extension, namely the role congruency theory. Here, following
Bates (1956), a social role is understood as a more or less integrated and related
pattern of social norms that is distinguishable from other norm patterns. Norms,
in turn, are behavioral expectations (including stereotypes) that are consistently
addressed to the members of a group and are enacted and reproduced, at least by
some members of the group. Stereotypes arise when people observe the behavior
of other people with certain characteristics (such as gender, class, ethnicity, or
religion) and conclude that the behavior of the respective characteristic group
results from group membership and not individual preferences (Eagly and Wood,
2012). In a society, people are confronted with different stereotypical role expec-
tations within the social structure according to their respective position, which
they can either accept or reject. The acceptance or rejection of a social role rep-
resents a process of negotiation between the self and its environment (parents,
partner, employer, community, etc.) as a result of which a person reproduces,
modifies, or completely rejects an expected role (Eagly and Wood, 2012). If an
individual takes on a role, he or she increasingly adapts to this role during sociali-
zation by developing specific character traits and skills, and the line between role



38 Clemens Striebing

expectation and the supposed “natural predisposition” to a certain behavior
becomes increasingly blurred (Eagly and Wood, 2012).

By observing purely superficial characteristics, in-groups and out-groups are
created by collectives of individuals through the process of stereotyping described
above. Such group memberships can be promoted or discriminated against by
the observer, depending on their position as a member of the respective in- or
out-group (Tajfel and Turner, 2004). The present study assumes that scientific
jobs are still characterized by stereotypes that superficially attribute an overall
higher competence to men compared to women — by both men and women alike.
Williams et al. (2014) call this phenomenon the “Prove-It-Again” bias (see also
Moss-Racusin et al., 2012; Sobieraj and Krdamer, 2019; Oh et al., 2019). Further-
more, women are significantly more affected by sexism, sexual harassment, and
sexual discrimination in the workplace, as was already demonstrated based on
the population targeted in this study (Schraudner et al., 2019, p. 64 ff).

Current research provides ample evidence that the pressure for women to
assume a domestic role and the likelihood of negative stereotyping as being less
competent or committed in the workplace increases when the woman is perceived
as a mother (Williams et al., 2014; Williams, 2005; Eagly and Wood, 2012).

Therefore, it can be assumed that the stereotypical discrimination of women,
and especially mothers, in occupations that are not regarded as typical female
domains leads to a different perception of the work climate on the part of women
than of men.

The differentiation of (German) society according to gender roles not only
leads to women being stereotypically ascribed greater responsibility for caring
for children and other dependents but also to women assuming this responsibility
more frequently than men. In Germany, mothers, whether they are single parents
or in a relationship, invest an average of about 80 percent more time in care work
than men (Institute for Social Work and Social Education, 2020, p. 16). Accord-
ingly, it can be assumed that, on average, female researchers with care responsi-
bilities perceive a higher double burden of work and “private life” than is the case
for male researchers with care responsibilities.

It was thus predicted that the perception of the psychological work climate
will generally be less positive for female researchers than for males, and even less
so for female researchers with underage children at home.

HI. Female researchers perceive their work climate less positively than
their male colleagues.

H2. Female researchers that have children under the age of 18 in their
household perceive their work climate less positively than male research-
ers in general, male researchers with children, and female researchers
without children or with older children.

According to role congruency theory, it was also assumed that professional
pressure and, as a consequence, the probability of professional failure increases
more strongly among women compared to men at each level of the hierarchy.
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According to Eagly and Karau (2002), this is because management positions are
closely linked to a masculine role stereotype, whereby women are regarded as
being less qualified to fill a leadership position and are more critically evaluated
if they behave appropriately in a leadership role and thereby deviate from their
stereotypical gender role.

H3. The gender gap in the perception of work climate increases with
higher career levels.

Like gender, the characteristic of nationality (here synonymous with citizen-
ship) represents different role stereotypes and realities of life with which experi-
ences of discrimination can be associated. Firstly, the assumptions of social role
theory apply to foreign employees as well. Such processes of demarcation of a
national in-group and devaluation of a foreign out-group can also be observed
if the members of the supposed out-group come from the same language and
cultural area. This is exemplified by Kéllen (2016) for employees with German
nationality in Austria (see also Dietz et al., 2015).

Secondly, job mobility is often accompanied by higher levels of social disin-
tegration. If a person moves to another country for a temporary research posi-
tion, or even permanently, they are confronted with a different everyday language
and possibly also traditions, values, and behaviors that might diverge significantly
from those of their home country. It also becomes more difficult to maintain
social contact with family and friends when living abroad.

Thirdly, in the sense of cultural studies, different cultural areas can be assumed,
which are defined by shared values and norms, also regarding the work context,
and are compatible with each other to varying degrees (Hofstede, 2001). Accord-
ingly, the greater the cultural distance between an employee and the culture of
their workplace, the more adaption efforts become inevitable, for example, con-
cerning the language used or organizational processes that need to be followed.

Fourthly, a person’s citizenship also implies different legal consequences and
bureaucratic burdens for foreigners, especially if they do not have a permanent
residence permit. These bureaucratic hurdles can also have a significant nega-
tive impact on career opportunities such as short-term research stays or teaching
positions (Gewinner in this collection).

It is expected that the described experiences of out-grouping, social disintegra-
tion, cultural fitting, and bureaucratic hurdles negatively impact the psychologi-
cal work climate of the researchers surveyed. In the present study, nationality was
operationalized using a trinary coded characteristic of nationality (German, EU
nationality, and non-EU nationality). It was assumed that the negative impact
due to nationality would be more pronounced for persons with non-EU national-
ity than for persons with EU nationality. However, it is important to note that
these categories include rather different groups of countries: Switzerland, for
example, is a non-EU country, but part of its population shares a long common
cultural and linguistic tradition with Germany. It can thus be assumed that such
heterogeneities dilute the predicted nationality effect. In principle, however,
Germany is part of the European cultural area (GLOBE, 2021), the group of EU
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countries only comprises countries of the European cultural area, and the group
of non-EU countries extends beyond the European cultural area.

H4. Foreign researchers perceive their work climate less positively than
German researchers. Researchers with a non-EU nationality rate their
work climate the least positive of all.

The intersectionality approach assumes that due to the manifold aspects of
an individual’s identity, the experiences of discrimination linked to certain soci-
odemographic characteristics can overlap in the individual (Crenshaw, 1991).
These intersections of identity and discrimination result in individual experi-
ences of discrimination based on different group memberships. Accordingly,
the concrete discrimination experiences of black women, for example, differ
from those of black men and white women. In the context of the United States,
Ghavami and Peplau (2013) show that ethnic stereotypes are more consistent
with stereotypes of men in the respective ethnic group than with those of women.
Typical gender stereotypes show the greatest consistency with stereotypes against
white men and women. Similarly, other studies show that not only stereotyping
but also gender-based experiences of discrimination and professional attribu-
tions of competence vary significantly between ethnic groups (Tao, 2018; Trauth
et al., 2016).

Scott and Siltanen (2017) formulate three features of an intersectional
approach to quantitative research based on the feminist literature. First, analyses
must be conducted in a context-sensitive manner. Context-sensitivity can be facil-
itated, for example, by including appropriate variables in a regression equation
or by running regressions on different contextual conditions or, when computa-
tional inclusion is not possible, by qualitatively explaining a specific context. The
context of this study in this regard is presented in the following section. Second,
a heuristic approach should be used to identify relevant categories of inequality.
In practice, this means that an investigation should partly be exploratory and not
too hastily narrow its view of relevant dimensions of inequality according to fixed
a priori assumptions. Third, the analysis should capture the complexity of inter-
sectionality and social reality. In this study, objectives two and three were realized
by conducting a comprehensive examination of the intersectionality of gender
and nationality that includes both an additive and an interactional approach.

Building on the theoretical explanations above, an additive approach is thus
reasonable. It was predicted that female researchers will perceive the work climate
less favorably and that both male and female researchers with foreign citizenship
will perceive a less positive work climate. Based on this, it was predicted that
foreign female researchers will report the lowest work climate ratings compared
to German female researchers and both German and foreign male researchers.
An intersectional approach thus considers the addition of experiences of dis-
crimination, but furthermore also considers interaction effects (Bowleg, 2008).
It is conceivable that the characteristics of nationality and gender not only have
a linear effect on the psychological work climate but also interact to reinforce or
level out experiences of discrimination for certain subgroups. In this collection,
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Gewinner shows that previous studies in an academic context provide contro-
versial results concerning migration background and gender, and that evidence
for both additive intersectionality and interactive intersectionality can be found.
The self-image of highly qualified, foreign female academics conveyed in qualita-
tive studies oscillates between the perception as a successful adapter (Sang et al.,
2013) and the “marginalized elite” (Riafio, 2016).

Two working hypotheses were formulated based on this, whereby additive
intersectionality was tested based on the comparatively closed H5a, whereas H5b
was formulated very openly and thus, to a very large extent, takes possible inter-
actions into account.

H5a. The gender gap in the evaluation of the working climate is largest
between male German researchers and female researchers from non-EU
countries. All other subgroups fall between these two poles.

H5b. The size of the gender gap in perceptions of the work climate varies
across nationality groups.

Empirical studies are available on the connection between gender and the team
or group climate, as one of the sub-dimensions of the work climate used here.
The results are strongly context-dependent and mixed. In a survey of teams in
general medical practices, Goh et al. (2009) found that women rate the team cli-
mate slightly less positively than men. Using a sample of postdoctoral research-
ers, Hiittges and Fay (2015) argued that, unlike male researchers, professionally
ambitious female researchers are more likely to encounter an environment that
does not recognize or that negates their professional ambitions. In their study, the
preference among women for a profession with prestige, a high salary, and simi-
lar external incentives showed a negative correlation with the assessment of the
cooperation with the manager and with the assessment of team support.

The relationship between nationality and participative safety in the team (see
Outcome Variables Section) was investigated among physicians in Finland by
Aalto et al. (2014). However, they could not find statistically significant differ-
ences in the mean values.

Empirical studies are also available on the connection between gender and
mentoring. Ragins and McFarlin (1990), using a dataset of 880 employees from
three US research and development organizations, concluded that there were no
significant gender differences in the assessment of the mentoring relationship by
the protégées. Only marginal gender differences were found in this study, particu-
larly that women stated somewhat more often that their mentor offers them a pro-
tection function, while men highlighted a social function of their mentor slightly
more frequently. In a follow-up study using a sample of public accountants, it was
found that the assessment of a mentoring relationship by the protégées did not
vary between the biological sexes, but that the gender roles espoused by a person
did have an influence (Scandura and Ragins, 1993). Another study among doc-
toral candidates and postdocs in nursing also found no gender differences in the
assessment of mentoring relationships (Foster and Hill, 2019).
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A research desideratum can be identified regarding the evaluation of leaders.
There are sufficient studies that examine the influence of the gender or national-
ity of a leader on the assessment by their employees. However, the influence of
these characteristics on the employee’s assessment has not been addressed in the
research to date. It is also unclear how the responsibility for childcare affects
the perception of work climate. Intersectionality or interactions between socio-
demographic characteristics and their effects on the psychological work climate
have also not been investigated in this context.

Context

The present study is based on a full survey of all institutes and facilities of the
MPG conducted in 2019. The MPG is one of the largest non-university research
organizations in Germany. In its 86 institutes and facilities, more than 23,600
scientific and non-scientific employees conduct basic research in the natural sci-
ences, life sciences, and humanities — both in Germany and internationally (Max
Planck Society, 2020a). The MPG has several special aspects that must be taken
into account when applying the results of this study to other research institutions.

Significantly, the MPG is a pure research organization and its researchers have
no teaching obligations. While it can be assumed that many Max Planck research-
ers take on teaching positions at universities or universities of applied sciences in
addition to their research activities, this is neither obligatory nor the rule. There-
fore, generally speaking, Max Planck researchers can fully concentrate on their
research.

The scientific staff of the MPG is characterized by a high degree of interna-
tionality. According to personnel statistics, the proportion of foreigners among
W3 researchers (professorship) is 37 percent and 57 percent among doctoral can-
didates. In comparison, the proportion of foreigners among full-time professors
at German universities is 7.1 percent while among doctoral students it is 23.6
percent.’ These data indicate that internationality is “more normal” in the insti-
tutes of the MPG.

The MPG conducts top-level research in its institutes and facilities. To this
end, the best researchers worldwide are attracted by optimal research conditions
(Max Planck Society, 2020a). This claim is reflected, firstly, by very good financial
resources, which can be illustrated using a rough comparison. In 2019, the MPG
was funded with 1.86 billion euros (Max Planck Society, 2020b). With approxi-
mately 23,600 employees, this results in a per-capita budget of 78,814 euros. By
comparison, in 2017, German universities had around 704,000 employees (Desta-
tis, 2019b, p. 15), while in the same year, the universities invested a total of 36.3
billion Euros, mainly from public funds, in both research and teaching (BMBF,
2020, p. 18), which results in a per-capita investment of 51,562.50 euros.

30wn calculations of the proportion of foreigners among PhD candidates (Destatis
2019a) and full-time professors (Destatis 2019b, p. 19; BMI 2018, p. 82).
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A central structural principle of the MPG is the so-called Harnack Principle.
This is a set of guiding principles for the organization of science, which place the
promotion of individual outstanding research personalities at the center of the
organization (Max Planck Society, 2010). Once the heads of a department or
research group have been successfully appointed, they are not obliged to pursue
a specific research program or curriculum but are solely obliged to follow their
research interest (Max Planck Society, 2010). The appointment as the head of the
department of an institute of the MPG is accompanied by a funding commitment
until scientific emeritus status. Depending on the results of the evaluations car-
ried out, the financial flows to the respective directors can be adjusted within cer-
tain limits. The MPG refers to the high trust principle (Max Planck Society, 2010)
and appointed executives are given a great degree of scientific freedom thanks to
solid financing and job security. In return, however, they also take on a high level
of responsibility for their institute as a whole, the scientific success of their insti-
tute, and for the personnel in their department and at their institute.

Research Approach
Data

The following analysis is based on a dataset of MPG employees’ perceptions of
their work atmosphere. The organization-wide online survey was conducted from
February 13 to March 13, 2019 and more than half of the employees of the MPG
took part in the online survey. After data cleansing, evaluable questionnaires were
available from 38 percent of the employees (n = 9,078), of which 4,308 question-
naires were from scientific employees. The dataset is the property of the MPG.

The extent to which the response to the full survey covered the population of
employees in various subgroups is outlined in Table 2. Compared to the personnel
statistics, women, directors and research group leaders, postdocs, doctoral candi-
dates, and non-scientific staff are overrepresented while employees with foreign
citizenship and guest researchers are underrepresented.

It is debatable whether the dataset represents a full survey or a random sample. If
the data were to be considered a full survey, inferential statistical information such
as confidence intervals and statistical significances would be superfluous and the
analysis would focus on effect sizes. In contrast, if the dataset was regarded as a ran-
dom sample, conventional inference statistics are important in addition to the effect
strengths. This is a paradigmatic dispute in which both sides have good arguments
(Broscheid and Gschwend, 2005) and thus both points of view were considered here.

Due to the unique aspects of the MPG described above, the data collected
was treated as a full survey, that is, no representativeness of the data collected for
other German or international non-university or university research institutions
is assumed. Nevertheless, the test statistics are reported comprehensively, and a
mixed approach is taken. While effect sizes are the focus of the result interpreta-
tion, p-values and confidence intervals are also reported as measures for assessing
the robustness of the mean differences obtained. As no representativeness of the
data of the MPG for other research organizations is assumed here, the qualitative
transferability of the results is discussed in the conclusion of this study.
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Table 2. Comparison of Various Employee Groups at the MPG, as a Propor-
tion of the Survey Population (According to HR Statistical Data), and as a
Proportion of Respondents.

Employee Group HR Statistics Survey
(12/31/2018) in % (3/14/12019) in %
Women 43.2 48.6
Employees with non-German 35.5 25.5
citizenship
Employment contract holders 88.2 91.5
Scholarship/funding contract 3.4 5.7
holders
Guest researchers 8.3 1.6
Directors and research group leaders 2.8 6.4
Postdoctoral researchers 11.6 17.0
Doctoral candidates (excl. IMPRS) 16.0 20.3
Non-scientific staff 36.0 40.0

IMPRS, International Max Planck Research Schools.

Variables

The survey questionnaire, which was largely based on literature in English, was
translated into German by a professional translation agency. The English and
German-language versions of the questionnaire were subjected to pretests and
reviewed in detail by a specially established task force of the MPG. The task force
consisted of institute directors from the three sections of the MPG, representa-
tives of its stakeholder groups, and employees from the General Administration.
The procedure ensured that the questionnaire was formulated in a coherent and
meaningful way for all MPG employees. The German and English questionnaires
were subsequently proofread by the agency that was commissioned to perform
the translation.

Outcome Variables. Work climate was operationalized through the main
constructs “group climate” and “perception of leader.” For the two main con-
structs, mean values based on the means of the underlying subconstructs were
calculated. The range of values for the main and subconstructs is from 1 to
5 according to a five-point Likert scale that was used for the measurement.
The subconstructs are based on the items listed in Appendix 1. When calcu-
lating the mean values of the subconstructs, cases were only considered if at
least three items of the subconstruct were answered. When calculating the main
constructs, all existing cases were considered, that is, if at least one subcon-
struct could be calculated for the case. One result of this approach was that
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the number of cases (n) of the main constructs was higher than that of the
individual subconstructs (Table A1).*

The question items for group climate are based on the Team Climate Inventory
of Anderson and West (1998) and the main construct group climate consists of
four subconstructs. The shared vision of the group asks respondents about their
views on how clear, amenable to consensus, attainable and valuable the goals of
their research group are. The subconstruct task orientation measures the general
commitment of the group to excellence in task performance and building recip-
rocally on the ideas of its members. Participative safety surveys the active par-
ticipation of group members in common processes in an atmosphere of mutual
trust and support. Lastly, innovation orientation measures the expectation and
approval of and practical support for work on new ideas and approaches.

The main construct perception of leader was operationalized through the CPE
(change, production/structure, employee/relation) questionnaire of Fjell et al.
(2007). The questionnaire divides the perception of leadership behavior into three
subconstructs. Employee orientation assesses the views of respondents regarding
the extent to which their (scientific) leaders value the work of subordinates and
value them as people. Change orientation measures the evaluation of respondents
concerning to what extent their leaders act in a creative and visionary manner and
are willing to take risks. Rule orientation examines the extent to which leaders try to
solve problems within a clearly defined framework of rules and processes and how
much importance they attach to this framework according to their subordinates.

Since further qualification for higher positions is of central importance in an
academic career, the quality of mentoring was identified as a subconstruct of the
main construct perception of leader. Mentoring relationships have a psychosocial
dimension (e.g., mentor as a role model or friend), and a career-related dimension
(e.g., mentor as a sponsor, coach, or protector) (Ragins and McFarlin, 1990). This
survey focused exclusively on the latter dimension.

The individual items of the variables and their scaling are listed in Appendix 1,
while Appendix 2 presents the descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s alpha values
for the subconstructs of work climate based on the total sample.” The values of
Cronbach’s alpha lie between 0.78 and 0.92, whereby the internal consistency of
the items used to measure the outcome variables can be considered good.

“The index calculation procedure results in the fact that, in some cases, the two main
constructs are calculated on the basis of only one of three subconstructs each. In com-
parison with an index value calculation in which at least three subconstructs must be
available for each main construct, it was examined whether the consideration of these
cases distorts the distribution of the predictor variables. This could not be supported.
Changes in the mean, standard deviation, skewness, and quartile distributions were
limited to the third decimal place.

>The numbers of cases for the outcome variables differ between Tables 3 and 4. Table 4
was created using the entire sample, while Table 2 reports the number of cases for the
outcome variables that were also included in the regressions performed. The numbers of
cases in Table 2 are lower because of missing cases with one or more predictor variables.
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Table 3 shows the descriptive values of the two outcome variables as they were
included in the regression equations.

Predictor Variables. Based on the theoretical assumptions, the sociodemo-
graphic categories analyzed were gender and nationality. The descriptive values
of the predictor variables are shown in Table 4.

Gender was differentiated into male and female. A further category “No
answer/Other gender” was not further considered in the evaluation due to its lack
of precision, since it is unclear whether the respondents who used this option
assign themselves to an alternative gender or simply wanted to conceal their gen-
der. Due to data protection laws and to guarantee the anonymity of the respond-
ents, it was not possible to conduct an isolated query of a different gender as this
would have made it possible to identify specific individuals in the dataset.®

Nationality was queried using the categories “German,” “other EU countries,”
and “non-EU countries.” As was the case concerning gender, a more precise dif-
ferentiation of nationalities was not possible due to data protection. It should be
noted that four of the more than 80 institutes of the MPG are in other European
countries and one is in the USA. The three European institutes belong to the
Social Sciences and Humanities Section of MPG. A cross-table analysis of sec-
tion and nationality showed no association of a relevant effect size between the
two variables (Cramer’s V' = 0.041, p = 0.011, Chi? (4) = 13,086, n = 3,904).

Interaction Variables. The interaction variables “children below 18 years
of age living in the same household” as an individual characteristic and aca-
demic position as an organizational characteristic were also investigated (also
see Table 4).

For the variable “children below 18 living in the same household,” respond-
ents were asked whether children under 18 years of age live in their household.
The variable classified respondents into a group of those with children under
18 years of age in their household (1) and a group of those without children,
those without children in their household, and those with children older than
18 years of age in their household (0).

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of the Outcome Variables for the Performed
Analyses.

Variable Name N  Max Item Min. Max. Mean SD
Number

Main construct: 2,965 15 1.00 5.00 3.780 0.744

Group climate

Main construct: 2,871 20 1.00 5.00 3.664 0.740

Perception of leader

®0f the 3,817 researchers surveyed, 385 (10.1 percent) placed themselves in the “No
answer/Other gender” category.
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The position of a respondent indicates his or her hierarchical position.
Researchers were asked to categorize themselves as “directors and research
group leaders,” “doctoral candidates,” “postdocs,” or “other research associ-
ates employed.”” The positions were summarized in this variable, regardless of
whether the respondents have an employment contract, a scholarship, or whether
their doctoral studies are conducted within the framework of one of the Interna-
tional Max Planck Research Schools (IMPRS).

The category “directors and research group leaders” was filtered out of the
positions before analyzing the perception of leader. For reasons of data protec-
tion, no distinction was made between directors and research group leaders in the
survey. In the case of directors, it is unclear which person they considered their
superior in each case, although the relationship between institute directors and
their respective superiors is difficult to compare with the member-leadership rela-
tionship in which the other scientific employees stand. A meaningful interpreta-
tion of the perception of leader was thus not considered possible for the institute
directors and research group leaders and was therefore omitted in the regression
equation for the estimation of the perception of leader.

Methods

To explore whether the perception of the work climate is related to the different
socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents, linear regressions with dummy
variables were performed whereby the main effects of the predictor variables and the
interaction effects between gender and all other variables were examined. In the first
step, the parameters of the regression equations were calculated for the two outcome
variables. Based on these estimated parameters, the predicted mean values were then
(automatically) calculated for the groups of people to be compared according to the
research hypotheses.® In the results section, the comparisons of means are described
with their confidence intervals and p-values. The interpretation of the results was
based on the overall tendency and the effect size of the comparisons of the estimated
marginal means carried out to test the individual hypotheses.

Based on the literature, comparatively small effects were to be expected that
can nevertheless have an impact in practice (Martell et al., 1996) and a meta-
study by Eagly et al. (2003) on gender differences in managerial behavior should
be highlighted in this context. The values determined for Cohen’s d ranged from
0.02 to a maximum of 0.27.

"The category “other research associates employed” is a residual category for all scien-
tific employees with an employment contract (as distinct from a fellowship or Forder-
vertrag) who have not identified themselves with the other scientific categories and also
not as student/graduate assistants, trainees, or interns. In practice, the “other research
associates employed” form a separate group of persons of permanent scientists, which
in practice most closely intersects with postdocs and research group leaders.

%The methodological added value of calculating and comparing estimated marginal
means instead of reporting results directly from the overview of parameter estimates
is that reference categories can be flexibly calibrated, just as it makes the most sense
for testing the individual hypotheses.
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Since the post hoc analyses performed did not consider all possible contrasts
of the estimated marginal means, but only the ones relevant for testing the formu-
lated hypotheses, no automatic alpha-level correction was applied. The analysis
was performed with SPSS and the syntax code of the analysis is part of the SPSS
output included in the online appendix’.

Isolated statistical outliers in univariate correlations were identified but when
checked they were not found to contain logically incoherent answers. The tests for
normal distribution were omitted for two reasons.

First, t-tests and linear regressions are deemed to be robust to violations of
normal distribution (Lumley et al., 2002). Second, all examined group constella-
tions of the samples comprise at least 20 cases, which is why, due to the central limit
theorem, assumptions about the distribution of the sample as a prerequisite for
t-tests become secondary (Kwak and Kim, 2017; Pituch and Stevens, 2016, p. 224).

Levene tests were performed to check for heterogeneity of variances and these
were predominantly significant (o = 0.05). Robust estimators were thus used. As
the population of cases in the cell categories was very unbalanced, the calculation
of the regression models was performed with the Type III sum of squares, which
is particularly suitable for the calculation of unbalanced models (IBM, 2020).

Results

The mean values of the first outcome variable — the main construct group climate —
were estimated using the following regression equation'®:

°The online appendix can be accessed at: https:/github.com/clemensstriebing/
diversity_and_discrimination_in_RPOs.

""No checks were made for age and contract type. This was due to data protection
considerations. If these variables were also considered, it would have been possible
to identify individual persons within the MPG and to estimate the response mean for
them. In accordance with good scientific practice, care was therefore taken to ensure
that all possible combinations of characteristics were stored with at least five cases.
Nevertheless, to test the hypothetical assumptions of the reviewers, the regression
models were calculated with age (age groups 15-29, 30-44, 45-59, and 60 and older
(reference group 45-59)) and contract type (temporary or permanent) without pub-
lishing the regression parameters here.

The following results were obtained: The age group 15-29 evaluates the group cli-
mate and the perception of leader considerably more positively than the other age
groups. Between the other age groups, the differences in the evaluation of group cli-
mate and perception of leader are low and rather insignificant. Contract type has no
relevant influence in either model. The two control variables have little effect on the
data patterns in Figs. 1 and 2. No substantial change in the effects shown in the figures
could be detected. “Substantial changes” are defined as those where the introduction
of the control variable changes the effect direction as well as the inclusion of the null
value in the 95% confidence interval. It should be noted that PhDs and postdocs at the
MPG are generally employed on a temporary basis (in the dataset, less than 5 percent
of respondents from this group reported having a permanent contract) and, of course,
there is also a strong overlap of age and hierarchical position in the dataset, so that
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YGroup climate — 60 + ﬁFemale + /BEU + ﬁNon-EU + ﬂChildren + ﬁDirectorRGL + ﬁPostdoc
+ BOthchcs + ﬁchalchhildrcn + ﬁchalchU + ﬁchalcxNon-EU + ﬂchalchircctorRGL

+ ﬂFexn&l]exPosldoc + /BFemalexOlherRes +e

The regression equation for the second outcome variable, perception of leader,
was slightly modified for the reasons outlined above. No dummy variables were
created for the category “directors and research group leaders” and the category
“female directors and research group leaders.”

YPerceplion of leader — ﬂO + 6Female + ﬁEU + ﬁNon-EU + ﬁChildren + ﬂPostdoc + /BOIherRes

+ ﬁFemalexChildren + /GFemuleXEU + ﬁFemaleXNon-EU + ﬁFemalexPostdoc + BFemulethherRes +e

The parameter 3 indicates the estimated mean value of the reference group for
the respective main construct. This is thus based on all German male doctoral stu-
dents who have no children under 18 in their household. The estimated regression
parameters for the two outcome variables are presented in the sections “Group cli-
mate” and “Perception of leader” below. Using the means estimated from these equa-
tions, z-tests were performed to test the five formulated hypotheses. Furthermore, to
test the formulated hypotheses, especially “differences of differences” were examined.
These tests that, for example, compare whether the gender gaps in group climate dif-
fer statistically significantly between the hierarchical levels, were either taken directly
from the regression equations in Appendices 1 and 2 or calculated manually."

A total of 39 t-tests were performed for the two outcome variables. Because
the p-values reported were not automatically corrected, a Bonferroni-corrected
alpha level of 0.001 was applied (« = 0.05/39).

Bonferroni

Group Climate

H1: Effect of Gender. Appendix 3 shows the parameters of the regression
equation used to estimate the mean of the group climate. Based on this equation, an
estimated marginal mean of the group climate for female researchers of 3.797 was
calculated. For male researchers, the estimated mean is 3.892, resulting in a condi-
tional difference of —0.095 (95% CI: —0.163/—0.028, SE = 0.034, p = 0.006). All
calculated mean differences are summarized in Fig. 1. The figure thus represents the
effect size of the conditional difference between the hypothetically relevant groups.

these variables appeared to be dispensable, not only for data protection, but also for
theoretical considerations.

""The following formula was used to manually calculate the hypothesis tests (Paternoster
et al., 1998):

z= (B, — BYN(SE S,)* + (SE £,))).
The p value and Standard errors were calculated using the following formulas (Altman
and Bland, 2011):
p = exp(—=0.717*z — 0.416%2?)
SE = Estimate/z.
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Fig. I. Conditional Differences Between the Estimated Marginal Means for
the Hypothetical Relationships of Group Climate. 95% Confidence Interval.

H2: Interaction Effect of Gender and Care for Underage Children. The
responses of female researchers with children under the age of 18 in their house-
hold had an estimated mean of 3.782. This is 0.029 (95% CI: —0.138/0.080,
SE = 0.055, p = 0.601) lower than the mean of female researchers without chil-
dren under 18 and 0.089 (95% CI. —0.191/0.014, SE = 0.052, p = 0.089) lower
than the mean of male researchers without children under 18. Between female
researchers and male researchers with minor children in the household, the differ-
ence amounts to —0.130 (95% CI: —0.240/—0.021, SE = 0.056, p = 0.020).

H3: Interaction Effect of Gender and Hierarchical Position. The estimated
mean of the group climate of female doctoral candidates is 3.550. This is 0.254
(95% CI: —0.368/—0.139, SE = 0.058, p = 0.000) lower than the mean of male
doctoral candidates. For postdocs, women have a mean of 3.610 and men 3.703,
which corresponds to a difference of —0.093 (95% CI: —0.205/0.018, SE = 0.057,
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p = 0.101). For other research associates, the mean score for females is 3.774
and males differ from this by —0.080 (95% CI: —0.202/0.043, SE = 0.062, p =
0.201). Female directors and research group leaders reported an estimated mean
for group climate of 4.253, while males reported a difference of 0.047 (95% CI:
—0.079/0.172; SE = 0.064, p = 0.465).

Comparing the gender gaps in the evaluation of the group climate, it was
found that the higher the hierarchical position of a female researcher, the more
positively she will rate the work climate relative to male researchers on the same
hierarchical level. The gender gap for postdocs is 0.160 smaller than for doc-
toral candidates (95% CI: 0.015/0.306, SE = 0.074, p = 0.031) while for other
research associates, the gender gap is 0.014 points lower than for postdocs (95%
CI: —0.195/0.223, SE = 0.107, p = 0.904). The gender gap between directors and
research group leaders is 0.126 lower than among other research associates (95%
CI: —0.098/0.350, SE = 0.114, p = 0.273) and smaller than for postdocs by 0.140
(95% CI: —0.081/0.361, SE = 0.113, p = 216.)

H4: Effect of Nationality. The estimated mean score of German research-
ers is 3.863, whereas the mean score of EU researchers is 0.036 lower (95% CI:
—0.112/0.039, SE = 0.038, p = 0.347). The score of non-EU researchers differs by
—0.021 (95% CI: —0.092/0.050, SE = 0.036, p = 0.561). Thus, a 0.015 higher esti-
mated marginal mean of the group climate was estimated for non-EU researchers
than for EU researchers (95% CI: —0.074/0.104, SE = 0.045, p = 0.737).

H5a and H5b: Interaction Effect of Gender and Nationality. Female Ger-
man researchers have an estimated mean of 3.829 for the group climate. This
is 0.069 (95% CI: —0.141/—0.003, SE = 0.037, p = 0.060) lower than the mean
score of male German researchers. The group climate mean score of female EU
female researchers is 3.796, which differs from the mean of male EU research-
ers by —0.062 (95% CI: —0.196/0.072, SE = 0.068, p = 0.361). Female non-EU
researchers rated the group climate on average with 3.766 which is 0.154 (95% CI:
—0.277/-0.030, SE = 0.063, p = 0.015) lower than the estimated marginal mean
of male non-EU researchers.

The difference in gender gaps between German and EU researchers is 0.007
(95% CI: —0.144/0.158, SE = 0.077, p = 0.929) and between German and non-EU
researchers —0.084 (95% CI: —0.226/0.057, SE = 0.072, p = 0.242). EU researchers
and non-EU researchers differ by —0.091 (95% CI: —0.298/0.116, SE = —0.105,
p =0.395).

Perception of Leader

The regression equation for the evaluation of the perception of leader is compa-
rable to that of the group climate (Appendix 4). While there is a smaller difference
between male and female doctoral candidates, at the same time, more pronounced
conditional mean differences can be observed for several other variables, includ-
ing the main effect of gender (Fig. 2).

H1: Effect of Gender. Female researchers have an estimated marginal mean
of 3.590 for the perception of leader, which differs from that of males by —0.136
(95% CI: —0.211/—-0.061, SE = 0.038, p = 0.000).
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Fig. 2. Conditional Differences Between the Estimated Marginal Means for the
Hypothetical Relationships of Perception of Leader. 95% Confidence Interval.

H2: Interaction Effect of Gender and Care for Underage Children. Female
researchers with children below the age of 18 in their household have a mean
score of 3.559 for perception of leader. Compared to female researchers without
minor children in their household, this mean score is 0.062 (95% CI: —0.179/0.056,
SE = 0.060, p = 0.303) lower and it is 0.175 (95% CI: —0.290/—0.061, SE = 0.058,
p = 0.003) lower compared to that of male researchers without children. The
difference to the mean of men with minor children in their household is —0.159
(95% CI: —0.286/—0.033, SE = 0.065, p = 0.014).

H3: Interaction Effect of Gender and Hierarchical Position. The gender and
position interaction again compared gender differences at the individual position
level. Female doctoral candidates have a mean score on perception of leader of 3.553.
This differs from male doctoral candidates by —0.191 (95% CI: —0.302/—0.081,
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SE = 0.056, p = 0.000). Female postdocs have a mean of 3.580, which is 0.126
(95% CI: —0.229/—0.022, SE = 0.053, p = 0.017) lower than that of male postdocs.
Females employed in the “other research associates” category answered the items
on the perception of leader with an estimated mean of 3.637 which is 0.093 (95%
CI: —0.219/0.034, SE = 0.065, p = 0.152) below the mean score of their male peers.

It can be stated that the higher the hierarchical position, the lower is the gen-
der gap in the assessment of the perception of the leader. The gender gap for
postdocs is 0.066 smaller than for doctoral candidates (95% CI: —0.071/0.202, SE
= 0.070, p = 0.345) while for other research associates, the gender gap is 0.033
points lower than for postdocs (95% CI: —0.032/0.098, SE = 0.033, p = 0.322).

H4: Effect of Nationality. German researchers rated the perception of
leader at 3.628. In contrast, researchers from other EU countries rated the per-
ception of leader 0.079 (95% CI: 0.003/0.154, SE = 0.039, p = 0.041) higher
and non-EU researchers 0.010 (95% CI: —0.061/0.081, SE = 0.036, p = 0.774)
higher. The difference in the conditional estimated marginal means between
EU and non-EU researchers is thus 0.068 (95% CI: —0.019/0.155, SE = 0.044,
p =0.124).

HSa and H5b: Interaction Effect of Gender and Nationality. For female Ger-
man researchers, the assessment of perception of leader yielded an estimated
marginal mean of 3.582. This mean differs from that of German males by —0.093
(95% CI: —0.175/-0.010, SE = 0.042, p = 0.029). Female EU researchers have
a mean of 3.654, which is 0.106 (95% CI: —0.242/0.030, SE = 0.069, p = 0.126)
lower than that of male EU researchers. Female researchers from non-EU states
have a mean of 3.533, which is 0.211 (95% CI: —0.337/—0.084, SE = 0.065,
p = 0.001) lower than the mean of males.

The gender gaps between German and EU researchers differ by —0.013 (95%
CI: —0.165/0.138, SE = 0.077, p = 0.861) and between German and non-EU
researchers by —0.118 (95% CI: —0.260/0.024, SE = 0.073, p = 0.104). The gen-
der gaps of EU and non-EU researchers differ by —0.105 (95% CI: —0.847/0.637,
SE = —0.379, p = 0.794).

Fig. 2 shows that the largest differences in the estimated marginal means exist
between female and male doctoral candidates and between female and male
researchers from non-EU states. These mean differences are also robust regarding
the false-positive error. In general, all tests performed for the perception of leader
show a similar tendency as those concerning the group climate. An exception is
a statistical weak deviation for the main effect of nationality, as although foreign
researchers perceive a less favorable group climate than German researchers, their
evaluation of the perception of leader is higher.

Interpretation

As outlined above, the data was derived from a full survey conducted by the
MPG, and hence the results are only valid for the MPG due to its specific con-
textual conditions. The evaluation of the hypotheses is therefore based on the
effect sizes. In addition, however, statements are made about the statistical sig-
nificance of the effects. Of the 39 significance tests carried out, 14 were below
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the uncorrected significance threshold of 0.05, and of these, four were below the
Bonferroni-corrected significance threshold of 0.001.

Table 5 presents the interpretation of the results depending on the effect sizes
obtained concerning the five hypotheses established. HI, H2, and H5b correctly
predicted the results while H3 and H4 are to be modified in the outcome of
the study.

Contrary to what was predicted by H3, it was shown that female research-
ers at the level of doctoral candidates perceive group climate and perception of
leader less positively than men (p-value below the corrected significance level).
A similar effect direction was observed for postdocs and other research asso-
ciates employed, albeit with less pronounced effects. At the level of directors
and research group leaders, female researchers rated the group climate more
positively than male researchers (no robust p-values). Figs. 1 and 2 imply the
following weak pattern: female doctoral candidates rate the group climate and
perception of leader lower than males. This difference becomes more evenly dis-
tributed with each hierarchy level, that is, at the level of postdocs and other
employed research associates. Once a researcher reaches the level of a director
or research group leader, the assessment of group climate changes its direction:
female researchers evaluate this main construct better than men. Thus, the results
do not support the role congruity theory but rather contradict its predictions.

One possible explanation for the interaction of gender and position on group
climate and perception of leader are filter mechanisms in scientific careers, due to
which female researchers tend to drop out more frequently in the Ph.D. or postdoc
phases than males. Due to societal role expectations, especially regarding parent-
hood, and institutional gender biases, female researchers face greater hurdles than
men to remain in the research system, which is presumably also reflected in a lower-
rated work climate (Williams et al., 2014; Moss-Racusin et al., 2012; Sobieraj and
Kriamer, 2019; Oh et al., 2018; Eagly and Wood, 2012). As a result, at the level
of directors and research group leaders, female researchers of the MPG sample
appear to have a higher “professional fit” than males. This filter thesis will be dis-
cussed in more detail in the conclusion section as a central result of this study.

Unlike predicted in H4, only minor differences were found in the conditional
mean values between the nationality groups. For perception of leader, the con-
ditional mean value of the EU researchers is higher than that of the German
researchers, while the conditional mean value of the non-EU researchers does not
deviate relevantly from that of the German researchers.

Consequently to the lack of support for H4, H5a was also not in line with the
results as German male researchers and non-EU female researchers do not repre-
sent two maximum poles in the evaluation of the working climate. However, H5b
was supported as a complex interaction of gender and nationality is discernible
from the results. While the gender gap in the evaluation of group climate and per-
ception of leader is comparable for German and EU researchers, the gender gap
is about twice as pronounced for non-EU researchers. Contrary to predictions,
the results suggest that in terms of psychological work climate, it is not male
German researchers who form the maximum contrast pole to female non-EU
researchers, but male non-EU researchers.
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Conclusion

The starting point of this study was the question whether female and foreign
researchers perceive the work climate differently than their male and German
colleagues and whether there are interactions between gender and nationality and
between gender and responsibility for underage children and hierarchy position
that contribute to this perspective. To investigate this question, a full survey of
researchers from the MPG, one of the largest German non-university research
institutions, was used. It should be noted that these findings refer to average val-
ues and thus to general tendencies among the researchers of the MPG. It cannot
be ruled out that at the level of individual institutes or research groups there may
be an accumulation of problematic or commendable behavior due to the miscon-
duct or excellence of individuals or situational group dynamics.

Theoretical Implications

The main findings of the study can be summarized by stating that, in general,
female researchers perceive the work climate less favorably than male researchers.
Responsibility for minor children also has a negative effect on the assessment of
the work climate for female researchers (in contrast to men), albeit only weakly. A
consistent and robust effect of nationality on the assessment of the work climate
in the sense of the formulated hypothesis could not be identified. Nevertheless,
the nationality of the respondents interacts with gender in the evaluation of the
work climate. While female researchers generally rate the work climate lower than
their male colleagues, this gender effect is most pronounced among researchers
without EU citizenship. Since no further distinctions were made between indi-
vidual nationalities in the survey, no further interpretations of this interesting
interaction effect of gender and nationality are made here. A differentiated survey
of different perceptions of the work climate according to different cultural groups
or nationalities, or a qualitative study of the work-related experiences of male
and female academics from non-EU countries in Germany should thus be the
subject of future studies.

The most interesting finding from the author’s point of view concerns the
interaction effect between gender and the position of a researcher. At the level
of doctoral candidates, female researchers of the MPG rated group climate and
perception of leader relevantly lower. On the higher hierarchical levels of post-
docs and other research associates employed, this effect levels out and changes
its direction for the leadership positions, whereby female directors and research
group leaders rate the group climate slightly more positively than men.

Next to other equally plausible explanations, it is conceivable that the gender
differences in the assessment of the work climate between the individual hierar-
chical levels are a result of filter mechanisms in research careers. If one follows
this speculation, the observed interaction effects can be regarded as support for
the social role hypothesis — in a different way than expected. Accordingly, female
researchers would experience a lower workplace integration and thus rate the
work climate less positively than men. If one followed this argumentation, no
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relevant statistical correlation between the gender of a researcher and the psycho-
logical work climate could be shown above the level of early career researchers
simply because persons with more negative perceptions of the work climate have
left at or after the junior researcher level. However, to test this hypothesis would
require a gender analysis of MPG researchers that drop out as part of another
study.

The case of the MPG showed that female early career researchers rate the cli-
matic conditions at the workplace less positively than their male peers. Another
competing explanation for this finding could be that the skepticism of female jun-
ior researchers merely diminishes during the course of their research careers. How-
ever, in accordance with the research literature and in the face of a de facto female
drop out, the above-mentioned filter mechanisms are considered more likely."
According to this interpretation, during a research career, especially persons with a
below-average professional fit would leave — which would affect women more often
than men. Accordingly, among research leaders, persons with an above-average
professional fit would be overrepresented among women compared to men.

This interpretation is consistent with previous research, according to which
women face disproportionately higher career hurdles in research than men
(Zacharia et al., 2020, pp. 34-35). The most significant career hurdles are seen in
the lack of compatibility between temporary employment and uncertain career
opportunities in science with pregnancy and the tasks arising from a classically
stereotypical role of motherhood (Zacharia et al., 2020). However, as a third pos-
sible explanation, the results of this study could be also in line with social role
theory’s thesis of a gender bias in the perception of leadership ambitions and
competence attributions of female researchers (Williams et al., 2014; Eagly and
Karau, 2002) as a result of which female early career researchers perceive a less
favorable work climate than their male peers. The results do not explicitly provide
evidence for role congruency theory as it could not be shown that the evaluations
of women concerning the psychological work climate are lower with each sub-
sequent hierarchical level but rather that the opposite is true: the psychological
work climate is increasingly more positively evaluated as women advance in their
career.

The results of the present study could also be plausibly interpreted in light of
the so-called “queen bee” syndrome. According to this theory, upward mobility,
that is, the assumption of leadership tasks in a male-dominated environment,

2As in most German research organizations, the proportion of women in the Max
Planck Society decreases with each successive hierarchical level. Of 3,502 researchers
in the data set who provided corresponding information on gender and position, 43
percent of the doctoral candidates are female. Among postdocs, women make up 40
percent, among other research associates employed 36 percent, and among directors
and research group leaders, 30 percent. Looking only at the 1,161 researchers with
children surveyed, the gender gap is wider: women make up 44 percent of doctoral
candidates, 34 percent of postdocs, 32 percent of other research associates, and 23
percent of directors and research group leaders.
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goes hand in hand with self-distancing from the stereotypes of the marginal-
ized group. As a result, female scientific leaders generally see themselves as non-
prototypical women, attribute a higher professional fit to themselves, and tend to
stereotype other women more strongly (Ellemers et al., 2004; Derks et al., 2016).
Accordingly, female researchers in leadership positions are under greater pressure
to distinguish themselves in their self-conception from female junior researchers
than is the case with male leaders and male junior researchers. If one followed
this argumentation, it would be conceivable that this overcompensation leads
to a narrowing of the gender gap in the evaluation of the work climate among
researchers with leadership responsibilities compared to early career researchers —
which cannot be ruled out based on the data analyses.

As a summary of the theoretical discussion, the following can be stated: The
results of this study show that, for the MPG, female early career researchers rate
the work climate less positively than male researchers. In the course of the fil-
ter argument, it could be speculated that (among other things) this lower, self-
perceived “professional fit” would lead to a higher drop out of female research-
ers. It could further be speculated that the women who do remain in research and
continue to rise up the career ladder, would in turn feel greater pressure to self-
distance from female junior researchers. This in consequence could limit the effec-
tiveness of mentoring relationships between female mentors and mentees. The
purely speculative further development of the observations made in this study
offers a starting point for elaboration in future studies. A correlation between the
less positive assessment of work climate by female early career researchers and a
higher drop out probability would first have to be examined.

Practical Implications

The study carried out provides partly intuitive and somewhat surprising evidence
of differences in the assessment of the working climate among the employees of
one of the largest research organizations in Germany, determined by the sociode-
mographic characteristics of the respondents. From a management perspective,
the results of this study can be used, in particular, to derive implications for the
target groups of organizational support measures:

e [t is proven that women in Germany bear the main share of care work in
the home (Institute for Social Work and Social Education, 2020). The study
implies that the responsibility for minor children also affects the perception of
researchers concerning the psychological work climate. According to the study,
male researchers with young children are, on average, presumably in a different
life situation than female researchers with children. While female researchers
need explicit support structures here, the majority of fathers did not seem to
face bigger challenges in reconciling care responsibilities with their careers.

e The study indicates that female researchers without EU citizenship experience
a considerably different working environment than their male counterparts.
Research institutions should collect data to better understand the situation of
this group and provide targeted support.
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e In public discourse, the distorted perception and evaluation of the behavior of
female research managers in terms of role congruity theory is justifiably receiv-
ing increasing attention (Reimer and Welpe, 2021; Egner and Uhlenwinkel,
2021; Abbott, 2021). The present study indicates that in academic careers, it is
female early career researchers in particular who rate the work climate less pos-
itively. The less positive average perception of the work climate in research and
academic organizations could be a major reason why women leave academic
careers in disproportionate numbers and are consequently underrepresented
in leadership positions. In this respect, the results of the study substantiate
the relevance of career development measures that are specifically targeted at
female early career researchers as well as measures to prevent sexist behavior
in the workplace.

At the organizational level, it must be ensured that research managers are pro-
vided with, and are aware of, a comprehensive toolbox with which they can
realize equality and equal opportunities (e.g., a reconciliation-sensitive perfor-
mance evaluation system, mentoring schemes, scholarships). Research managers,
in turn, should seek regular and structured exchanges with their employees to
actively support them in their career development and, if necessary, with the insti-
tution’s own support measures. Schraudner et al. (2019, p. 43) point to the con-
siderable correlation between regular development-oriented discussions between
superiors and employees and the assessment of group climate and perception of
a leader. In the MPG sample, three out of four researchers had such conversa-
tions (Schraudner et al., 2019). The data also show that female researchers have
personal meetings with their superiors less often than male researchers and that
German nationals have them less often than foreigners (Schraudner et al., 2019).

Academia is largely a “self-regulating profession” in which peers can have
a large influence on work-related successes and failures. This culture of peer
governance reaches its limits when subjective biases or tolerance of colleagues’
misconduct undermine the objectivity of career development, support, and per-
formance evaluation (Keashly, 2019). In this respect, structured and documented
development conversations, in addition to anti-bias training, can be regarded as
instruments of rationalization and professionalization as well as a means of cre-
ating equal opportunities.

Finally, it should be recognized that an inclusive research culture is also being
discussed at the structural level. The British Wellcome Trust and Science Europe,
as well as the European Commission, should be mentioned as drivers here. With
the help of the Horizon Europe research framework program, comprehensive
funding calls have been and are being launched that also aim at a cultural change
toward more inclusive research organizations (e.g., European Union 2021).

Transferability and Limitations

A particular strength of the present study is the size of its sample, which provides
very good coverage of the target population and high statistical power due to its
large sample size in relation to comparable studies (e.g., the MORE project, the
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Gender Gap in Science project, or the Wellcome Trust). At the same time, there
is the limitation that all results exclusively refer to the case of the MPG and its
research institutions. In view of the specific contextual conditions of the MPG,
the question arises as to what extent the results of this study are transferable to
other research institutions, including universities. Regarding the interactions of
gender and position and gender and nationality on the work climate, there is no
reason why the effects found should only apply to the MPG and it is debatable
whether both effects are not even more pronounced in the university context. It
was shown that, on average, female doctoral candidates rate the group climate less
positively than male candidates. It should thus be investigated whether the more
frequent social interactions with students and the concomitant higher vulnerabil-
ity of experiences of “contrapower harassment” (Lampman, 2009), especially due
to teaching responsibilities at the university, strengthen or weaken the interaction
effect of gender and position on work climate. This question also applies to the
more pronounced gender difference among non-EU researchers. In addition, the
proportion of foreign researchers at German universities is much lower than at
the MPG. Therefore, it is conceivable that foreign researchers at universities per-
ceive themselves much more strongly as being in a minority role and correspond-
ingly experience a poorer work climate.

As mentioned, a further limitation of the study is that only the psychological
work climate was surveyed and not a collective work climate. A multilevel study
would have made it possible to take cluster effects caused by research groups or
institutes that deviate positively or negatively from the average work climate into
account.

Finally, the requirements of data protection also limited the theoretically pos-
sible complexity of the regression equations. Although the experiments with con-
trol variables showed that the regression models are largely robust, it would have
been very interesting to have taken the disciplinary context into account in more
detail as research disciplines are considered in Striebing on academic bullying in
this collection by omitting the variable on care responsibility.

Impulses for Future Research

Based on the results of this study, there are two particularly promising future
research perspectives in addition to the usual need for reproduction and vali-
dation. Firstly, cost-benefit analyses are needed to assess the social impact of
the effect sizes determined here. The effect sizes determined for the interaction
of gender and position state that the interaction of the two variables explains
between 1.2 percent and 6 percent of the variance of the relevant subdimensions
of the work climate. In a computer simulation for an organization with eight
hierarchical levels, with 500 positions at the lowest level and 10 positions at the
highest level, Martell et al. (1996) showed that even a slight gender bias in the
promotion evaluation can lead to a remarkable shift in the gender balance among
the top positions in an organization. With a gender bias with an effect size of
1 percent, the proportion of women at the lowest level decreases from 53 per-
cent to 35 percent at the highest level. Comparable cost-benefit analyses of the
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connection between psychological work climate and exit from a research career
would be desirable.

Second, in the context of the present edited collection, it is worth discuss-
ing whether the filter mechanisms discussed could be particularly effective in a
research system that works like a “flow heater system,” in which junior researchers
have only temporary and part-time contracts for a long time, career prospects are
unclear, and performance and competitive thinking are encouraged. Gendered
filter mechanisms can plausibly be embedded in the theoretical literature on the
masculinization of work culture in science in the context of the diffusion of New
Public Management institutions (Thomas and Davies, 2002; Brorsen Smidt
et al., 2020). However, this connection has not yet been presented in the context
of quantitative studies. Such quantitative studies can only be comparative inter-
nationally because it is very likely that the research system before its reformation
20 or 30 years ago, with its ivory tower structures and old boys’ networks, was
even more gender-biased than the modern research system is assumed to be.

Funding Note

The data on which the article is based was collected within the framework of the
research project “Work culture and work atmosphere in the Max Planck Soci-
ety” conducted between October 2018 and October 2019 and commissioned and
financed by the Max Planck Society.
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Appendices

1. Outcome Variables and Item Construction

Please answer the following questions.
[scaling: Not at all, Slightly, Moderately, Very, Completely]
Vision of a group, its clearness and relevance

e How clear are you about what your group’s objectives are?

e How far are you in agreement with these objectives?

e To what extent do you think your group’s objectives are clearly understood by
other members of the group?

e To what extent do you think your group’s objectives can actually be achieved?

e How worthwhile do you think these objectives are to your institute or facility?

Task orientation of a group

e Do members of the group build on each other’s ideas in order to achieve the
best possible outcome?

e Are group members encouraged to question the basis of what the group is
doing?

e Does the group try to identify and address its own flaws and shortcomings, so
as to become more effective in what it does?

Do you agree with the following statements about your group?

[scaling: Strongly disagree, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Strongly
agree]

Participation safety of a group

People keep each other informed about work-related issues in the group.
People feel understood and accepted by each other.

Everyone’s opinion is listened to even if it is unpopular.

There are real attempts to share information throughout the group.

Support of innovation of a group

e People in this group are always searching for fresh, new ways of looking at
problems.

e In this group we take the time needed to develop new ideas.

e People in the group work together to develop and implement new ideas.
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Do you agree with the following statements?
My immediate superior at my institute or facility at the Max Planck Society...

[scaling: Strongly disagree, Disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Agree, Strongly
agree]

Employee-orientation of a leader

.. respects their subordinates.

.. 1s considerate.

.. allows their subordinates to make decisions.
.. relies on their subordinates.

.. is friendly.

Change-orientation of a leader

.. offers ideas about new and different ways of doing things.
.. sees possibilities rather than problems.

.. Initiates new projects.

.. experiments with new ways of doing things.

.. thinks about and plans for the future.

Structure-orientation of a leader

.. plans carefully.

.. 1s very rigid or exacting about plans being followed.

.. gives clear instructions.

.. is controlling in their supervision of subordinates’ work.
.. makes a point of following rules and procedures.

Please answer the following questions.
My immediate superior at my institute or facility...
[scaling: Not at all, Slightly, Moderately, Very, Completely]

Support of a leader as a mentor

.. uses their influence to advance my career.

.. supports me in planning my career.

.. shields me when I am improperly criticized.
... gives me tasks through which I can further develop my skills.
... brings me into contact with people who can positively influence my
career.
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Chapter 3

Workplace Bullying in Academia:
Interaction of Gender, Nationality,
Age, and Work Context of Scientific
and Non-Scientific Employees in a
Large German Research Organization

Clemens Striebing

Abstract

Purpose: The study elaborates the contextual conditions of the academic
workplace in which gender, age, and nationality considerably influence the
likelihood of self-categorization as being affected by workplace bullying.
Furthermore, the intersectionality of these sociodemographic characteris-
tics is examined.

Basic Design: The hypotheses underlying the study were mainly derived
from the social role, social identity, and cultural distance theory, as well
as from role congruity and relative deprivation theory. A survey data set
of a large German research organization, the Max Planck Society, was
used. A total of 3,272 cases of researchers and 2,995 cases of non-scien-
tific employees were included in the analyses performed. For both groups
of employees, binary logistic regression equations were constructed. The
outcome of each equation is the estimated percentage of individuals who
reported themselves as having experienced bullying at work occasionally
or more frequently in the 12 months prior to the survey. The predictors
are the demographic and organization-specific characteristics (hierarchi-
cal position, scientific field, administrative unit) of the respondents and
selected interaction terms. Using regression equations, hypothetically rel-
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Copyright © 2023 by Clemens Striebing. Published by Emerald Publishing Limited.
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evant conditional marginal means and differences in regression parameters
were calculated and compared by means of t-tests.

Results: In particular, the gender-related hypotheses of the study could be
completely or conditionally verified. Accordingly, female scientific and non-
scientific employees showed a higher bullying vulnerability in (almost) all
contexts of the academic workplace. An increased bullying vulnerability
was also found for foreign researchers. However, the patterns found here
contradicted those that were hypothesized. Concerning the effect of age
analyzed for non-scientific personnel, especially the age group 45-59 years
showed a higher bullying probability, with the gender gap in bullying vulner-
ability being greatest for the youngest and oldest age groups in the sample.

Interpretation and Relevance: The results of the study especially support
the social identity theory regarding gender. In the sample studied, women
in minority positions have a higher vulnerability to bullying in their work
fields, which is not the case for men. However, the influence of nationality
on bullying vulnerability is more complex. The study points to the further
development of cultural distance theory, whose hypotheses are only partly
able to explain the results. The evidence for social role theory is primar-
ily seen in the interaction of gender with age and hierarchical level. Ac-
cordingly, female early career researchers and young women (and women
in the oldest age group) on the non-scientific staff presumably experience
a masculine workplace. Thus, the results of the study contradict the role
congruity theory.

Keywords: Self-labeling; survey; Max Planck Society; intersectionality;
work climate in academia; work culture; social identity theory

Bullying in Academia ...

... has received increased attention in terms of media coverage in recent years
(Devlin, 2018; Siegel, 2018; Science, 2020). In this context, there has also been
international attention due to individual cases of bullying at the Max Planck Soci-
ety, one of Germany’s largest non-university research organizations (Else, 2018).
In response to these specific cases, the Max Planck Society conducted an organ-
ization-wide survey on the work climate in its institutes and facilities among all
scientific and non-scientific employees and implemented additional measures to
address bullying and harassment (Schraudner et al., 2019)." The output of the

IThe author is aware of the debate about an appropriate designation of “non-scientific
personnel” and of “early career researchers.” As the importance of “non-scientific
personnel” for research should be appreciated, it might therefore not be appropriate
to merely describe such members of staff with a negative demarcation. An alterna-
tive could thus be the term “structural personnel.” In this study, however, the term
“non-scientific personnel” is used in accordance with the official designations of the
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survey that was conducted is the world’s largest data set on work climate, bullying,
and sexual discrimination in a single research organization with a total of 9,078
valid responses from its employees (response rate: 38%).

It is important to note that this work does not claim that bullying in aca-
demia is more relevant than bullying in other parts of society, as understanding
workplace bullying as a social phenomenon and enabling organizations to design
effective measures for prevention and management are always relevant. However,
individual psychological vulnerability and social vulnerability are inextricably
intertwined due to a person’s specific positioning in an organization. Current
research indicates that there is, for example, no gender that is fundamentally dis-
criminated against. Discrimination and subsequent discriminatory bullying only
arise from a specific organizational context that stigmatizes a person as a minor-
ity or otherwise as a “worse fit” (Salin, 2021). Due to its high number of cases, the
data set used here allows for more complex analyses that also consider interac-
tion effects between demographic characteristics and the work context of scien-
tific and non-scientific employees in a large research organization with numerous
institutes and other facilities.

The primary aim of this study was to analyze how the socio-demographic
characteristics gender and nationality of researchers in the Max Planck Society
affect the likelihood of experiencing workplace bullying in the context of their
respective hierarchical position and discipline. Secondly, for non-scientific staff,
the effects of age and gender in combination with the respective administrative
unit on the likelihood of self-labeling as being bullied were investigated. The guid-
ing hypothesis of this study was that gender, age and nationality are more likely
to be socially sanctioned in some organizational contexts than in others and the
results thus contribute to our understanding of these contexts.

The following section presents a comprehensive literature review. First, the
concept of workplace bullying and the relationship of bullying to discrimination
are discussed. Furthermore, the specifics of bullying in academic workplaces are
outlined. The main part of the section is the derivation of the study hypotheses
and a detailed presentation of the related theories. The section ends with a brief
discussion of the specifics of the Max Planck Society in academia.

Following the theoretical foundations of this study, the research approach
is presented, more specifically: the data set used, the variable model, and the
methodology. Binary logistic regression equations were set up for both scientific
and non-scientific employees. The binary outcome variable of the equation indi-
cates whether a person reported having been bullied occasionally or more often
(1) or not (0). The predictors are the aforementioned demographic as well as

respective status group in the Max Planck Society. The term “early career researchers”
is problematic because it implies a junior status with regard to the work experience of
the group in question, which is an improper generalization in many cases, especially
with regard to postdocs. This article uses the terms “early career researchers” and the
concrete differentiation into doctoral candidates and postdocs in a similar way — but
not without having drawn attention to the associated problems at this stage.
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organization-specific characteristics of the respondents and selected interaction
terms. Using the regression equations, the hypothetically relevant conditional
marginal means were calculated and compared using t-tests.

The results section of the study is followed by a detailed section on the inter-
pretation of the statistical results in light of the formulated hypotheses. In the
conclusion of the study, its limitations are presented and the theoretical, as well as
practical implications that can be derived from the results, are discussed.

Literature Review

The following is a comprehensive description of the state of the art this study is
based on. The concept of workplace bullying and its specifics in the academic
workplace are explained, and the theoretical framework of the hypothesis testing
conducted is comprehensively presented. The section ends with a reflection on the
specific contextual conditions of the Max Planck Society.

Workplace Bullying: Conceptualization, Prevalence, And Relationship
To Discrimination

This study is guided by a European, especially Scandinavian, tradition of the
concept of bullying (Leymann, 1990; Einarsen et al., 1990). Characteristic of
this tradition is a thematic focus on workplace bullying, a disciplinary anchor-
ing in occupational and organizational psychology, and the evaluation of bully-
ing based on individual data collected using questionnaires. The programmatic
definition of bullying regularly includes the following elements (Matthiesen and
Einarsen, 2010, 2020): (1) a circumstance of “workplace victimization” is present.
This means that the well-being of an employee or employees is impaired by one or
more people in an organization; (2) there is an imbalance of power between the
victim and the perpetrator(s). Because of this, the victim has difficulty defending
themselves against the attacks on their person; and (3) there is a need for regular-
ity. The victim faces systematic, repeated, and at least partially intentional inap-
propriate aggression.

A limitation of this occupational psychology approach is the regular reduc-
tion of bullying to a conflict between an individual as a victim and an individual
or group of individuals as perpetrators. This is accompanied by the assumption
that at least one of the two parties engages in behavior that is inappropriate to
the situational circumstances of the workplace but it ignores the character of
bullying as a sociological phenomenon. Bullying cases are often the result of a
reciprocal interaction dynamic in which, at least initially, it may not be possible
to clearly differentiate between a victim and a perpetrator. Another limitation is
that the approach does not consider the organizational context. However, it is the
organizational context that predetermines clashes of interests, the instruments of
power available to the bullying parties, and other factors that promote or inhibit
escalation (Hodgins et al., 2020; Mittelstaedt, 1998).

On the other hand, the strength of the Scandinavian school is that it focuses
on the self-perceptions of the organizational members surveyed: who would
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describe themselves as being bullied? What types of misconduct do the respond-
ents experience in the organization? It is these questions that primarily inter-
est HR managers and employee representatives of organizations in the context
of the existing structural conditions of an organization and thus presumably
explain the great popularity of the Scandinavian occupational psychology
approach.

The measurement of bullying using a questionnaire is accomplished through
one, or ideally both, of two established approaches (Nielsen et al., 2010). The first
approach consists of the use of behavioral item batteries to enquire about the
types of behavior that are referred to as “bullying” in the socio-scientific litera-
ture, but which only in some cases conform to people’s everyday understanding of
the term. A distinction can be made between behavior that is work-related, per-
sonally directed, or physically intimidating according to the Negative Acts Ques-
tionnaire in its revised version (Einarsen et al., 2009).? Following this approach,
respondents indicate how often they have experienced several different types of
behavior at work, for example, during the 12 months preceding the survey. The
second approach, and the one used here, centers on self-assessment, whereby
respondents are asked how often they were subjected to bullying in a specific
period preceding the survey and beyond. Following the practice in comparable
studies, respondents are provided with a definition of bullying to go along with
the question (Salin, 2021; see below for definition).

The type of survey approach used has important consequences for the preva-
lence rates that can ultimately be determined from a given study. Nielsen et al.
(2010) showed this in a meta-study in which they evaluated the bullying preva-
lence rates of 70 studies. In random samples measuring bullying by behavioral
items, an average of 14.4% of respondents were identified as being bullied. In
random samples that use the self-labeling approach and do not provide respond-
ents with a definition of bullying, an average of 17.4% of respondents identified
themselves as bullied, whereas if a definition was provided, on average 9.3% of
respondents categorized themselves as bullied.

In the same article, the authors also demonstrated the importance of the
national context. While the prevalence rate of self-labeling with definition was
4.6% in Scandinavia, it averaged at 13.8% in other European countries and 19.8%
in non-European countries. Even for the data set used here, the possible preva-
lence rates resulting from different measurement methods and assessment con-
cepts vary considerably (Schraudner et al., 2019, p. 60).

The survey approach has been shown to influence not only the prevalence
rates determined, but also the results for the variable correlations examined, espe-
cially in gender analyses. For example, using a probability sample of the Swedish
population, it was shown that women tend to categorize themselves as bullied
somewhat more frequently, whereas according to the behavioralist approach, men
experience bullying significantly more often (Rosander et al., 2020).

2Also established are the Leymann Inventory of Psychological Terror and the Work-
place Aggression Research Questionnaire.
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Although especially the self-labeling method is not free of biases resulting
from the personality of the respondent and their cultural context, the study pre-
sented here follows Salin and Hoel’s (2013) view that this approach allows for a
holistic assessment of social misconduct, taking factual dependencies between
the involved parties into account, and their possibilities to harm and defend
each other.

While there are numerous empirical studies on the prevalence and affectedness
of bullying and the concept of discrimination, there has been little discussion on
the specific relationship between the two concepts (exceptions include Lewis
et al., 2020; Parkins et al., 2006; Salin and Hoel, 2013).

There is a large overlap between bullying and discrimination, which is why it
seems justified to examine bullying in the context of the main topic of discrimi-
nation (which is of particular interest due to the focus of this edited collection).
At the same time, the two concepts also have essential unique characteristics. In
both bullying and discrimination, a person experiences treatment, by one or more
other persons, that is viewed as inappropriate in the respective work context. In
the case of both, the conflict dynamics and the occupational and health conse-
quences for those affected heavily depend on the contextual and individual psy-
chological preconditions of the conflict parties (Parkins et al., 2006).

The main criteria that distinguish discrimination from bullying are, firstly, that
discrimination does not necessarily have to be permanent as a person may have
been discriminated against once in the workplace in a legally relevant way but
not bullied once as, by definition, bullying is a processual conflict. Secondly, dif-
ferent types of behavior can be clearly distinguished. Exclusively specific to gen-
der-based discrimination are, for example, unwanted sexual attention or sexual
coercion. Thirdly, discrimination is based on a person’s membership in an identity
group that is defined by primary identity characteristics — that is, characteristics
that are regularly visible, have been present since birth, and relevantly influence
a person’s socialization (Jenkins, 2004). In contrast, the target groups of bullying
are broader and more heterogeneous. They can also include members of primary
identities but also result from situational clashes of interests in an organization or
simply from purely affective antipathies based on external appearance, individual
value orientations, personality, and others.

There is no clear hierarchy between bullying and discrimination, and it is often
difficult for victims to classify themselves according to one of the two concepts
(Parkins et al., 2006; Lewis et al., 2020). Exemplary studies dealing with the inter-
section of bullying and discrimination come from Misawa (2015), who discussed
the intersectional dynamics of bullying based on sexual orientation and race
under the hierarchical contextual conditions of academia, or Fox and Stallworth
(2005), who developed and tested an item scale to measure racial/ethnic bully-
ing. Accordingly, the present study investigated the influence of primary iden-
tity characteristics on the likelihood of classifying oneself as affected by bullying
at the workplace as a function of further organizational characteristics. In this
respect, the study relates to the literature on identity-related bullying experiences
and its results provide insights into the extent to which the bullying experienced
by employees of the Max Planck Society has a discriminatory character.
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Workplace Bullying in Academia

This study examines bullying in academic settings at Max Planck Society insti-
tutes and facilities. Academic bullying is defined as a form of bullying that victims
experience in academic workplaces such as universities and research institutions.
The bullying can come from faculty, administrators, and students (Prevost and
Hunt, 2018).

Compared to the general working population, higher bullying rates are reg-
ularly found in academic institutions (Keashly, 2021). However, compared to
other specific industries, the prevalence rates of bullying in academia are often
significantly lower and within individual institutions, faculty members are gener-
ally less affected by bullying than non-scientific staff (Keashly, 2021). In a com-
prehensive literature review, Keashly (2021) determined the prevalence rates for
faculty bullying measured by self-labeling with a definition and in the past six-
month period within the range from 6.2% in a Norwegian study to 37.7% in a
US study. Based on the past 12 months prior to the survey, the prevalence rates
varied from 26% to 52.6%. The different prevalence rates are only comparable to
a very limited extent, as the respondent groups, their organizational and national
context, and the specific question and item formulation vary greatly between the
individual studies.

Leaving aside the question of the prevalence of bullying in academia, the pre-
dictors for bullying identified among scientific employees differ from those iden-
tified for broader samples of the working population, which can be taken as an
indication of the specificities of the contextual conditions of the scientific system.
In a large and heterogeneous sample of Flemish-speaking Belgians, Notelaers et
al. (2011) showed that the bullying risk is higher among employees in the 35-54
age group and lower among employees under 25 and on a temporary contract
(similarly, Daly et al., 2018). In contrast, among academic staff, it is those who
are generally on temporary contracts and pursuing doctoral degrees who have the
highest bullying risk (Prevost and Hunt, 2018). A similar pattern could also be
found in the work with the present data set, which is why two separate theoretical
models explaining bullying for scientific and for non-scientific employees were set
up below and examined in the following.?

Roughly summarized, the distinctive features of the academic workplace are
a workforce with an above-average level of education and a higher-than-average
level of fixed-term contracts.” There is probably no other profession that has such
comparably well-trained staff working under similarly insecure career conditions.
The interplay of the factors of fixed-term contracts and high qualifications yields

3Since only a limited number of variables could be included in the regression equa-
tions presented here for data protection reasons (see footnote 5), among other things,
the duration of employment (tenure) and a distinction between permanent and tem-
porary contracts were not considered.

*In Germany, the share of fixed-term contracts among researchers is 67.9 percent.
For female researchers, the fixed-term contract rate was 74.5 percent and for male
researchers it was 63.6 percent (Banscherus, 2020, p. 34).
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further specifics such as a high level of one-sided dependence of doctoral candi-
dates and postdocs on their supervisors, strong competition for permanent posi-
tions, and low levels of family-friendliness due to the lack of ability to plan an
academic career (Milojevi¢ et al., 2018; Leemann, 2010). From the perspective of
non-scientific employees, a distinctive feature of the academic workplace is that
their institutions are often run by scientific employees, and they are often in a
service relationship with scientific employees and students (Keashly, 2021).

Theoretical Framework: Scientific Employees and Categorial
Predictors of Bullying

In this study, the influence of the sociodemographic characteristics of gender and
nationality on the likelihood of bullying experiences was modeled for scientific
employees of the Max Planck Society.’ The hierarchical position and the section
affiliation of the respondents were considered as being contextual factors.

Generally, sex, gender, and nationality are proxy variables from which con-
crete implications for bullying in the workplace can only be derived indirectly,
depending on further contextual factors (Salin, 2021). This indeterminacy is
reflected in the mixed results of studies on the impact of gender on bullying prob-
ability (Prevost and Hunt, 2018; Salin and Hoel, 2013). In contrast, in studies on
the effect of ethnicity or race, the results are clearly pertinent (Prevost and Hunt,
2018; Bergbom and Vartia, 2021).

One approach to explaining the indirect effects of gender is the social role
theory. This assumes that a person’s gender is associated with certain stereotypi-
cal role expectations, against which a person defines their own identity and is
subject to evaluation of their actions (Eagly and Wood, 2012; Salin and Hoel,
2013). According to these expectations, certain behaviors (e.g., related to work-
family balance) are considered more or less appropriate, and there is pressure
on individuals to conform to gendered roles. Accordingly, gender differences in
bullying would be expected to be particularly salient in contexts in which, first
of all, women or men violate the behavioral expectations associated with their
gender. Secondly, an increased bullying probability can be expected if typical
male or female behaviors are discriminated against by organizational conditions.

>In the following, two different theoretical models are formulated to predict the prob-
ability of self-labeling as bullied for scientific and for non-scientific employees. Differ-
ent predictors are used, except for gender. Ideally, the same regression models could
have been set up for both groups of employees to achieve optimal comparability of
results between the two groups. This had to be dispensed with for reasons of data pro-
tection. The two regression models were put together in such a way that no individual
person involved in the survey can be identified on the basis of their sociodemographic
characteristics or their response behavior be estimated. The only combined predictor
model that would meet this privacy requirement would include age, gender, and sec-
tion. Here, however, it was decided to set up regression models that were as informative
and hypothesis-driven as possible and that allow, in particular, the consideration of the
influence of hierarchical position and administrative unit as key contextual conditions.
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Conceivable examples of this are the difficult reconciliation of care duties with
the expectation of a high and temporally flexible presence. Thirdly, Salin and
Hoel (2013) argue that it is presumably due to differences in gender roles that
women more often tend to perceive themselves as being bullied than men.

The indirect effects of gender can also be explained by social identity the-
ory. According to this theory, people derive part of their self-confidence from
comparing themselves with other people. For this purpose, the self and fellow
human beings are divided into groups based on certain visible characteristics and
a distinction is made between in- and out-groups. The individual strives for a
self-image that is as favorable as possible by looking for what they consider to be
positive distinguishing features from the in-group. If this is not possible, the indi-
vidual tries to become part of it, to negate it, or to enter into direct confrontation
with it (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). In work groups, gender is an important salient
factor and an influence on the self-concept of a subgroup in an organization is
very likely (Salin and Hoel, 2013). Accordingly, an increased bullying probability
would be expected if men or women are in the minority in their work group in a
specific work context and are thus perceived as non-prototypical group members.

In light of social role and social identity theory, female researchers would gen-
erally be expected to have an increased bullying probability for the following rea-
sons. First, women are underrepresented in research occupations in the EU and
especially in Germany. In the German higher education sector, the proportion of
women in 2018 was 38.7% and in the business enterprise sector 14.7% (She Fig-
ures, 2018, pp. 65-67). Second, male role expectations shape science and there is
a broad body of research that describes the socially embedded ideal type of male
researcher as rather masculine and Caucasian (Finson, 2002; Thornton, 2013;
van den Brink and Benschop, 2012). Third, discrimination against the conserva-
tive female role by the structural conditions of the research system is documented
by the evident “leaky pipeline” (Zacharia et al., 2020). Thus, the hypothesis is
formulated that a higher probability of self-labeling as bullied can generally be
established for female researchers:

HI. A higher proportion of female than male researchers categorize
themselves as bullied.

In the following, hypotheses about the interaction of the gender gap in bullying
according to different intersectionality and contextual factors of the work are
discussed. Concerning the influence of the nationality of the respondents on the
gender gap, the organizational cultural studies of Hofstede (2001) can be taken
up. Following his cultural distance theory, the shared norms and values of popu-
lations of individual countries differ, with some countries having greater cultural
similarities than others. Hofstede’s research continues as part of the Globe pro-
ject, with the currently available data set dating back to 2004 when 17,000 middle
managers worldwide were surveyed about the leadership culture in their work-
place and their value orientations (Globe, 2021a).

Nine dimensions were identified to characterize the respective national cul-
ture. One was gender egalitarianism, which is defined as the degree to which a
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collective minimizes (and should minimize) gender inequality (Globe, 2021b).
Based on the data, it is possible to differentiate how respondents evaluate gender
equality practice in their country and what normative attitudes they had toward
gender equality. Accordingly, Germany was characterized by a below-average
assessment of gender equality practice, with an above-average normative claim to
gender equality on the part of the respondents (Globe, 2021¢).®

Due to their age, the data of the Globe project are not suitable for differenti-
ated hypotheses on the influence of nationality on the gender gap in bullying
experiences. For example, the retraditionalization of the image of women in sev-
eral Eastern European countries in the last two decades is to be mentioned here.
From the research of the Globe project, however, the hypothesis is derived that
two people are more likely to have internalized different concepts of gender roles
if these people come from different cultures. Conflicts may also arise when differ-
ent gender role conceptions meet, as the actors involved may find the gendered
behavior of the other actor irritating or inappropriate.

The Max Planck Society and almost all its institutes and facilities are located in
Germany. Accordingly, the majority of the employees surveyed, especially among
the non-scientific staff, stated that they were of German nationality. It would be
expected that the cultural distance between Germany, as part of the cultural area
of “Germanic Europe,” and the cultural areas with which there has historically
been less cultural exchange (e.g., Southern and Confucian Asia) is the greatest. In
line with this assumption, in the present study nationality was grouped into the
categories German, EU, and non-EU. The cultural areas covered by the non-EU
group are very heterogeneous and the group includes countries such as the USA,
China, India, or even the UK and Switzerland. Nevertheless, it can be assumed
that there are relevant differences in the mean values of the various groups since
the group with non-EU nationalities has a higher average cultural distance to
Germany than the group with EU nationalities.

The hypothesis presumes that only the gender role conception of one gender
conflicts with the hegemonic conception of the gender role in Germany in the
case of people from other cultural groups — otherwise there would be no gen-
der gap in the bullying probability by nationality. Hofstede’s (2011) own studies
using a large data set of IBM employees in the 1970s imply that, in particular,
men’s gender role conceptions show strong variation. However, it is unclear how
this observation would be reflected practically in the context at hand: do men
from other cultural backgrounds feel bullied more often on average because they
do not conform to the German image of men; do women from other cultural
backgrounds feel bullied more often because they are irritated by the different
behavior of German men; and of course, can the results of the time of Hofstede’s

The assessment is derived from own calculations, based on a data set from the Globe
project. The mean value calculated for the 62 states included in the data set is 3.38 on
the Gender Egalitarianism Societal Practices Scale (Germany, West: 3.10/Germany,
East: 3.06) and 4.50 on the Gender Egalitarianism Societal Values Scale (Germany,
West: 4.89/Germany, East: 4.90).
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study be transferred to the present at all? Due to the uncertainties involved, the
hypothesis was formulated openly in this regard.

H2. The difference between female researchers and male researchers who
categorize themselves as bullied is larger among researchers with EU
nationality than among German researchers, and largest among non-EU
researchers.

Regarding the interaction of the gender and hierarchical position of research-
ers, two effects are conceivable. Striebing (in this collection) raises the issue of
role congruency when examining the perception of the work climate. According
to Eagly and Karau (2002), professional pressure and the probability of profes-
sional failure increase more strongly among women compared to men with each
further level of the hierarchy. Striebing’s study, however, showed the clearest gen-
der gap in the evaluation of the work climate at the level of doctoral candidates.
Taking this result into account, and considering the higher bullying probability
of women in research discussed above, the hypothesis was formulated that the
gender gap in bullying probability is highest at the entry-level of the research
career. At higher career levels, a flattening of the gender gap among respondents
in the sense of self-selection would be expected, as the specific contextual condi-
tions of the research system were either accepted or those women who reacted
with resistance at lower career levels did not advance in the hierarchy (Brorsen
Smidt et al., 2020).

H3. The difference between female researchers and male researchers who
categorize themselves as bullied decreases with increasing hierarchy level.

Furthermore, it is hypothesized that section affiliation is an important con-
textual factor that influences differences in bullying probability by gender. The
Max Planck Society divides its scientific institutes into the Biology and Medicine
Section (BMS), the Chemistry, Physics and Technology Section (CPTS), and the
Humanities and Social Sciences Section (HSS).

According to social identity theory, it is hypothesized that women researchers
tend to categorize themselves as bullied more than male researchers, especially in
those fields in which they are in a clear minority. In Germany, such fields of study
are information and communication technologies and engineering, manufactur-
ing, and construction, whereas in education studies, for example, women make up
a clear majority of doctoral graduates (She Figures, 2018, p. 23). In the data set
used here, the proportion of women researchers is 51.4% in BMS, 52.4% in HSS,
and 26.2% in CPTS.

H4. The difference between female and male researchers who classify
themselves as bullied is most pronounced in the CPTS when comparing
the sections of the Max Planck Society.

N =3,899.
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In a meta-study of the role of ethnicity in workplace bullying, Bergbom and
Vartia (2021) summarize that social identity theory and the similarity-attraction
paradigm imply that “otherness” is regularly socially sanctioned. Concerning the
cultural distance theory, they add that the respective cultural similarity of a per-
son in relation to a target context has a decisive influence on the extent to which
this person is perceived as “different.”

The hypothesis formulated here on the effect of nationality on researchers
likelihood of self-reporting as bullied again draws on Hofstede’s (2001) cultural
distance theory (also Triandis, 1994). Using a sample of employees of a transport
company in Finland, Bergbom et al. (2015) showed that bullying risk increases
with cultural distance and that no statistically significant differences were found
between groups socialized in the same or a similar cultural space. Using a sample
of Danish healthcare students, Hogh et al. (2011) similarly showed that “non-
Western” immigrants exhibited increased vulnerability to bullying experiences.

It is also conceivable that a higher likelihood of self-labeling as bullied is a
result of concrete contradictions in the clashing cultures. Using an Australian-
Singaporean sample of employees, Loh et al. (2010) suggest that the power dis-
tance acceptance imparted in the two cultures may be crucial for the fact that
experiences of workplace bullying had a higher impact on the job satisfaction of
Australians than Singaporeans.

A third aspect could be a social integration barrier, which increases with
increasing cultural distance. Accordingly, a higher bullying risk among non-EU
researchers would not be a consequence of social group conflicts, but rather the
result of greater language barriers, a greater geographical distance to relatives
and friends, and possibly less familiarity with organizational structures and pro-
cesses (see Gewinner in this collection). Certain experiences of foreignness are
simply intrinsic to an internationally mobile research career, without these neces-
sarily being the results of exclusion and marginalization processes.

>

H5. A higher proportion of non-EU than German and EU researchers
categorize themselves as bullied.

In the same way as for the prediction of the interaction of gender and hier-
archy on the bullying risk above, two perspectives are conceivable for the predic-
tion of the interaction of nationality group and hierarchy. According to social
identity theory, it is reasonable to assume that foreign researchers are more likely
to experience bullying than German researchers, especially in the case of early
career researchers. As discussed above, working abroad is inevitably accompa-
nied by a certain degree of social disintegration. In this sense, the experiences of
foreign researchers during the doctoral phase or the postdoc phase are different
from those of local researchers. It presumably makes a considerable difference
whether one’s cultural experiences abroad are as a researcher being courted for a
leading position or as one of many young talents. In interviews with employees
of the Max Planck Society, early career researchers also highlighted conflicts with
non-scientific employees. It is plausible that doctoral candidates experience such
conflicts more often than researchers who are more senior due to the hierarchical
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structure of the Max Planck institutes. Typical conflicts arise, for example, from
language barriers between the mostly German non-scientific employees and the
scientific employees, who are very heterogeneous in terms of their nationality.

On the other hand, according to the role congruity theory, it could be assumed
that, due to a higher cultural distance, directors and research group leaders from
non-European cultures have greater problems being recognized as legitimate
superiors compared to German and EU researchers (Eagly and Karau, 2002) and
experience more bullying than early career researchers due to their exposed posi-
tion. Both these ideas were tested with the following hypotheses:

Ho6a. The difference between German researchers compared to EU and
non-EU researchers who categorize themselves as bullied decreases with
increasing hierarchy level.

H6b. The difference between German and EU-researchers compared to
non-EU researchers who categorize themselves as bullied increases with
increasing hierarchy level.

To predict the influence of the interaction of nationality group and section,
social identity theory can again be applied. According to this theory, differences
in the bullying probability between German and foreign researchers would be
particularly pronounced in those departments in which there is a considerably
lower proportion of foreigners, that is, both EU and non-EU employees.

Table 6 shows that the proportional ratio of German, EU and non-EU
researchers in the three sections of the Max Planck Society is largely similar. In
this respect, it can be expected that no relevant interaction effect between nation-
ality and section will result from the specific distribution of nationalities in the
individual sections of the Max Planck sample investigated here.

However, it can be assumed that specific subject cultures exist in the sec-
tions that discriminate against nationality to varying degrees. It would be plau-
sible, for example, that researchers in Humanities and Social Sciences are more

Table 6. Cross-tabulation of the Proportion of the Respective Nationality
Groups of Researchers in the Sections of the Max Planck Society (n = 3,904).

Biology and Humanities Chemistry, Total
Medicine and Social Physics and (%)
(BMS) Sciences Technology
(o) (HSS) (%) (CPTS) (%)
Other EU country 22.8 17.1 22.1 21.5
Non-EU country 20.7 23.9 19.2 20.5
German 56.5 59.1 58.7 58.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0




88 Clemens Striebing

vulnerable to bullying because the German language may be more important here
(e.g., in legal studies) and the research teams are smaller on average and, thus, more
affected by personal relationships. Keashly (2021) provides a literature overview
of studies considering the influence of disciplinary cultures. She concludes that
all relevant studies could prove a corresponding effect. In explicit comparisons,
a higher prevalence of bullying was found in more practice-oriented rather than
theory-oriented disciplines, as well as in arts, humanities, and social studies (Keas-
hly, 2021). However, it is unclear to what extent differences between the disciplines
can be attributed to different working modes or cultures or to the disciplinary
sensitization of the respondents (which would be plausible, e.g., in psychology).

It is to be noted that, first, an interaction effect between Max Planck sections
and nationality does not already result from the distribution of the two char-
acteristics in the sample, and second, it is likely that the sections have cultures
that are more conducive to experiences of (self-reported) bullying in different
ways. However, it can only be speculated how these different disciplinary cultures
shape the interaction effect of section and nationality. Given the current state of
research, one would expect HSS to have the highest prevalence of self-reported
bullying. However, as mentioned, this does not necessarily mean that a national-
ity gap is associated with it. In fact, the opposite could be conceivable, namely
that if all researchers are more likely to report having experienced bullying, there
might even be weak or no differences between nationalities. Given these theoreti-
cal uncertainties, an open exploratory hypothesis was formulated.

H7. There are differences between the sections of the Max Planck Society
in the degree to which EU and non-EU researchers classify themselves as
bullied in contrast to German researchers.

Theoretical Framework: Non-scientific Employees and Categorial
Predictors of Bullying

While the social role and social identity theories have been used to explain why
a general gender gap in bullying self-labeling is assumed for researchers, the two
theories suggest a comparatively lower gender gap for non-scientific employees.
From the perspective of social role theory, employment relationships in the struc-
tural sector are more often of a permanent nature, can more easily be temporarily
converted into part-time relationships, and are thus more family-friendly than
the employment relationships of early career researchers in particular. Regard-
ing social identity theory, female employees are more frequently represented in
the non-scientific area and are thus not minorities in their respective fields of
work. In the data set used here, there are six men and four women for every 10
researchers, whereas there are four men and six women for every 10 non-scientific
employees.

At the same time, the existence of a gender gap in self-labeling as being bul-
lied can also be expected among non-scientific personnel and the bullying prob-
ability is particularly high between two actors with a structural power imbalance
(Keashly, 2021). This power relation is of a gendered nature, as supervisors, in
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general, tend to more often be male and females are less likely to bully male
employees whereas men bully both women and men (Salin and Hoel, 2013; Keas-
hly, 2021; Gardner et al., 2020).

HS. A higher proportion of female than male non-scientific employees
categorize themselves as bullied.

The likelihood that experiencing workplace bullying also increases with age
can be hypothesized. In a study with a sample from the Australian Nursing and
Midwifery Federation, De Cieri et al. (2019) showed that individuals aged 36
and older were significantly more likely to experience downward bullying (bul-
lying exerted by a leader) than young employees in the age group 18-25. In turn,
upward bullying, that is, bullying by subordinates, affected individuals aged 46
and older significantly more often than young employees. Notelaers et al. (2011)
also came to similar conclusions based on a Belgian sample, whereas Ortega et al.
(2009) did not find any statistically significant differences between the age groups
using a sample of Danish employees.

Regarding age, this study predicts that of the four age categories examined
here, the group of persons aged 60 and older most frequently categorizes them-
selves as being bullied. This hypothesis can be plausible in several ways. First,
bullying constellations usually escalate over a longer period. There is a multi-
step progression that roughly comprises a phase of conflict hardening, a phase of
increasingly conscious self-defense, and an escalation phase in which increasingly
ruthless attempts are made to defeat the perceived opponent (Mittelstaedt, 1998).
The tenure of younger workers in an organization is often simply too brief to have
fully experienced this dynamic. Second, younger workers are less likely to have
leadership responsibilities, whereas middle managers may be equally exposed to
downward and upward bullying. Third, the influence of ageism, or age discrimi-
nation, is conceivable and discrimination against employees according to their
age group affects all employee groups equally (Triana et al., 2017). In this context,
it can be deduced from the relative deprivation theory (Triana et al., 2017) that
older employees, in particular, have clearer expectations than younger employees
as to what kind of treatment they “deserve” from their colleagues and what kind
of behavior they consider disrespectful, discriminatory, or inappropriate due to
their more extensive work experience.

H9. The proportion of non-scientific employees who categorize them-
selves as bullied increases with age.

For the interaction of gender and age, a deepening of the gender gap in the
categorization as being bullied with increasing age is presumed. This can also
be explained in several ways (Kirton and Greene, 2010, p. 109). First, youth is
sometimes a gendered requirement for certain jobs, conceivably for the event sec-
tor, for example. Second, potential employers discriminate against women with
children and attribute lower levels of commitment and less time availability to
them. Third, the social role of women is often accompanied by higher individual
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care responsibilities, which means that women often invest less energy in their
work than their male colleagues in the decisive career years. When women then
invest more in their careers in later years, they suddenly find themselves compet-
ing against younger male colleagues as well.

H10. The difference between female and male non-scientific employees who
categorize themselves as bullied increases with age group.

The effect of the interaction of gender and the work unit in which a non-
scientific employee operates can be predicted using social identity theory. In the
data set used here, the percentage of women in “Technology and IT” is 18.6%, in
“Administration” 77.8%, and in “Other Services” 74.9%. Accordingly, it is rea-
sonable to assume that the likelihood of categorizing oneself as bullied is higher
for women in Technology and IT than for men. In the other two areas, men would
be expected to categorize themselves as bullied more often than women.

HII. In the Technology and IT unit, a gender gap to the advantage of
men can be found. In the Administration and Other Services units, a gen-
der gap to the advantage of women can be found.

Context

The basis of the study conducted here is an online survey of employees of the
Max Planck Society. With more than 23,600 employees and 86 institutes and
facilities in Germany and abroad, the Max Planck Society is one of the largest
non-university research institutions in Germany (Max-Planck-Gesellschaft [Max
Planck Society], 2020).

As a research association solely committed to basic research, the Max Planck
Society has several special features that set it apart from universities and other
non-university research institutions in Germany such as the Helmholtz Asso-
ciation or the Fraunhofer Society. Striebing in his contribution on work climate
(in this collection) already presents various specifics of the Max Planck Society,
which are repeated only to the extent of adding aspects relevant here.

First, the Max Planck Society is a pure research organization and it thus
places no teaching obligation on its scientific staff. Teaching, that is, the regular
unavoidable contact with students, is one of the most frequent sources of bully-
ing for scientific staff (Lampman et al., 2009). In this respect, it can be assumed
that female researchers at universities generally have more frequent experiences
of contrapower harassment, namely situations in which they are harassed by per-
sons who have less formal power within the shared academic institution than are
Max Planck scientists.

Second, the scientific staff of the Max Planck Society is significantly more inter-
national than the average German standards in academia. It can be assumed that
the integration of foreign researchers and the interaction between German and
foreign researchers as well as the interaction between mostly German non-scientific
staff and foreign staff is commonplace. Accordingly, a foreign origin would be a
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less frequent cause of bullying and discrimination experiences in the Max Planck
Society than is presumably the case in other German research workplaces.

Research Approach

This section explains the data set used, describes the variables of the two binary
logistic regression models, and the methodological procedure.

Data

A data set of the Max Planck Society was used, in which its scientific and non-
scientific employees and scholarship holders were surveyed about their work cli-
mate and their experiences of bullying and sexual discrimination. The data set,
which was collected in February and March 2019, is described in more detail in
Striebing’s contribution on work climate (in this collection).

To consider the different employment and career conditions of scientific and
non-scientific employees, the data set was split and separate analyses were con-
ducted for researchers and non-scientists. The data set contains 4,308 documented
cases of researchers, of which 3,272 cases could be used for the analysis due to
a sufficient variable coverage. Non-scientists are represented in the data set with
3,817 cases of which 2,995 cases could be processed.

The data set was treated as a full survey whereby the meaningfulness of the
data interpretation is limited to the sample and its specific organizational and
national context. Therefore, the interpretation of the results is focused on the
effect sizes — here as conditional differences of the estimated marginal means.
However, the results of the Wald test statistics including significance values of
the conducted t-tests and the confidence intervals of the effect sizes were also
provided to discuss the robustness of the effects.

Variables

In the survey, behavioral items and a general question for self-labeling were used
to measure the prevalence of bullying at the Max Planck Society. In this study,
only bullying according to self-labeling was analyzed and the respective question
was positioned after the battery of behavioral items. Therefore, it can be assumed
that the respondents were primed in some way with a broad concept of bullying.
The original item wording was as follows:

“Bullying” here denotes repeated and persistent negative behavior directed
towards one or several individuals, which creates a hostile work environment.
The targeted individuals have difficulty defending themselves; in other words,
bullying is not a conflict between parties of equal strength.

Have you been subjected to bullying at your current workplace at the Max
Planck Society during the last 12 months? (Never — Occasionally — Monthly —
Weekly — Daily)
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Here, all those persons were defined as “bullied” who indicated in the self-
ascription to have experienced bullying at least occasionally (or monthly, weekly,
daily) in the sense of the above definition. In the questionnaires analyzed here, 8%
of scientific employees and 12% of non-scientific employees reported having been
bullied in the sense of the definition (see Table 7).}

As in other studies, the frequency of bullying in the Max Planck data set
used here differs depending on how it is measured, that is, by self-labeling or
through behavioral items (Schraudner et al., 2019, p. 61; Rosander et al., 2020).
Both measurement approaches by no means lead to congruent results — not even
in the analyses conducted here. In this study, only the influence of sociodemo-
graphic and organizational factors on self-labeling as bullied were examined. The
relationship between the two approaches and the extent to which sensitivity to
self-ascription to bullying and sexual discrimination varies by sociodemographic
characteristics is the subject of Striebing’s contribution on gender aspects in self-
reporting (in this collection).

The predictors of the study are shown in Table 7. For both non-scientific
and scientific staff, gender was investigated. The gender of the respondents was
differentiated into male and female. An alternative gender was only queried in
the form “No answer/Other gender” and could therefore not be processed. This
coding was necessary because, in addition to gender, other socio-demographic
characteristics of the respondents were queried that would not have been pos-
sible while preserving the anonymity of the respondents when asking for another
gender separately.

The other predictors were included either only for scientific or only for non-
scientific employees. Data protection reasons were decisive for the division of the
predictors. The variable nationality, for example, was not considered for non-
scientific employees, as they have a lower proportion of foreigners and hence
taking this category into account would have led to subcategories with very few
cases, which would have made it possible to identify individual persons from the
regression equations presented here.’

The predictors nationality, hierarchical position, and section were exclusively
considered for scientific employees. As mentioned, the nationality of the respond-
ents was differentiated into German, other EU countries, and Non-EU coun-
tries. For the position, respondents from scientific staff could choose between the

There is some contradiction between the definition in the questionnaire and the cod-
ing done here. It is questionable to what extent it is valid that the respondents stated to
have “occasionally” experienced a behavior defined as “repeated and persistent.” We
do not evaluate respondents’ answers in terms of the extent to which self-attribution
as “bullied” is valid compared to the scientific definition. The variable is considered
to be an appropriate indicator of a repeated experience of social misconduct in the
workplace that was sufficiently severe in nature that the respondent would classify it
as bullying and, in particular, would perceive themselves as bullied.

°For the scientific employees, 207 of a total of 240 groups based on the regression
predictors have a case number of 20 or more cases. The minimum group population is
four. For non-scientific employees, 56 of the 60 possible groups have at least 20 cases
and the minimum group population is 13.
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answer options doctoral candidate, postdoc, other research associates employed,
and director or research group leader. The scientific sections of the Max Planck
Society are the BMS, CPTS, and HSS.

Age and the unit of the respondents were only included as predictors in the
regression model for the non-scientific employees. The age was divided into the
categories 15-29,'° 30-44, 45-59, and 60 years and older. The variable “unit of
non-scientific staff ” indicates whether a respondent is assigned to the Administra-
tion, Technology and IT, or Other Services area.

Methods

The questionnaire was reviewed in detail by a specially established task force of
the Max Planck Society. The task force consisted of employee representatives,
institute directors, and employees of the General Administration. This ensured
that the questionnaire was formulated in a coherent and meaningful way for all
employees of the Max Planck Society. The original English questionnaire was
translated into German by a professional translation agency, pretested, and
the German and English questionnaires were then proofread by the translation
agency already involved.

Two binary logistic regression equations were set up for scientific employees and
non-scientific employees. Using the respective regression equations, the estimated
marginal means were calculated for groups of people of interest from a theoreti-
cal point of view. These estimated marginal means were compared using t-tests
to examine the hypotheses formulated here. Furthermore, to test the formulated
hypotheses, especially the differences of differences were examined. These tests
which, for example, compare whether the gender gaps in the self-assessment as bul-
lied differ statistically significantly between two sections, were either taken directly
from the regression equations in Appendices 1 and 2 or calculated using the logistic
regression parameters.'' The conditional differences between the estimated mar-
ginal means and the differences between the regression parameters including their
confidence intervals and p values were reported. The analyses were performed using
SPSS. The syntax and output of the analyses can be viewed in the online appendix.'

"The age group starts at the age of 15 in order to include persons who pursue their
dual vocational training at an institution of the Max Planck Society.

"The following formula was used to manually calculate the hypothesis tests (Pater-
noster et al., 1998):

z= (B, = B,/ V ((SE B,)’ + (SE B,)*).
The p-value was calculated using the following formula (Altman and Bland, 2011):
p =exp(—0.717%z — 0.416%2°).
Standard errors were calculated with the formula in Altman and Bland (2011):

SE = Estimate/z.
"’The online appendix can be accessed at: https:/github.com/clemensstriebing/diver-
sity_and_discrimination_in_RPOs.
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Results

For scientific employees of the Max Planck Society, the following binary logistic
regression equation was established using the outcome and predictor variables
presented:

PScientiﬁc employees (y = 1)

1

1 + e*(% +Bremate T80 +Pron-5U +Bams +Biiss +Bpostdoes T0ther research associates +Directors and RGLs + Bremalergy +--)

The equation is shortened due to space limitations. A full list of the pre-
dictors, the model effect tests, and their parameter estimates can be found in
Appendix 1. The equation estimates the mean of researchers in the survey
reporting to have been bullied at least occasionally at their workplace in the
12 months prior to the survey. These estimated marginal means, which are cal-
culated and compared for different sociodemographic groups below, thus rep-
resent the mean values of the outcome for the respective characteristic values
(e.g., female/male), controlled for the mean values of the other variables in the
regression equation. The reference group for the regression is German male
doctoral students at CPTS.

The regression equation set up for non-scientific employees is:

PNon—sciemiﬁc employees <y = 1)
1

1+ e*(ﬁo + Bremate + 51529 T B304 +B50 and older T BrechnologyarT +Bother services T Brematex2s-29 1+ )

This equation is also shortened and reported in full including tests of model
effects in Appendix 2. The reference group for the non-scientific employees is men
from the Administration aged 45-59.

In the following, the differences in the estimated marginal means of the respec-
tive main groups of gender and nationality, of the subgroups of the interaction
of gender with nationality, and of the subgroups of the interaction of gender and
nationality with the context conditions of position and section are presented.
Subsequently, the results of the group comparisons for the non-scientific employ-
ees are reported for the differences in the estimated marginal means of gender
and age, the interaction of gender and age, and the interaction of gender and the
context factor unit of non-scientific staff.

To test the formulated hypotheses, 65 t-tests were performed. Due to the large
number of tests performed, there is a higher probability of a false positive error
if the conventional significance level (usually p = 0.05 or p = 0.1) is not cor-
rected (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995). The Max Planck data set is considered
an organization-specific full survey that is difficult to generalize, and the focus of
the interpretation is therefore on the calculated effect sizes, that is, the magnitude
of the differences in the estimated marginal means of the tested groups. Addi-
tionally, to assess the robustness of the results, the confidence intervals of the
effects and their p values are also considered. To control the p values of the tests
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performed for the problem of alpha error accumulation, the significance level can
be corrected according to Bonferroni.'* The significance level of 0.05 corrected
for the number of 65 tests is thus 0.0008. To allow the reader to apply an alterna-
tive alpha error correction, if necessary, the significance values presented in the
following section are provided uncorrected." Only those effects that are below the
corrected significance level are interpreted as “statistically significant.”

As described, however, the reader is advised to only take into account the signif-
icance rating as a secondary consideration and the relevance of the results should
instead be assessed based on the effect sizes given. These are valid for the approxi-
mately 6,000 employees surveyed, regardless of their statistical significance.

Scientific Employees
a) HI: Effect of Gender

Fig. 3 shows the conditional differences in the estimated marginal means of the
compared groups with a relationship to gender including their confidence inter-
vals (95%). Tables 810, arranged section by section, contain the test statistics of
these conditional differences. Furthermore, the tables contain the statistics of the
tests that were carried out to check whether the estimated gender gaps are statisti-
cally significantly different between nationalities, positions, and sections.

The estimated marginal mean of male researchers is 7% and that of female
researchers is 4 percentage points higher (95% CI: 0.009/0.061, SE = 0.013,
p = 0.008).

b) H2: Interaction Effect of Gender and Nationality

The estimated marginal mean of German male researchers is 6%. In comparison,
the estimated marginal mean of German female researchers is 3 percentage points
higher. For male researchers from another EU country, the estimated marginal
mean is 10%, which also corresponds to that of EU female researchers. The pro-
portion of self-reported bullied male researchers from a non-EU country is esti-
mated at 6%, while the estimated proportion of non-EU females is 8 percentage
points higher.

It was hypothesized that the difference between male and female researchers
(gender gap) in self-attribution as being bullied would be larger for researchers
with an EU nationality than for German researchers and that the gender gap

“For the Bonferroni correction, the desired significance level is divided by the number
of tests performed on the same data set. There are several different procedures for cor-
recting for alpha error accumulation, of which the Bonferroni procedure is the most
conservative with the least statistical power (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995).

“For example, the number of tests to be included in the alpha error correction can
also be discussed. Here, all 65 tests performed were included in the calculation of the
Bonferroni correction. However, it is also conceivable to include only 38 tests directly
relevant to the hypothesis tests, which would result in a significance level of 0.0013.
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-0.2 -0.15 -0.1 -0.05 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2
Hypothesis 1
Women - —@—
Men
Hypothesis 2
German women - L @—i
German men
EU women - — i
EU men
Non-EU women - — i
Non-EU men
Hypothesis 3
Female doctoral candidates - ——
Male doctoral candidates
Female postdocs - H—e—
Male postdocs
Female other research associates - H——i
Male other research associates
Female directors and research group leaders - — i
Male directors and research group leaders
Hypothesis 4
Women CPTS - ——
Men CPTS
Women BMS - —o—i
Men BMS
Women HSS - ——
Men HSS
-0.2 -0.15 -0.1 -0.05 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2

Fig.3. Gender-related Conditional Differences Between the Estimated Marginal
Means for the Hypothetical Relationships of Scientific Staff’s Self-ascription to
Occasional or More Frequent Bullying (Yes/No). 95% Confidence Interval.

would be largest for non-EU researchers (German < EU < non-EU). This pat-
tern cannot be supported based on the estimated marginal means. The gender gap
of EU researchers is 2 percentage points lower than among German researchers
(Bremaergr)- Between German and non-EU researchers, the difference is —5 per-
centage points (Bg,,.jsnon—gy)- G€Nder gaps among EU and non-EU researchers

differ by —8 percentage points (Bg,,.eeu ™ Bremaletnon—EU)-
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¢) H3: Interaction Effect of Gender and Hiervarchical Position

Among male doctoral candidates, an estimated 8% of the respondents indicated
that they would describe themselves as bullied, while among females the pro-
portion is 6 percentage points higher. Among male postdocs, the estimated mar-
ginal mean is 6% and among women, it is 3 percentage points higher. For other
research associates, the estimated proportion of men bullied is 7% and is 5 per-
centage points higher for women. For male directors and research group leaders,
the self-assessment of being bullied is 9%. The self-assessment of female directors
and research group leaders differs by 1%.

It was hypothesized that the gender gap in self-labeling as bullied would
decrease with increasing hierarchical level (PhDs > postdocs > other research
associates > directors and research group leaders). This pattern can only be
supported if the group of other research associates is not considered. The gen-
der gaps at the level of doctoral candidates and postdocs differ by 2 percent-
age points (Bg,,.erposidocs)- 1 D€ difference in gender gaps between postdocs and
other research associates is —1 percentage point (B, . 1e+postsdoes ~ Premale*Other rescarch
asseoiates)- BETWEEN other research associates and directors or research group lead-
ers, the difference in the gender gap is 4 percentage points (B, .ie+posidoes): SINCE
the hierarchical assignment of other research associates is complex and can have
intersections with both postdocs and directors or research group leaders, the dif-
ference in gender gaps of postdocs and directors or research group leaders was

also examined and was found to be 3 percentage points (B, . 1.+postdocs)-

d) H4: Interaction Effect of Gender and Section

Within the BMS, 8% of the men surveyed estimated themselves to be bullied. The
conditional difference from the estimated marginal mean of female researchers
is 2 percentage points. For the HSS, the estimated marginal mean among male
researchers is 12%, from which the estimated marginal mean of females differs by
1 percentage point. For male researchers at CPTS, the estimated marginal mean
of those bullied can be estimated at 4%. The estimated marginal mean of female
researchers turns out to be 6 percentage points higher.

It was hypothesized that the gender gap would be most pronounced in CPTS
in comparison to BMS and HSS (CPTS > BMS, CPTS > HSS, and HSS = BMS).
This prediction can be considered true. There is a difference of 5 percentage
points between the gender gaps of CPTS and BMS (By,,..i.spms)- The CPTS and
HSS difference are 5 percentage points (Bg,,,,+nss)- 1he BMS and HSS difference

in gender gaps is 1 percentage point (Bg. . .+sms ™ BremaletHss)-

e) H5: Effect of Nationality

Fig. 4 shows the results of the tests for the nationality-related groups with their
confidence intervals (95%). The detailed test statistics are shown in Tables 11
and 12. These tables also contain the statistics of the tests to check whether the



Workplace Bullying in Academia 103
202 015 -01 005 0 005 01 0I5 02

Hypothesis 5

EU country - H—@—i
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Hypothesis 6
EU doctoral candidates - ———

German doctoral candidates

EU postdocs - —e—i
German postdocs

EU other research associates - — e+
German other research associates

EU directors and research group leaders - ————i
German directors and research group leaders

Non-EU doctoral candidates - ———i
German doctoral candidates

Non-EU postdocs - ——
German postdocs

Non-EU other research associates - I —S——
German other research associates

Non-EU directors and research group leaders - [ @
German directors and research group leaders
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Fig. 4. Nationality-related Conditional Differences Between Estimated
Marginal Means for the Hypothetical Relationships of Scientific Staft’s Self-
ascription to Occasional or More Frequent Bullying (Yes/No). 95% Confidence
Interval.
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nationality gaps found are statistically significantly different between the hierar-
chical positions and the sections.

Among German researchers, an estimated 7% reported having been bullied
occasionally, monthly, weekly, or daily at work in the 12 months prior to the
survey. The value is 3 percentage points higher among researchers from other EU
countries and also among researchers from non-EU countries.

f) H6: Interaction Effect of Nationality and Hierarchical Position

An estimated 6% of doctoral candidates with German nationality reported hav-
ing experienced bullying. For EU doctoral candidates, this value is 13 percent-
age points higher and for non-EU doctoral candidates, it is 2 percentage points
higher. German postdocs have an estimated self-labeling rate of 6%, while for EU
postdocs the value is 5 percentage points higher and among non-EU postdocs, it
is 2 percentage points higher. The estimated proportion of self-perceived bullied
researchers among German other research associates is 10%. This value is 3 per-
centage points lower for EU other research associates and about the same for non-
EU other research associates than for Germans. Directors and research group
leaders with German nationality have an estimated probability of self-ascription
as bullied of 7%. The value for scientific leaders from another EU country is
just as high, whereas the value for non-EU scientific leaders is estimated to be
8 percentage points higher.

To describe the interaction of nationality and hierarchical position on self-
labeling as bullied, two competing hypotheses were formulated. According to
Hb6a, a decrease in the nationality gap between German and non-German (both
EU and non-EU) researchers was predicted with an increase in hierarchical level
(PhDs > postdocs > other research associates > directors and research group lead-
ers). Alternatively, H6b predicted that an increase of the nationality gap between
German and non-EU researchers with increasing hierarchy level was considered
possible (German vs. non-EU: PhDs < postdocs < other research associates
< directors and research group leaders). If the other research associates are not
considered, the comparison of German and EU researchers suggests the validity
of H6a, while the comparison of German and non-EU researchers suggests that
H6bD is valid.

The nationality gaps between German and EU researchers for doctoral candi-
dates and postdocs differ by 8 percentage points (Bgyjspysuocs) @0d between postdocs
and other research associates the difference in nationality gaps is —8 percentage
POInts (Bgiposisdocs~ BEU*Other research associates)- FOT German and EU other research
associates and directors or research group leaders, the difference in nationality
gaps is 3 percentage pOintS (/BEU*Other research associates_BEU*directors and research group leaders)'
When comparing postdocs and directors or research group leaders, the difference

in nationality gaps was found to be 5 percentage points (B¢ y«posisdocs PEU*Directors

and research group le"tders)
The nationality gaps between German and non-EU researchers at the levels

of doctoral candidates and postdocs do not show any difference (3, _gi+postaocs)

When comparing postdocs and other research associates, the difference is 2
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percentage pOlIltS (ﬂnon*EU*Postsdocs_ﬂnon*EU*Olher research associates)' The na'tlonahty
gaps between German and non-EU researchers for other research associates and
directors or research group leaders differ by —7 percentage points
(ﬁnon—EU*Other.research associates_ﬁnon—EU*Directors and research group leaders)' When comparing
postdocs and directors or research group leaders, the difference is —6 percentage

pOIHtS (ﬁnon—EU*Postsdocs_5non—EU*Dircctors and research group lcadcrs)'

g) H7: Interaction Effect of Nationality and Section

In the CPTS, a proportion of self-labeled bullied people of 5% was calculated
for German researchers. This proportion is 2 percentage points higher for EU
researchers and 3 percentage points higher for non-EU researchers. In the BMS,
an estimated 8% of German researchers categorized themselves as being bul-
lied. For EU researchers, this value is 2 percentage points higher, while for non-
EU researchers it is 1 percentage point higher. In the HSS, an estimated 9% of
German researchers indicated that they would categorize themselves as bullied.
For EU researchers, this proportion is 6 percentage points higher. For non-EU
researchers, it is 5 percentage points higher.

It was hypothesized that no differences in nationality gaps would be found
between the sections (BMS = CPTS = HSS). However, according to the results,
it is only when looking at the estimated marginal means that this prediction can-
not be supported. Based on the comparison between German and EU research-
ers, there was no difference in the nationality gaps of CPTS and BMS (Bj.ppo)s
whereas between CPTS and HSS the nationality gaps differ by —4 percentage
points (B .yss)- There is a difference of —4 percentage points for BMS and HSS
Bruspms—Brurnss)- When comparing German and non-EU researchers, a differ-
ence in nationality gaps of 2 percentage points was found between CPTS and
BMS (8,,,-pussms)> and between CPTS and HSS a difference of —2 percent-
age points (8, _pususs) Was derived. Between BMS and HSS, the nationality
gaps between German and non-EU researchers differ by —4 percentage points

(Bron-£U*BMs ™ Pron-Eustss)-

Non-scientific Employees
a) HS: Effect of Gender

Fig. 5 shows the conditional differences in the estimated marginal means of the
groups calculated for the hypothesis tests of the non-scientific employees with
their confidence intervals (95%). The detailed test statistics are reported in Tables
13-15. Table 14 also contains the statistics of the “difference of differences” anal-
yses used to test whether the gender gaps between age groups were statistically
significantly different.

Among non-scientific employees, an estimated 9% of men categorized them-
selves as bullied. For women, this figure is 3 percentage points higher (95%
CI: —0.003/0.066, SE = 0.018, p = 0.078).
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Hypothesis 8

Women - H——
Men

Hypothesis 9

151029 - ——
45t0 59

30 to 44 - —e——
451059

60 and older - ——
451059

Hypothesis 10

Female aged 15 to 29 - ————i
Male aged 15 to 29

Female aged 30 to 44 - b y'Y
Male aged 30 to 44

Female aged 45 to 59 - ——

Male aged 45 to 59

Female aged 60 and older - L L 4
Male aged 60 and older

Hypothesis 11

Women IT - —_——
Men IT
Women Other services - — i

Men Other services

Women Administration - ——
Men Administraton

-0.2 -0.15 -0.1 -0.05 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2

Fig. 5. Gender- and Age-related Conditional Differences Between Estimated
Marginal Means for the Hypothetical Relationships of Non-scientific Staff’s
Self-ascription to Occasional or More Frequent Bullying (Yes/No). 95% Confi-
dence Interval.

b) HY: Effect of Age

In the reference age group 45-59 years, the proportion of those who categorize
themselves as bullied is estimated at 14%. This proportion is 8 percentage points
lower in the 15-29 age group, 2 percentage points lower in the 30-44 age group,
and 3 percentage points lower in the 60 and older age group.
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Table 13. Test statistics for H9.

Tests for H9 Conditional SE Sig. 95% Wald Confidence
Mean Interval
Difference

Lower Upper
Tests for Differences in Estimated Marginal Means
15-29 to 45-59 —0.076 0.019 0.000 -0.114 —0.040
3044 to 45-59 —-0.018 0.014 0.202 —0.046 0.010
60 and older -0.030 0.023 0.208 -0.076 0.016
-45t0 59
15-29 to 30-44 0.058 0.019 0.003 0.020 0.097

It was hypothesized that the proportion of non-scientific employees who
report being bullied increases with age (15-29 < 30-44 < 45-59 < 60 and older).
To test the hypothesis, it was still necessary to examine the difference between the
age groups 15-29 and 30-44. In the youngest age group, the percentage of staff
who categorize themselves as bullied is 6%, which is 6 percentage points lower
than in the 30-44 age group. Thus, the predicted pattern could only be supported
by not considering the age group 60 and older.

¢) HI10: Interaction Effect of Gender and Age

Among men in the 15-29 age group, an estimated 5% describe themselves as bul-
lied and the conditional difference in estimated marginal means compared to
women in the same age group is 4 percentage points. For men in the 30-44 age
group, the proportion of those who would categorize themselves as bullied was
calculated to be 12%, while the value for women is 1 percentage point higher. In
the 45-59 age group, the proportion of self-assessed bullied men is estimated to
be 14% and the value for women is almost 1 percentage point lower. For men in
the age group 60 and older, a value for self-categorization as bullied of 8% was
calculated. For women in this age group, the value is 6 percentage points higher.
The gender gap in self-labeling as bullied was predicted to increase with age
(15-29 < 30-44 < 45-59 < 60 and older) but this prediction was not supported by
the data. The gender gap in the 30-44 age group is 3 percentage points lower than
in the 15-29 age group (Bg. . .1ev30-44 Bremalet15-29)> and in the 45-59 age group,
the gender gap is nearly 2 percentage points smaller than in the 30-44 age group
(Bremale*30-40)- 11 the age group 60 and older, the gender gap is 7 percentage points

1argcr than in the group 45-59 (ﬂFemale*GO and older_ﬁFemale*45—S9)'

d) H11: Interaction Effect of Gender and Section

Of the men in the Technology and IT unit, an estimated 7% categorize themselves
as being bullied while for women in the same unit, the proportion is 6 percentage
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Table 15. Test Statistics for HI1.

Tests for HI11 Conditional SE Sig. 95% Wald
Mean Confidence Interval
Difference

Lower Upper

Tests for Differences in Estimated Marginal Means

Women IT — Men IT 0.058 0.028  0.037 0.003 0.112
Women Other services — 0.025 0.027 0.339 -0.027 0.078
Men Other services

Women Administration — 0.009 0.023  0.711  -0.037 0.055

Men Administration

points. In the Other Services unit, the estimated proportion of self-ascribed bul-
lied men is 11% and for women, the proportion is 3 percentage points higher. In
the unit Administration, an estimated 10% of men categorize themselves as bul-
lied. For women, it is nearly 1 percentage point higher. Thus, the prediction that
men are more likely than women to have experiences of bullying in areas where
they are in the minority cannot be supported.

Interpretation

The prevalence rates determined here for self-categorization as bullied are com-
paratively low and vary between 4 and 14% for the reference groups shown. Given
these low prevalence rates, even small differences of a few percentage points in
the estimated marginal means of the individual employee groups compared here
mark relevant insights into the structural vulnerability of a group to bullying. In
accordance with the nature of the study conducted as a full survey with validity
for the Max Planck Society, the following interpretation is based on the differ-
ences in the estimated marginal means, that is, the effect sizes.

In summary, the following picture emerges (Table 16): Regarding the occur-
rence of the predicted effects, HI, H4, and H8 can be accepted. With modifica-
tions or restrictions, H2, H3, H6a, H6b, H9, and HI1 might be accepted and H7
and H10 should be regarded as refuted. For none of the hypotheses do all the
performed t-tests meet the strict Bonferroni-corrected significance threshold of
0.0008, especially none of the conducted “difference of difference” tests.

Accordingly, the validity of the hypothesis interpretations exclusively refers to
the 6,267 individuals in the Max Planck cross-sectional sample. In the following,
the interpretation focuses on the non-validated hypotheses. If individual signifi-
cance tests meet the strict threshold for a hypothesis, this is stated explicitly.

H2 predicted for researchers that the nationality groups studied here have
different gender role conceptions and that the potential for conflict between
the norm prevailing in the German context and the gender role conceptions of
non-EU researchers is potentially the greatest. The data partially support this
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hypothesis with regards to the role conception of “being female.” While the gen-
der gap in self-categorization as being bullied is even lower for EU researchers
than for Germans, it was correctly predicted to be largest for non-EU researchers.
Regarding the corrected significance values of the conducted hypothesis test, the
gender gap among non-EU researchers was found to be robust.

In H3, for researchers, it was assumed that the gender gap in bullying would
decrease with an increase in hierarchical level. This hypothesis is supported by the
data, but only insofar as other research associates are not considered. The gender
gap is lower for postdocs than for doctoral candidates and lower for directors
and research group leaders than for postdocs. The bullying self-categorization
scores for women and men among other research associates are between doctoral
candidates and postdocs.

HY5 predicted that non-EU researchers would categorize themselves more often
as bullied and that the differences in response behavior between German and EU
researchers would be negligible. The results of the estimation performed partially
support this hypothesis. A higher probability than German researchers of cat-
egorizing themselves as bullied was found for both EU and non-EU researchers.

To answer the question of how nationality group and hierarchical position
interact, two possible hypotheses were formulated. H6a claimed that early career
researchers are most vulnerable to bullying, whereas H6b formulated the opposite
expectation, namely that senior researchers — and in particular non-EU research-
ers due to a more pronounced cultural distance on average — regard themselves
as being bullied.

Regarding EU researchers, the data supported H6a if other research asso-
ciates are not considered. Doctoral candidates and postdocs from other EU
countries more frequently categorize themselves as bullied than do Germans.
However, other research associates from EU countries categorize themselves as
bullied even less frequently than Germans. At the level of directors and research
group leaders, no difference between German and EU researchers is discern-
ible and only the conditional differences found among the doctoral candidates
are statistically robust with respect to the corrected significance level. For non-
EU researchers, the data rather support H6b. At all hierarchical levels, non-EU
researchers are somehow more likely to categorize themselves as bullied than
Germans, but at the level of doctoral candidates, postdocs, and other research
associates, there are only small and not robust conditional differences in the
estimated marginal means. At the level of directors and research group leaders,
non-EU researchers showed a considerably increased probability of being cat-
egorized as bullied.

In H7, the prediction was made for researchers that differences in the size of
the nationality gaps regarding the comparison between German and EU and
German and non-EU in the individual sections of the Max Planck Society would
be detected. The results support this explorative hypothesis, at least for the sample
analyzed here. In all three scientific sections of the Max Planck Society, foreign
researchers categorized themselves more often as being bullied than their German
counterparts. However, the difference is particularly apparent in the HSS. EU
researchers are more likely to report having experienced bullying in HSS than in
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CPTS and BMS. The same holds for non-EU researchers, with a lower difference
in nationality gaps between CPTS and HSS.

For non-scientific personnel, the influence of age on the likelihood of catego-
rizing oneself as bullied was examined. H9 predicted that as age increases, more
individuals will classify themselves as experiencing bullying and the results par-
tially support this hypothesis. In the 15-29 age group, the proportion of employ-
ees who reported experiencing bullying was estimated to be lower than in the
45-59 age group. Comparable in its direction, but less pronounced, is the con-
ditional difference between the age groups 30-44 and 45-59. Deviating from the
formulated hypothesis, it was found that in the age group 60 years and older there
is a lower bullying probability compared to the age group 45-59 years. Only the
age gap between the groups 15-29 and 45-59 is robust with regards to the cor-
rected significance level.

HI10 assumed that women suffer more from age discrimination among non-
scientific personnel than men, which is expressed in a higher bullying probability
with increasing age. In this instance, the data provided differentiated results. In
the middle age groups (30-44 and 45-59), only a small gender gap is evident, and
the data here tend to support the null hypothesis. However, in the youngest and
oldest age groups, the gender gap for the sample is more pronounced, but still not
robust. The results suggest that young and older women in particular experience
age-related discriminatory bullying.

With reference to the social identity theory, HI11l predicted that in the indi-
vidual units of non-scientific personnel such as in Technology and IT, women
classify themselves more frequently as bullied than men, whereas in the Adminis-
tration and Other Service units, men would more frequently self-identify as being
bullied. The hypotheses are partially supported as the conditional differences esti-
mated for the sample suggest that women categorize themselves as bullied more
frequently in all sections. This gender gap is particularly pronounced in Technol-
ogy and IT.

Conclusion

This study aimed to examine the relevance of gender, age, and nationality for the
individual bullying vulnerability of scientific and non-scientific employees in the
academic field, taking the Max Planck Society as an example. Based on the state of
research, it was assumed that individual demographic characteristics do not lead
to experiences of discriminatory bullying across the board (Salin, 2021). This study
sought to unpack the contextual conditions and intersectionality in which gender,
age, and nationality influence the likelihood of self-categorization as affected by
workplace bullying. The contextual factors considered for researchers were hierar-
chical position and their discipline (or scientific section in the Max Planck Society).
In addition, the interaction of gender and nationality was examined. For non-sci-
entific employees, the respective work unit was considered as a context factor and
the interaction of gender and age was analyzed. The hypotheses underlying the
study were mainly derived from the social role, social identity, and cultural distance
theory as well as from role congruity and relative deprivation theory.
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Theoretical Contributions

The results of the research conducted here support the hypothesis that women
with scientific or non-scientific jobs in research organizations state bullying expe-
riences more often than men (Keashly, 2021). However, it remains an open ques-
tion whether this perceived gender gap is the result of differences in hierarchical
gradients, conflicts in stereotypical role expectations or group identities, or the
method of measurement used (Salin and Hoel, 2013). Similarly, conclusions
about the main effects of age on non-scientific staff remain unclear as these may
be a result of longer tenure, more frequent leadership responsibilities, or even a
stronger claim to be treated with the respect due to age.

Regarding gender, the results support the social identity theory in particular.
In organizational contexts in which women make up the minority of employees,
they categorize themselves as bullied more often than their male colleagues. For
researchers, this could be shown by comparing the sections of the Max Planck
Society, and for non-scientific personnel by comparing the respective units. How-
ever, for men the reverse is not true: in the non-scientific units, where men are
in the minority, women nevertheless more frequently state that they have been
bullied. This result contradicts previous research findings (Eriksen and Einarsen,
2004). Within the framework of the current state of research, this imbalance
could presumably be explained by the fact that women experience bullying from
both genders, while men are more likely to experience bullying from other men
(Gardner et al., 2020). A competing explanation is that the study conducted here
differs from Eriksen and Einarsen’s (2004) study which examined the nursing pro-
fession in terms of the gendered organizational setting. According to this view,
research organizations are masculine, and women are in a minority even when
they are the majority in a field of work (Hearn, 2020).

The results of this study contradict the role congruity theory according to
which women experience more bullying than men as they advance in their (scien-
tific) careers. The gender gap in the incidence of bullying is found exclusively at
lower hierarchical levels and most prominently among doctoral candidates. One
possible interpretation of this result is that female researchers might encounter
a male-dominated culture in their institutes in which they may experience social
role conflicts more frequently than their male colleagues (see also Striebing on
work climate in this collection). Concrete, anecdotal examples of this elusive mas-
culine culture are provided by the studies of Gewinner and of Pantelmann and
Wilty in this collection.

Evidence for the social role theory can presumably above all be derived from
the interaction of age group and gender. Accordingly, the assumption that gender
roles in organizations lead to tangible inequalities in income or hierarchy with
increasing age is supported by the fact that the age group 60 years and older
shows a clear gender gap in bullying, whereas the age groups 30-44 years and
45-59 years do not. The fact that a gender gap in bullying was also found in the
youngest age group suggests a biographical approach for future studies of bully-
ing and gender discrimination in academia. Accordingly, it should be investigated
how the distribution of the individual bullying items, for example, of the Negative
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Acts Questionnaire or the Sexual Experience Questionnaire, varies between the
individual age groups and to what extent young women experience different forms
of bullying and discrimination than older women.

Concerning the general influence of nationality, the cultural distance theory
is not supported by the data. According to this theory, a greater cultural distance
would have led to a higher probability of self-categorization as bullied (Berg-
bom et al., 2015). However, no differences could be found here between affected
persons from European and non-European countries. It can be speculated that
different motivations and expectations between EU and non-EU researchers led
to a convergence of the results: it is conceivable that non-EU researchers might
generally be more tolerant of behavior at the workplace that appears inappropri-
ate according to European norms since they already operate in a cultural context
that they regard as foreign. In contrast, EU researchers might be more easily dis-
appointed in the sense of the relative deprivation theory since they do not expect
to be treated as “foreigners” within the European cultural area. Alternatively, it
can be speculated that researchers from abroad are united in a sense of social
uprootedness, regardless of the factual physical and cultural distance between
Germany and their country of origin.

Similarly, EU and non-EU researchers alike were found to have an increased
vulnerability to self-categorization as being bullied in the HSS. In the social sci-
ences and humanities section, language and institutions defined by language
(such as the legal system) play a prominent role, whereas scientific standardiza-
tion in the form of formulas and quantitative methodology is more specific to
CPTS and BMS. An obvious conjecture is that this salient role of language and
cultural contextuality more frequently leads to experiences of exclusion among
EU and non-EU researchers alike, and thus to a greater vulnerability to bullying.

The cultural distance theory is supported by the interaction of gender and
nationality: female researchers from a non-EU country state bullying experi-
ences considerably more often than their male colleagues from a non-EU coun-
try. However, the results concerning nationality and hierarchy are differentiated.
Among EU researchers, especially doctoral candidates and postdocs show a
higher tendency than Germans to categorize themselves as bullied, which again
could be explained within the framework of the relative deprivation theory as a
disappointment rather than an incomprehensible unequal treatment on the part
of EU researchers. In the case of non-EU researchers, on the other hand, the role
congruency theory seems more plausible, according to which leaders from a non-
EU country have to struggle more with recognition problems and early career
researchers have lower expectations of their social integration in the workplace.

Practical Implications

From a management perspective, the study conducted has relevant implications
for the development of target group-oriented prevention programs against bully-
ing or programs to promote professional behavior in the workplace. In principle,
it should be noted that anyone can be affected by bullying. However, organiza-
tional resources can be used more efficiently and effectively if they are applied
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according to need. In the scientific field of the Max Planck Society, the need for
anti-bullying measures in research organizations is greatest among female and
male non-EU doctoral candidates in the humanities and social sciences (calcu-
lated based on the parameter estimates in the Appendix) as every fourth person
in this group describes themselves as having been bullied."” In contrast, among
male German or non-EU doctoral candidates and postdocs in chemistry, physics,
and technology the demand for support measures is lowest.'® Among non-scien-
tific employees, the prevalence of bullying experiences is generally higher among
female employees, but peaks with men in Other services.'” Men between the ages
of 15 and 29 in the field of Technology and IT are the least likely to report having
been bullied.'®

The exemplary presentation of the minimum and maximum values of the
model estimation illustrates that the target groups of anti-bullying measures can
easily be over-simplified as neither are women more affected by bullying than men
nor are foreigners more affected than Germans. The study also points to the spe-
cial role of contextual conditions in the workplace and suggests that a sociode-
mographic group is more vulnerable to bullying when it is in a minority position
in the workplace and when the conditions in the workplace, which are shaped by
the majority, are exclusionary in their character.

Furthermore, from a practical perspective, the study can be used to legiti-
mize awareness-raising measures through training, workshops, or online courses.
The results of Kmec et al. (in this collection) indicate that there sometimes is
a variance not only in awareness but even in the ability of managers to recog-
nize misconduct in the workplace. The present study provides complementary
evidence of the “uneven distribution” of managers’ own experiences with social
misconduct in the workplace. This finding, which is not new, is once again sup-
ported here with concrete data. Depending on the contextual conditions, there
are “dominant” socio-demographic groups that experience their workplace as a
“safe space” without perhaps ever questioning this, and there are other groups
that are dependent on the empathy of this dominant group due to the hierarchical
relationships at the workplace.

Limitations

The data set used, and the study design enabled unprecedented quantitative
analyses of the interactions of demographic characteristics with contextual
factors of the (academic) workplace — but also have relevant limitations. The
results obtained in the binary logistic regressions conducted for researchers

Bp = 0.26, 95% CI: 0.15/0.41, SE = 0.067; P,;,, = 0.28, 95% CI: 0.16/0.45,

Female
SE =0.076
P onpe = 0.03,95% CI: 0.02/0.04, SE = 0.007; P, 11, pups = 0-03, 95% CI: 0.01/0.07,
SE = 0.013;P, = 0.03, 95% CI: 0.01/0.05, SE = 0.008; P, =0.03,

German Postdocs non-EU Postdocs

95% CI: 0.01/0.06, SE = 0.012.
7p =0.17, 95% CI: 0.12/0.24, SE = 0.030.
18p =0.04, 95% CI: 0.02/.09, SE = 0.017.
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and non-scientific staff were for the most part not robust according to con-
ventional standards. The significance values of the t-tests performed were — in
most cases — higher than the significance threshold corrected according to Bon-
ferroni and the confidence intervals of the conditional differences in the esti-
mated marginal means also included the null hypothesis in most cases. Thus,
the results can only be applied with great caution to research organizations
that are considered comparable to the Max Planck Society. In this context, as
has been shown, the Max Planck Society represents a very specific case within
Germany, if not worldwide, due to its pure research orientation in combina-
tion with strong excellence and hierarchy orientation. The data set used here is
treated as a full survey, which means that it provides definitive data for the case
of the Max Planck Society in terms of the specific time of the survey and the
specific response rate.

Another limitation lies in the exclusive measurement of bullying based on the
self-attribution of those affected. To be able to consider more complex constel-
lations of the predictors in detail, a more limited validity of the outcome was
accepted. It was presented that the respective operationalizations of bullying have
a substantial impact on the identified associations with demographic character-
istics (Salin and Hoel, 2013). There is still a research gap concerning whether
women tend to more frequently ascribe to self-attributions of bullying because
they are more sensitive than men, it is more acceptable for them to be vulnerable,
or whether a structural power imbalance is expressed here since men hold leader-
ship positions more often than women.

Research Opportunities

This work has opened new psychological and sociological research perspectives
that are sensitive to the academic contextual conditions within which gendered,
ethnicized, and age-specific interactions take place. Particularly exciting seem
to be the puzzles that have been raised regarding the interaction of gender and
nationality, and nationality and hierarchy: Why do women researchers with non-
EU nationality seem to feel significantly less comfortable in their German research
workplace than non-EU men? Why does the likelihood of bullying decrease for
researchers from other EU countries compared to their German colleagues as
they move up the hierarchy, while it increases for researchers from non-EU coun-
tries in leading positions?

Finally, this study points to the explanatory potential of relative depriva-
tion theory to better understand bullying conflicts in general and those with
discriminatory character in particular. In life and work, we draw self-esteem
from a wide variety of aspects of our identity. As we age, we sometimes expect
more respect from those around us, which we also do as we gain leadership
responsibility, as we gain work experience, and possibly because of our gender.
In organizations, such expectations can subtly clash, for example, in disputes
between older and more experienced non-scientific employees and early career
researchers. Such status conflicts can form structural starting points for bully-
ing conflicts.
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Appendix A

1. Test of Model Effects and Parameter Estimates of

Regression for Scientific Staff

Table Al. Test of Model Effects for Non-scientific Staff’s Self-ascription to
Occasional or More Frequent Bullying (Yes/No).

Source Type 111

Wald Chi-square df Sig.
(Intercept) 599.187 1 0.000
Gender 7.399 1 0.007
Nationality 5.419 2 0.067
Section 13.413 2 0.001
Position 2.608 3 0.456
Gender * Nationality 4.426 2 0.109
Gender * Position 1.372 3 0.712
Nationality * Position 13.452 6 0.036
Gender * Section 8.614 2 0.013
Nationality * Section 1.585 4 0.811
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2. Test of Model Effects and Parameter Estimates of

Regression for Non-Scientific Staff

Table A3. Test of Model Effects for Non-scientific Staff’s Self-ascription to
Occasional or More Frequent Bullying (Yes/No).

Source Type III

Wald Chi-Square df Sig.
(Intercept) 492.691 1 0.000
Age 10.536 3 0.015
Gender 2.930 1 0.087
Unit 2.856 2 0.240
Age * Gender 3.453 3 0.327
Gender * Unit 2.947 2 0.229




129

Workplace Bullying in Academia

I (ore0S)
$¥9°0 I TITo 6¥L0 POr'0—  S60€0  £¥1°0 (S901AI3S 19YIQ) U] 4 (S[EWR) JOPUSD)
£€60°0 I §T8'C LOT'T €60°0—  9I€€0 LSS0 (LI % £3ojouyda) yup 4 (S[ewa]) 1Ppusn
€€1°0 I 85T'C L6S'T 1120- 1190 €690 (oreWd]) J19pULD) 4 (19P[O PUE ()9) ATV
€65°0 I 987°0 LT9°0 85€°0— 11ST0  #€1°0 (erewdg) 19pueD 4 (4H-0¢) 98V
91T'0 I 8751 0181 0I¥'0—  €99S0  00L0 (orewo ) 10pusD 4 (67-61) 9BV

oocohwmom Aﬁoﬁ.&bmmswaﬁaﬁv HMQD
009°0 I vLT0 899°0 98¢°0— 8890  I¥I0 (8901A10S 10Y1Q) WU}
€ST°0 I 8€0°C 6110 6SL°0—  THTTO  0TE0- (LI 7 £3ojouyoay) yun
UARJIY (9[BN) 19pURD)
%20 I 9LE’T T61°0 €9L°0—  9E¥T0O0 98T 0- (oreUId ) J19pUSD)
UAIYIY (65—St) BV
$60°0 I 06L°C LOT'0 0PE'T—  T69E0  LI90O- (1opjo pue (9) By
990 I 9PE’1 951°0 609°0—  0S61'0  9TT0- (¥¥—0¢) 98V
0100 I 0859 88C0—  €SI'CT—  6SLFO  ITTI- (6T-61) 98V
0000 I 811°69 8I¢T-  I€I'C—  SLOTO  STL'I- 1deoryuy
arenbs-1yH
‘31 hi] PI®AA ddn MO
[eAruy

1S9, s1sayodAg UIPYUO)) PIeAr %S6 S q I)pwered
"(ON/soX) Suik[ing

juonbar 9IOJA 10 [BUOISLIO() 03 UoNdIIOSe-J[aS S, JJ€1S OYNUAIOS-UON J0J SIOJBWIIST ISNqOY YIAL SejewWIsy Iojoweled ‘$V 9[qeL



This page intentionally left blank



Chapter 4

Exploring Gender Aspects of
Self-Reported Bullying and
Sexual Discrimination

Clemens Striebing

Abstract

Purpose: Previous research identified a measurement gap in the individual
assessment of social misconduct in the workplace related to gender. This
gap implies that women respond to comparable self-reported acts of bul-
lying or sexual discrimination slightly more often than men with the self-
labeling as “bullied” or “sexually discriminated and/or harassed.” This study
tests this hypothesis for women and men in the scientific workplace and ex-
plores patterns of gender-related differences in self-reporting behavior.

Basic design: The hypotheses on the connection between gender and the thresh-
old for self-labeling as having been bullied or sexually discriminated against
were tested based on a sample from a large German research organization. The
sample includes 5,831 responses on bullying and 6,987 on sexual discrimination
(coverage of 24.5 resp. 29.4 percentage of all employees). Due to a large number
of cases and the associated high statistical power, this sample for the first time
allows a detailed analysis of the “gender-related measurement gap.” The re-
search questions formulated in this study were addressed using two hierarchical
regression models to predict the mean values of persons who self-labeled as hav-
ing been bullied or sexually discriminated against. The status of the respondents
as scientific or non-scientific employees was included as a control variable.

Results: According to a self-labeling approach, women reported both bul-
lying and sexual discrimination more frequently. This difference between
women and men disappeared for sexual discrimination when, in addition
to the gender of a person, self-reported behavioral items were considered
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in the prediction of self-labeling. For bullying, the difference between the
two genders remained even in this extended prediction. No statistically
significant relationship was found between the frequency of self-reported
items and the effect size of their interaction with gender for either bullying
or sexual discrimination. When comparing bullying and sexual discrimina-
tion, it should be emphasized that, on average, women report experiencing
a larger number of different behavioral items than men.

Interpretation and relevance: The results of the study support the current
state of research. However, they also show how volatile the measurement
instruments for bullying and sexual discrimination are. For example, the
gender-related measurement gap is considerably influenced by single items
in the Negative Acts Questionnaire and Sexual Experience Questionnaire.
The results suggest that women are generally more likely than men to
report having experienced bullying and sexual discrimination. While an
unexplained “gender gap” in the understanding of bullying was found for
bullying, this was not the case for sexual discrimination.

Keywords: Negative Acts Questionnaire (NAQ); Sexual Experiences
Questionnaire (SEQ); measurement bias; validity; gaslighting; victim
blaming; academia

According to the Current State of Research, ...

... the measurement of the prevalence of bullying and sexual discrimination
among women and men is considerably influenced by the specific measure-
ment instruments. Comparisons of self-labeling and behavioral inventory
measures widely used in surveys indicate that men have a slightly higher toler-
ance for workplace misconduct and apply a stricter definition when assessing
whether they would consider themselves to have been bullied or sexually dis-
criminated against. This measurement gap and its implications lie at the focus
of this study.

Current research leaves open the question of whether the measurement gap
is in fact merely the result of the different nature of various socio-psychologi-
cal measurement instruments or whether it is founded on manifest differences
between men and women. This question is relevant because in everyday work
in organizations, an organizational myth of women as “sensitive souls” is per-
petuated. According to this myth based on stereotypes, women are constructed
as sensitive individuals who react inappropriately strongly to even mild experi-
ences of workplace misconduct (Hinze, 2004). This organizational myth prob-
ably influences the willingness of women affected by workplace misconduct to
report it, and also how the management in an organization responds to cases
of conflict among employees, that is, whether known cases of bullying or sexual
discrimination are dealt with promptly and effectively. In this context, conscious
or unconscious victim blaming is a strategy to deny one’s own responsibility in a
conflict situation or, from the management’s perspective, to justify non-interven-
tion (Konovsky and Jaster, 1989).
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Furthermore, in academia, from whence the sample examined here derives,
there is a widespread tendency to refer to an affected person’s supposed weak-
nesses and thus to individualize what may be a structural problem (Burkinshaw
and White, 2017; Kelan, 2020). Symptoms include the slogan prominent in the
academic gender equality community, “Fix the system, not the women” (World
Economic Forum, 2020; Morrissey and Schmidt, 2008; Clayton, 2011). The slo-
gan expresses the sentiment that the low level of representation of women in sci-
entific leadership positions, and especially in STEM fields, cannot be solved by
measures aimed at changing the behavior of female scientists, but only by meas-
ures that improve the integrative capacity of research organizations with respect
to female professionals. In identity studies, “victim blaming” is especially encoun-
tered in a context where members of a majority group defend themselves against
claims or accusations made by members of a marginalized group by attempting
to devalue the credibility of this group. Another example is the increase in the
number of scholarly publications on “academic gaslighting.” The term gaslight-
ing refers to the manipulation of a person B by one or more person(s) A, whereby
A portrays B’s beliefs, opinions, or assessments regarding perceived social mis-
conduct as exaggerated, false, or completely baseless, which results in B not being
able to actively defend him- or herself against the misconduct (Rodrigues et al.,
2021; Abramson, 2014; Christensen and Evans-Murray, 2014; Grant, 2021).

This study examines the current state of research on women and men’s threshold
to understanding themselves as having been bullied or sexually discriminated against
in the research workplace. For this purpose, the largest survey sample on bullying
and sexual discrimination in a single research organization in the world to date was
used. The sample, which originates from the Max Planck Society in Germany, ena-
bles a detailed analysis of gender bias in measuring instruments for bullying and
sexual discrimination widely used in psychology and occupational science due to its
high number of cases and the associated high statistical power. Hierarchical linear
regressions were used to predict the mean values of persons who self-labeled as hav-
ing been bullied or sexually discriminated against and thus answer whether:

e there are differences between women and men in self-labeling as having been
bullied or having experienced sexual discrimination and/or harassment;

e a gender gap in self-labeling persists even when men and women report the
same behavioral items';

e women and men respond differently to the specific behavioral items regarding
self-labeling; and

o the gender-specific interaction effects of the behavioral items are related to the
frequency and severity of the items.

The results show whether and how the perception threshold for social miscon-
duct varies according to the male or female gender of scientific and non-scientific

"For example, withholding information, being insulted, being shouted at; as measured
by the Negative Acts Questionnaire-revised and the Sexual Experience Questionnaire-
DoD.
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employees. Thus, the article undertakes an empirically-based assessment of the
different conceptions of workplace misconduct between men and women.

Literature Review

In the following, the state of research on gender differences in workplace bullying
and sexual discrimination is presented. It is shown that the respective method of
measurement has a considerable influence on whether and to what extent gender
differences can be determined. The hypotheses of the study are presented and
the extent to which the study contributes to a deeper understanding of the meas-
urement gap is outlined. Finally, the contextual conditions of the survey sample
used here from a large German research organization, the Max Planck Society,
are discussed.

Gender and the Measurement Gap in Surveys on Bullying and Sexual
Discrimination

The current state of the research is first explained here with regard to sexual
discrimination and then concerning bullying. Previous studies on gender dif-
ferences in self-reported experiences of sexual discrimination in the workplace
paint a clear picture. According to these studies, women are affected by sexual
discrimination to a significantly greater extent than men (e.g., Steinporsdottir
et al., 2018; Vargas et al., 2020; Bondestam and Lundqvist, 2020; Australian
Human Rights Commission, 2017). One example is an analysis based on the
European Working Conditions Survey. The study included data from more than
60,000 employees from 33 countries and took into account several control vari-
ables such as occupational position, workplace gender ratio, or migration back-
ground. Sexual harassment was reported by 0.4% of men and 1.3% of women
while unwanted sexual attention was reported by 0.8% of men and 2.6% of
women (Reuter et al., 2020).

Bondestam and Lundqvist (2020) conducted a meta-study on sexual discrimi-
nation in higher education. After comparing the most-cited research papers, they
estimated the level of exposure to sexual harassment in higher education for
women at between 11% and 73% (median 49%) and for men at between 3% and
26% (median 15%).> The European Working Conditions Survey and Bondestam
and Lundqvist’s meta-study both concluded that — among others — precariously
employed individuals are more likely to experience sexual harassment.

In a study conducted on a representative sample of over 2,300 Norwegian
employees, Nielsen et al. (2010a) pointed out that the way the measurement and
data analyses are conducted can considerably influence the identification of gen-
der differences. This measurement gap is the subject of this paper.

Fundamentally, sexual discrimination and workplace bullying can be meas-
ured from the inside perspective on the part of those affected (e.g., using surveys,

The figures are not comparable with the results of the study by Reuter et al. (2020).
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diary-keeping, interviews, or focus groups) or from an outside perspective (e.g., using
observational methods, officially reported incidents or peer nominations) (Cowie
et al., 2002). Measurement by surveys usually involves a one-item self-labeling
approach (e.g., “Have you been subjected to bullying at your current workplace?”’)
or a whole battery of possibly experienced behaviors (Nielsen et al., 2010b).

In their studies, Nielsen et al. (2010a, 2010b) demonstrated that the measure-
ment approach applied in a survey significantly influences both general prevalence
rates and gender effects. Regarding sexual discrimination, they were able to show
that after evaluation of one-item-self-labeling and cluster analysis using data from
the query of a behavioral item battery, women are statistically significantly more
likely to self-report negative experiences at work than men. However, no statisti-
cally significant gender difference was found for the indicator of whether at least
one of the behaviors from the item battery was experienced within the six months
prior to the interview. Similar results were also obtained by Kriegh (2019) who,
in a master’s thesis using a sample of 295 undergraduate students, was able to
show that female students attribute a higher severity to almost all types of sexual
discrimination and harassment than male students. This finding also implies that
women tend to self-assess more strongly as having been sexually discriminated
against when the overall item score is the same as for men. The gender effect of
this measurement gap is even more striking and better researched for bullying.

In general, the results of studies investigating the influence of gender on self-
reported experiences of workplace bullying differ somewhat more. Salin and
Hoel (2013, p. 236) provided an overview of large-scale nationwide studies that
found no or statistically insignificant differences between the sexes (e.g., in the
UK, Belgium, Sweden, and Norway) and studies that did (e.g., Ireland, Finland,
Spain). In a representative study for Germany, Meschkutat et al. (2005) found
that women report experiencing workplace bullying more often than men.

Zapf et al. (2020, p. 112 f.) showed that although the proportion of women
among those reporting experiences of bullying at work clearly dominates in numer-
ous studies, this can often be attributed to an overrepresentation of women in the
underlying sample. They concluded that there appears to be little evidence that
women are more likely to experience bullying because of specific female socializa-
tion. Instead, contextual factors appear to play a considerable role and bullying
experiences seem to be linked to minority status in the sense of social identity
theory. Typical here would be that Steinporsdottir and Pétursdottir (2018) deter-
mined that women in the Icelandic police are more likely than men to self-report
acts of bullying. Using the opposite logic, Eriksen and Einarsen (2004) were able
to show a higher bullying prevalence of male assistant nurses. Striebing’s findings
(in this collection) on bullying experiences among the more than 20,000 scientific
and non-scientific employees of the Max Planck Society also point to the validity
of social identity theory and the relevance of minority status.’

*In his study, however, Striebing found that minority status seems to only be associ-
ated with a higher prevalence of bullying among women. This effect was not found
for men.
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In general, the gender effect in bullying, if it is detectable, is smaller than in
sexual discrimination. The smaller effect size could presumably be a factor in
why the gender effect is not detectable in studies of bullying with smaller samples
(e.g., Zabrodska and Kvéton, 2013; Dick and Rayner, 2012). Perhaps because of
the smaller effect size of gender on bullying, the measurement gap between the
one-item-self-labeling approach and behavioral item batteries appears to warrant
even more scholarly attention. Several studies have demonstrated that women
are more likely to label self-reported negative experiences at work as bullying
(Rosander et al., 2020; Salin and Hoel, 2013, p. 237; Salin, 2003; Johannsdottir
and Olafsson, 2004). Using a convenience sample of about 250 employees from
Spain and Costa Rica, Escartin et al. (2011) also highlighted different concep-
tions of bullying between men and women. While women emphasized emotional
abuse and professional discredit more strongly in their understanding of work-
place bullying, men emphasized abusive working conditions.

In their detailed study on the relationship of measuring bullying through
behavioral items versus self-labeling, Rosander et al. (2020) concluded that the
measurement gap in relation to gender effects may be a potential explanation for
the inconclusive and mixed results of previous research on bullying prevalence
by gender.

Previous research also examined the relationship between different approaches
to measuring workplace misconduct, health, and work-related outcomes for
respondents, differentiated according to gender. Rosander et al. (2020) deter-
mined that exposure to negative acts is equally associated with mental health
impairment in both genders, whereas self-labeling as having been bullied is only
associated with mental health impairment in men. Niedhammer et al. (2006)
examined the association between workplace bullying and depressive symptoms
in a sample of over 7,500 employees in France. Exposure to bullying was meas-
ured by an indicator that combined self-report and behavioral items. Accordingly,
men who reported having experienced bullying had significantly higher odds of
depressive symptoms than women. For women, the odds of having depressive
symptoms were slightly higher than for men if the person was exposed to and
observed bullying in the workplace.

In the case of sexual discrimination, it was shown that men react more strongly
to the specific items, especially in the case of strong forms such as sexual coer-
cion. For example, a study on experiences of sexual harassment in the U.S. Army
showed that self-reported experiences of sexual coercion had an impact on the
turnover intention of male soldiers only (Rosen and Martin, 1998). Nielsen et al.
(2010a) showed that exposure to sexual harassment had a stronger negative influ-
ence on job satisfaction and mental health problems in men than in women, using
a cluster analysis based on the behavioral items for the analysis.

In summary, in general, the “threshold” seems to be higher for men than for
women as to when an individual considers themselves bullied or sexually discrim-
inated against, and severe acts of sexual discrimination appear to have stronger
mental health and workplace integration consequences for men. Thus, previous
research suggests that a gender-related measurement gap exists between the sin-
gle-item approach and the behavioral item approach.
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Hypothesizing

This study aimed to take a deeper look at the gender-related measurement gap in
bullying and sexual discrimination. It was investigated which specific items men
and women tend to react to more often with a self-labeling as having been bul-
lied or sexually discriminated in comparison to each other and whether a pat-
tern is hidden behind these effects. For this purpose, a sample of a large German
research organization with several national and international institutes and facili-
ties and around 24,000 employees was used.

To be able to examine the measurement gap in more detail, it was necessary
to check whether it could also be identified in the data set used here. The first
question was whether the surveyed women self-identified as having experienced
bullying or sexual discrimination and/or harassment in the twelve months prior
to the survey more frequently than the men. As described above, due to mixed
research results it cannot be assumed in general that women self-label more often
than men, at least for bullying. However, under the context conditions of the
research workplace, a corresponding prediction can plausibly be derived based
on social identity theory and social role theory. The theoretical explanations are
elaborated in more detail in the other contributions of Striebing in this collec-
tion. In summary: women comprise the minority among the scientific employees
in the research organization studied and thus represent an out-group in the sense
of social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 2004). Although women make up the
majority among the non-scientific employees, due to the nature of the research
system and the governance of the research organization studied here, the non-
scientific employees are regularly in a relationship of subordination to the pre-
dominantly male and scientific institute management and in a service relationship
with the other scientific employees (Keashly, 2019). Furthermore, in the sense of
social role theory, the career and working conditions of the research system also
structurally sanction single parents and mothers in partnerships with a conven-
tional social role distribution. An evident expression of this is the “leaky pipeline”
concept (Zacharia et al., 2020).

HI. More women than men self-label as having experienced workplace
bullying and sexual discrimination.

In the next step, the question arises whether the predicted gender effect is still
present when controlling for the specific behavioral items. This means the behav-
ioral items measured for this study are included as control variables in the linear
regression equation for the relationship between gender and self-labeling. This
allows one to test whether women report self-labeling more often than men, even
when the values of the behavioral items are held constant. As already outlined,
previous research supports the assumption of a gender-related measurement gap.

Rosander et al. (2020) undertook a theoretical classification of the measure-
ment gap. (1) Within the framework of social role theory, it would be plausible
that men would be more reluctant to self-label as having been bullied or sexu-
ally discriminated against since they consider such social vulnerability to be
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incompatible with their image of masculinity (vice versa, a greater level of open-
ness could be attributed to women).* (2) Another explanation is derived from
social power theory. According to this, women are more frequently in a relation-
ship of subordination than men, which is linked to stronger feelings of vulner-
ability and stress when experiencing negative acts (Anderson and Berdahl, 2002;
Rosander et al., 2020). This assumption could also be applied to the research
organization studied here, as will be shown below. (3) Furthermore, it seems con-
ceivable that men and women are not “more sensitive” or “more tolerant” of
negative experiences at work, but simply have different conceptions of bullying
or sexual discrimination and tend to include different types of acts under this
(Escartin et al., 2011). Rosander et al. see this explanatory approach as consist-
ent with their findings. (4) A final explanation for a measurement gap — especially
regarding bullying — is that women, when they self-label themselves as having
been bullied, often implicitly include experiences of sexual discrimination, which,
however, are not queried in the behavioral item batteries.

H2. Even when controlling for the specific self-reported behaviors, women
are still more likely to self-label as having experienced bullying and sexual
discrimination at work.

As the third step, the view was followed that different conceptualizations
of bullying and sexual discrimination are decisive for the measurement gap
between men and women. For this purpose, the state of research on sexual dis-
crimination was also applied to bullying. Following Rosen and Martin (2009)
and Nielsen et al. (2010a), it was assumed that men react more often than
women with self-labeling to less frequent but more severe acts of bullying and
sexual discrimination. Here, the frequency of the examined behaviors is used as
an indicator for their “extra-ordinaryness” and severity.

H3. Women are more likely to respond with self-labeling to those behaviors
of workplace bullying and sexual discrimination that are more prevalent.

The theoretical explanation for this can be derived from social role theory and
is based on different typical gender roles internalized by men and women. On
average, men are socialized to be more competitive than women (Andersen et al.,
2013; Saccardo et al., 2018), which presumably results in a higher tolerance for
workplace aggression.

Furthermore, social power theory was also considered. It is conceivable that
one and the same item, such as “Being ordered to do work below your level of
competence” is framed differently for the average woman in the sample than for

“It should be noted that this image of masculinity can have just the opposite effect and
lead to men being more likely to describe themselves as having been bullied or sexually
discriminated against because of a sexist or homophobic attitude. Thus, men could con-
ceivably be quicker than women to perceive bullying behavior from a woman or sexual
comments from a woman or another man as inappropriate and a form of misbehavior.
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the men and is, therefore, more frequently assessed as bullying or sexual discrimi-
nation. The reason for this, according to social power theory, is that women are
on average more often in a position of subordination to men in the scientific
workplace (e.g., non-scientific staff that provide services for scientific staff, or a
female PhD with a male supervisor).

Context: The Case of the Max Planck Society

The data set used here was derived from an organization-wide online survey
among all scientific and non-scientific employees of the Max Planck Society
(MPQG). The survey was conducted from February 13 to March 13, 2019. Due
to the high number of cases (more than 9,000), the data set has high statistical
power as even with only small effects, the probability of a false negative error is
low. In addition, the respondents belong to a homogeneous context compared to
previous studies: the workplace in top-level research. As a result, the presented
results show a high degree of context specificity while making the gender effect
easily comparable, which means that the influences of different gendered indus-
tries, fields of activity, and other control variables are minimized.

With more than 23,600 employees, the MPG is one of the largest non-uni-
versity research organizations in Germany (Max-Planck-Gesellschaft [Max
Planck Society], 2020). It is organized in a decentralized manner and comprises
86 national and international research institutes and facilities from different dis-
ciplines, which are linked by a common umbrella organization (Max-Planck-
Gesellschaft [Max Planck Society], 2020).

The contextual conditions of the MPG are explained in detail in Striebing’s
contribution on work climate (in this collection) and are only briefly listed here
insofar as they are considered relevant to the present study:

e The MPG is a pure research organization and there is no teaching obligation
for its scientific employees. The significantly lower level of contact with stu-
dents in the MPG presumably influences the nature of bullying and sexual
discrimination. For example, those surveyed here are less likely to experience
“contra power harassment” (student incivility, bullying, and sexual attention
aimed at faculty) than scientists at universities (Lampman et al., 2009).

e The governance of the MPG has been characterized by the so-called Harnack
principle since the German imperial era (until the early twentieth century)
(Max-Planck-Gesellschaft [Max Planck Society], 2010). Among other things,
this leads to a pronounced hierarchical gradient. Institute directors are given
a high degree of financial planning security and freedom to shape the content
of their work. However, they also bear a great degree of responsibility for the
development and success of their institute. In some cases, the departure of
an institute director has led to a reorganization of the entire institute’s staff
(Leendertz, 2020).

Today, the proportion of men in the non-scientific area is 45% and in the
scientific area 68% (Max-Planck-Gesellschaft [Max Planck Society], 2020, p. 33).
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In the scientific area, the proportion of men increases with each hierarchical level
from 61% for doctoral candidates to 84% for W3 researchers (which is the high-
est academic rank in the German research system). In the non-scientific field, no
data are available on the distribution of gender across hierarchical levels (e.g.,
in many organizations, the secretariat or “anteroom’ still shows a strong gender
imbalance). However, a functional differentiation is recognizable. In the area of
“Technology” (often IT service), the proportion of men is 60% and in “Adminis-
tration” it is 32%.’

Since there are more men than women in the higher hierarchical research
positions and more women than men in the lower hierarchical positions, women
would be affected more frequently than men in the case of misconduct by supe-
riors toward subordinates. Service relationships, on the other hand, seem to be
gendered differently today (not only) in the MPG, as a male-dominated technol-
ogy sector has emerged alongside a female-dominated administrative sector.

Research Approach

The following section describes the data set used to investigate the hypotheses
formulated and the variables used. The analytical procedure is subsequently
explained.

Data

In the full survey on the work climate at the MPG, in addition to team climate,
an assessment of the superior, the work-life balance, the commitment to one’s
own research institute, and — in particular — experiences of bullying and sexual
discrimination at the workplace were queried. Both bullying and sexual discrimi-
nation were surveyed by a list of behavioral items and a general question for
self-labeling. The item lists were prefixed to the general assessment of whether
a person would describe themselves as having been bullied or sexually discrimi-
nated against.

The questionnaire for the online survey, which was largely based on previ-
ous English-language studies, was translated into German by a professional
translation agency, and both language versions were subjected to a pretest
and evaluated by a task force® set up by the MPG to check whether they were
formulated coherently and sensibly for all MPG employees. Subsequently, the

>The breakdown of work units in the annual report differs from the breakdown in the
survey. In the survey, a distinction was made between “Technology and IT,” “Other
Services” and “Administration.” Among the 3,113 relevant cases in the survey, the
proportions of men are markedly different from those in the annual report (Tech &
IT: 81%, Other services: 25%, Admin: 22%).

®This task force consisted of directors of the Max Planck Institutes as well as central
officers and employee representatives.
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German and English questionnaires were proofread by the translation agency
already involved.

More than half of the MPG employees participated in the online survey. After
data cleaning, evaluable questionnaires were available from 38% of the employees
(n = 9,078). The data set is described in more detail in Striebing’s contribution
on work climate (in this collection). For the analyses carried out here on bullying,
sufficient data were available in 5,831 cases and for sexual discrimination in 6,987
cases. This results in coverage of 24.5 resp. 29.4% of all employees.

Variables

The study investigated gender-related differences in self-reporting of bullying and
sexual discrimination. Table 17 shows the descriptive statistics of the two samples,
differentiated by the respective dependent variables.

The first dependent variable is the respondents’ self-assessment concerning
whether they have experienced workplace bullying in the 12 months prior to the
survey (M, ... = 0.083, SD = 0.276). For this binary variable, all those persons
were defined as “bullied” who indicated in the self-ascription to have been sub-
jected to bullying at least occasionally (or monthly, weekly, daily) in the sense of

Table 17. Descriptive Statistics of Dependent, Independent, and Control Vari-
ables in the Two Regression Models.

Bullying Sexual
Variable Name Category Discrimination
N Margin % N Margin %
Outcome
Self-ascription to No 5,345 91.7 6,732 96.4

occasional or more
frequent ... (yes/no)

Yes 486 8.3 255 3.6
Predictors
Gender Female 3,134 53.7 3,635 52.0

Male 2,697 46.3 3,352 48.0
Form of Non-scientific 2,492 42.7 3,187 45.6
employment staff

Scientific staff 3,339 57.3 3,800 54.4
Valid 5,831 64.2 6,987 77.0
Missing 3,247 35.8 2,091 23.0

Total 9,078 100 9,078 100
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the definition below (no = 0, yes = 1). The original item wording was modeled
after Nielsen et al. (2010b, p. 958) and reads as follows:

“Bullying” here denotes repeated and persistent negative behavior directed
toward one or several individuals, which creates a hostile work environment. The
targeted individuals have difficulty defending themselves; in other words, bully-
ing is not a conflict between parties of equal strength.

Have you been subjected to bullying at your current workplace at the Max
Planck Society during the last 12 months? (Never — Occasionally — Monthly —
Weekly — Daily)

The second dependent variable is the respondents’ self-assessment on whether
they had experienced sexual discrimination by colleagues or supervisors at work
in the year prior to the survey (M, . . =0.037,SD = 0.188). For this variable,
all those persons were coded as “sexually discriminated [against]” who indicated
having experienced sexual discrimination and/or harassment at least occasionally
(or monthly, weekly, daily) (no = 0, yes = 1). No distinction was made between
discrimination and harassment in the item wording.”

"In retrospect, the author does not consider it optimal that a formulation was used
for the self-labeling item that does not differentiate between sexual discrimination and
sexual harassment. Both are legally and sociologically different concepts, albeit with
considerable overlaps. In the process of formulating the questionnaire, the problem
was seen that respondents might apply a too narrow understanding of the term when
asked about experiences of sexual harassment, because sexual harassment is a crimi-
nal offence in the sense of the German Criminal Code. Such a narrow understanding,
it was feared, would not be compatible with the broader understanding of the term
as measured in the SEQ-DoD. To suggest to the respondents that the item is also
intended to capture broader experiences of sexism, the questioning of sexual harass-
ment and discrimination was combined into one item.

In the terminology of survey methodology, this created a “double barreled ques-
tion,” which ultimately no longer allows a clear distinction as to whether respondents
have had experiences of sexual discrimination or sexual harassment or both. More
effective alternatives would have been to formulate two single-item measures with ac-
companying definitions to measure sexual discrimination and harassment separately,
or just ask for experiences of sexual harassment alongside a definition, or, as Carr
et al. (2000) did, to query both constructs via a very compact index.

Nevertheless, the single-item-measures used here are compatible with the SEQ-
DoD. Especially within the SEQ-DoD subconstruct “sexist hostility,” the item battery
has intersections with the concepts of sexism and sexual discrimination.

Infact,intheself-labelingashavingexperienced sexual discriminationand/orharass-
ment measured here, on the one hand, a narrow understanding of the term seems to have
prevailed. Anindicatorfor thisisthelow prevalence of self-labeling of 3.7%in thesample
(Appendix 2). In comparison, the more discrimination-related item “.... treated
you differently because of your gender?” of the SEQ-DoD has a significantly high-
er prevalence of 18.9% in the sample. At the same time, self-labeling seems to be
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Please select the appropriate answer.

While working at the Max Planck Society, have you at any point during the last
12 months experienced any behavior that you would call “sexual harassment
and/or discrimination”? (Never — Occasionally — Monthly — Weekly — Daily)

A substantial difference between the concepts of bullying and sexual discrimi-
nation conveyed by the item wording is that in the case of sexual discrimina-
tion, respondents were explicitly asked to also count one-time experiences (“[...]
have you experienced [...] any behavior [...]”) whereas, in the case of bullying,
the restriction was that only “repeated and persistent” experiences are to be
taken into account. Such differentiation is anchored in both social science and
(German) legal conceptual understandings.

The independent variables of the equation for estimating the self-labeling as
having been bullied are the gender of the respondents, whether they are non-
scientific or scientific employees, and a total of 22 behavioral items from the
Negative Acts Questionnaire revised (NAQ-rev). The items from the NAQ-rev
were taken from Einarsen et al. (2009) and adapted based on pretesting and the
feedback from the MPG task force (Table 18). All independent variables were
binary coded. In the case of gender (male = 0, female = 1), the questionnaire
did not explicitly ask for a third gender.® The main reason for this was due to
data protection considerations. As a result of the small number of non-binary
cases anticipated, it would have been very easy to identify individuals within
the MPG in combination with other variables such as their section or hierar-
chical level.’

characterized by experiences of discrimination as well as harassment. The regression
parameters of model 2 in Appendix 4 indicate that the item “... put you down or
was/were condescending to you because of your gender?” and the items more related
to sexual harassment “... made unwanted attempts to stroke, fondle, or kiss you?”
and “... implied that you would be promoted faster or given better treatment or be
otherwise rewarded if you engage in sexual behavior?” correlate most strongly with
positive self-labeling.

As a result, the mixing of sexual discrimination in the questionnaire design at that
time is a limitation of this study but does not categorically imply its invalidity com-
pared to other studies that asked about sexual harassment via a single item without
mixing it with sexual discrimination.
¥Specifically, the response option “No answer/Other gender” was offered.

The research team and task force were thus faced with the consideration of survey-
ing a third gender and, in return, dispensing with a whole series of other sociodemo-
graphic data deemed essential, or querying gender in a binary manner and mixing
an alternative gender with the category “Not specified.” The decision in favor of the
second option, which was made after lengthy consideration, allowed people who feel
they belong to a different gender to have a response option while still preserving data
protection. The author is aware that this is a pragmatic solution, but not an ideal one.
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For the control variable “Scientific or non-scientific staff,” non-scientific
employees were coded 0, and scientific employees were coded 1. The variable
was taken into account because the gender ratios vary substantially between
the scientific and non-scientific fields. The items of the NAQ-rev were coded 0
if a person indicated that they had “never” experienced the specific behavior
in the 12 months prior to the survey. The items were each coded 1 if a person
reported experiencing them occasionally, monthly, weekly, or daily in the past
year. The Cronbach’s alpha of the 22 binary NAQ-rev items is 0.889 (n =
6,676)."°

Based on the binary variables listed, the binary variables for the interaction
of gender and the bullying items, which are the focus of this study, were devel-
oped. A value of 0 for the interaction variable “Female*[Someone withholding
information, which affects your performance]” thus represents either a male
who reported to have never, occassionally, or more often experienced this bul-
lying item or a female who reported to have not experienced this item. A value
of 1 represents a female who confirmed having experienced the item in question
at least occasionally. In addition, to control for the scientific or non-scientific
work focus of an employee, the regression model also includes the interaction
of the variable “Scientific or non-scientific staff” with the bullying items coded
in the same form.

The equation used to estimate the average proportion of people who classify
themselves as having been sexually discriminated against or harassed includes the
same independent variables. However, 15 items were used here that were taken
from the short version of the Sexual Experience Questionnaire-DoD (SEQ-DoD
short) according to Stark et al. (2002) (Table 19). The Cronbach’s alpha of the
binary SEQ-DoD items is 0.751 (n = 8,018).

The descriptive statistics of the variables in the equation estimating the aver-
age self-labeling as having been bullied are provided in Appendix 1, and those for
sexual discrimination are in Appendix 2. For an overview of the descriptive dis-
tribution of the analyzed behavioral and self-labeling items by gender and status
as scientific or non-scientific, see Schraudner et al. (2019).

To check the robustness of the results, further regression models were run to
see whether the significance values and confidence intervals of the interaction of
gender with the bullying items changed. The tests performed are summarized in
the Robustness section in Appendix 5.

"“Different approaches can be found in research on the question of which response
values should mark the cut-off in order to assess a person as being bullied and/or sex-
ually discriminated against based on their self-assessment. The different cut-offs (e.g.,
Leymann criterion, Mikkelsen/Einarsen criterion) and calculation techniques (addi-
tive or by latent class analysis) and their implications for the resulting prevalence rates
based on the sample used here are described in detail in Schraudner et al. (2019, p. 60,
71 f). It is noteworthy that different calculation techniques leading to comparably high
prevalence rates show only a partial overlap in the relevant cases.
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Methods

To test the study hypotheses, two hierarchical regression models were constructed,
with each estimating the mean values of MPG employees who self-labeled as hav-
ing been bullied or sexually discriminated against.

All variables included in the regression models were transformed into binary
variables. The main reason for this was to achieve better interpretability of the
regression parameters.'! Moreover, with respect to the ordinal baseline variables
of the bullying and sexual discrimination items, there was not always a consistent
linear relationship to the respective dependent variables.

Since the two dependent variables are binary, a binary logistic regression
would be logical as this has the highest estimation accuracy for binary dependent
variables. However, since the focus of this study was on the regression parameters
of the tested models and in particular on the interactions of the bullying and
sexual discrimination items with the gender of the respondents, linear regression
equations were set up. As a result, a lower estimation precision was accepted while
providing greater sensitivity in identifying interaction effects and more interpret-
able interaction effects (Best and Wolf, 2010). Unlike binary logistic regression,
the parameters of the interactions in the linear model can also be used as a meas-
ure of effect size. By using linear regressions, the values of the interaction effect
patterns shown in Figs. 6 and 8 can be meaningfully interpreted. At the same
time, however, the implications of logistic models for the hypotheses tested were
considered in the robustness tests for this study (Annex 5).

The two hierarchical regression models tested have a four-stage structure,
which is explained here based on the bullying overall model:

Model 1: Yaunying = B0+ Bremate T Bscientist T €

In the first model, the average proportion of MPG employees who describe
themselves as having been bullied is estimated depending on gender and scientific
or non-scientific activity. Based on its regression parameters, the model allows the
evaluation of HI, namely that women generally report having experienced bully-
ing at work more often than men.

MOdel 2 : YBullying = ﬂ() + ﬂFemale + ﬁSciemist =+ /GNAQ-ilem 1 + .t BNAQ-item 22 +e

In the second model, the binary items of the adjusted NAQ-rev and the SEQ-
DoD are also included in the equation. The regression parameters of the second

A typical interpretation using ordinal variable scaling would be: With each addi-
tional level on the Likert scale on which item xy is based, the average proportion of
people who describe themselves as bullied increases by 4 percentage points. A typical
interpretation with binary variable scaling is: the self-reported experience of item xy
leads to an average increase of 12 percentage points in the proportion of respondents
who describe themselves as bullied.
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model enable the evaluation of H2 according to which women, on average, still
label themselves as having been bullied or sexually discriminated against more often
than men, even when considering the specific behaviors, they report experiencing.

MOdel 3 : YBullying = ﬁo + ﬁchalc + ﬂSCiCnIiSI + ﬂNAQ-itcm 1 +.ot ﬂNAQ-ilcm 1*Female +...

+ ﬁNAQ-item 22#Female T €

The third model also includes the interaction variables of the behavioral items
with the gender of the respondents. The model thus enables the identification
of items that, depending on the gender of the respondent, contribute to varying
degrees to the respondents self-labeling themselves as having been bullied or sexu-
ally discriminated against.

MOdEI 4 : YBullying = ﬁ(} + ﬁFemale + ﬁ&:iemist + ﬁNAQ-item 1 +..

+ ﬁNAQ-itcm 1*Female + tee + ﬁNAQ-ilcm 1*Scientist + ﬁNAQ—itcm 22*Scientist + €

In model 4, to control the gender interaction, the interaction variables between
scientific or non-scientific employment and the behavioral items were also
included. The regression parameters of model 4 were used to analyze the size of
the interaction effects between gender and the individual NAQ items.

To assess H3, a new data set was built based on the gender-related interaction
effects identified in the model. First, the data set includes the variable “bully-
ing interaction effects.” The values of this variable correspond to the regression
parameters of the 22 interaction effects of gender and the NAQ items from model
4 in Appendix 3 (M = —0.002, SD = 0.059, Max. = 0.069, Min. = —-0.216, n =
22). Secondly, the variable “bullying item frequency” was created. The frequency
variable (M = 0.205, SD = 0.140, Max. = 0.562, Min. = 0.007, n = 22) indi-
cates the relative frequency of a bullying item in the sample according to the
descriptive statistics in Appendix 1. Thirdly, to operationalize severity, a variable
was created using the regression parameters reported in model 2 for the indi-
vidual bullying items (M = 0.045, SD = 0.050, Max. = 0.154, Min. = —0.016,
n = 22). These parameters can be considered as indicators for the severity of
an item, as they display the average contribution of the respective items to the
self-assessment as having been bullied. The three variables, interaction effects (M
= 0.021, SD = 0.248, Max. = 0.598, Min. = —0.562, n = 15), frequency (M =
0.039, SD = 0.048, Max = 0.189, Min. = 0.001, n = 15), and severity (M = 0.093,
SD = 0.096, Max. = 0.365, Min. = —0.032, n = 15), were also calculated for
sexual discrimination.

The newly built interaction variable was used as an outcome in two linear
regression models for bullying and sexual discrimination with the predictor “item
frequency” to test whether there is a statistically significant relationship between
the direction and strength of the gender-related interaction effects and the fre-
quency of a respective item. In addition, Pearson’s  was used to check whether
the frequency of the items was also related to their “severity.”
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The data set of scientific and non-scientific employees of the MPG used here
is the result of an organization-wide full survey. This means that the evalua-
tion results are valid under the specific contextual conditions of the MPG as a
decentrally organized and nationally and internationally active institution ori-
ented toward basic research without teaching operations. Statements about the
generalizability of the study results beyond this specific context should there-
fore not be made on the basis of the data set. Although they were given for all
estimated regression parameters, the confidence intervals of the effect sizes and
p-values are only of secondary interest due to the absolute validity of the results
for the MPG and their lack of generalizability.

All analyses were performed using SPSS 26. The syntax of the tests and the SPSS
output of the regressions reported here, as well as other robustness tests, can be
viewed in the online appendix.'> The regression tables in the Appendix also include
the collinearity statistics used to check the predictors of the regression equations for
multicollinearity. The maximum variance influence factor (VIF) of the four bullying
equations is 7.289 and thus can be considered non-critical. The maximum VIF of
the four sexual discrimination equations is 44.991. Overall, 10 of 97 predictors of
the four-stage hierarchical model for sexual discrimination show a critical VIF equal
to or greater than 10. The test revealed high correlations (20.9) between individual
items of the SEQ-DoD and their respective interaction variables. The correlations
thus always resulted when there was a particularly pronounced interaction effect
of, for example, gender and an item. The increased VIF values can be considered
unproblematic precisely because they were found exclusively between interactions
and the corresponding independent variables. In such cases, there is no multicol-
linearity problem in the sense of inflation of the standard errors and the interaction
effects can be interpreted without further adjustments (Disatnik and Sivan, 2016).

Results

In the following, the model summaries for bullying and sexual discrimination
are explained. The hypothesis tests that were conducted to evaluate H/-H3 and
further evaluations to enrich the interpretation of the hypotheses are also subse-
quently reported.

Bullying

Table 20 presents the statistics estimating the explanatory power of the four
regression models tested. Equation 1, which includes only gender and a scien-
tific or non-scientific type of job, explains only 0.6% (R?) of the variance in self-
labeling as having been bullied at work. The R that is, the explanatory power
of the regression equation, increases markedly by 39.5 percentage points with
the addition of the NAQ-rev items in model 2. Adding the interaction effect of
gender and the NAQ-rev items in model 3 improves the model quality statistically

The online appendix can be accessed at: https:/github.com/clemensstriebing/
diversity_and_discrimination_in_RPOs.
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significantly by another 1.2 percentage points."> Model 4, which also takes into
account the interaction of the variable scientist/non-scientist with the bullying
items, again shows a statistically significant 1.1 percentage points higher R> while
model 4 explains 42.4% of the variance of the dependent variable.

The first question that was addressed was whether the women in the data set
self-label as having been bullied more often than men (H/). According to model
1, women are on average 3 percentage points more likely to self-label as having
been bullied (95% CI: 0.016/0.045, SE = 0.007, p = 0.000)."*

Secondly, there was the question of whether this gender effect is still pre-
sent when the individual items of the NAQ-rev are included in the regression
model (H2). In model 2, the average proportion of women who rate themselves
as having been bullied is 1.7 percentage points higher than that of men (95% CI:
0.006/0.028, SE = 0.006, p = 0.003). The effect is statistically significant. The dif-
ference between the gender effects in models 1 and 2 is 1.3 percentage points (95%
CI: —0.005/0.031, SE = 0.009, p = 0.159)."

In the following, a closer look is taken at the specific interaction effects
between gender and the NAQ-rev items. It is questionable whether women react
to all the individual items with self-labeling as having been bullied more often
than men in general or whether men and women react very specifically toward
the single items. Fig. 6 shows the interaction effects between gender and bullying
items (the parameters from model 4 are applied, which also controls for interac-
tion effects of scientific and non-scientific employees). The individual bullying
items are divided into work-related, person-related, and physically intimidating
items based on their theoretical classification.

In general, Fig. 6 shows that the strength of the interaction effects increases
from the work-related to the person-related to the physically intimidating items.
Partial patterns can be found, for example, women who self-identified as having
experienced bullying at work also stated more frequently that they had experienced

BAs the threshold for assessing statistical significance, o = 0.05 was set for all con-
ducted tests.

“The conditional estimated marginal mean of male researchers in the sample who
describe themselves as bullied is 6%. The average of female researchers in the sample
who describe themselves as bullied is 9%. In the estimate for non-scientific employees,
around 2 percentage points each are to be added for men and women, resulting in
values of 8 and 11%, respectively.

5The following formula was used to manually calculate the difference of difference
tests (Paternoster et al., 1998):

2= (B, = BIN(SE S’ + (SE,))).
The p-value was calculated using the following formula (Altman and Bland, 2011):
p=exp(=0.717%z — 0.416*2%).
Standard errors were calculated with the formula in Altman and Bland (2011):

SE = Estimate/z.
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Fig. 6. Regression Coefficients of the Interaction Effects of the NAQ-rev
Items with Gender, Related to the Self-ascription to Having Been Bullied
Occasionally or More Frequently (Yes/No), Model 4. 95% Confidence Interval.
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criticism of their work that was perceived as unjustified (see the items: “Having
unjustified allegations made against you” (13), “Unjustified persistent criticism of
your errors or mistakes” (17), and “Unfair repeated reminders of your errors or
mistakes” (18)). In part, however, interaction effects can also be found that at first
glance appear to be contradictory. For example, women who considered them-
selves as having been bullied more often stated that they were ignored or excluded.
For men, on the other hand, the self-reported experience of “Being ignored or
facing a hostile reaction when you approach a coworker or group of coworkers”
reacts more strongly with the self-assessment as having been bullied.

In general, men seem to self-label as being bullied more often when they report
experiencing situations that measure immediate aggression (“Being the subject of
excessive teasing and sarcasm” (16), “Being ignored or facing a hostile reaction
when you approach a coworker or group of coworkers” (19), “Being shouted at or
being the target of spontaneous anger” (20), and “Threats of violence or physical
abuse, or actual abuse” (22)).

It is questionable whether a pattern in the sense of H3 can be identified behind
the interaction effects of gender and the individual items. Fig. 7 shows that par-
ticularly those bullying items occur frequently in the sample to which women
react somewhat more frequently with the self-labeling of having been bullied. Or
the other way round: men on average react more frequently with the self-labeling
as having been bullied to those items that occur less frequently in the sample. The
dots represent the individual items of the NAQ-rev. The ordinate axis represents
the calculated interaction effects between gender and the individual items (as
shown in Fig. 6). The abscissa axis indicates the relative frequency of the respec-
tive items in the sample (see Appendix 1).

The pattern found is very weak. In view of the small effect size and the p-value,
it cannot be claimed that men tend to respond more frequently than women to
less frequent bullying items with the selflabeling as having been bullied. The
estimated regression line starts at the constant —0.019 (95% CI : —0.067/0.028,
SE = 0.023, p = 0.408) and runs with a slope of 0.082 (95% CI : -0.110/0.274,
SE =0.092, p =0.382). The effect sizes of the NAQ-rev items in model 2 (Appendix
3) as a measure of the severity of an item are statistically significantly negatively
related to the frequency of the items (#(20) = —0.739, p = 0.000). Subsequently,
the most frequent items in Fig. 7 also tend to be those that have a smaller effect
on self-attribution as having been bullied.

Table 21 shows the relationship between the men and women surveyed who
describe themselves as having been bullied and the other person or persons involved.
The table does not reveal any considerable differences in terms of distribution
between men and women. The very weak differences imply that the men in ques-
tion reported bullying by their immediate superior slightly more often, whereas the
women in the sample indicated experiencing “cross-hierarchical” bullying by multi-
ple parties slightly more often. Furthermore, women on average also reported expe-
riencing a higher number of different specific bullyingitems thanmen (M, =4.312,
M =4.746, M, — M = —0.424, 95% CI : —=0.657/-0.190, SE = 0.119,

women n women

p = 0.000).
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Fig. 7. Positioning of the NAQ-rev Items According to Their Descriptive
Mean Values (Their Relative Frequency) and Their Parameter Estimates for
the Interaction With Gender (Taken From Model 4).

Table 21. Statements by Individuals Who Stated They Had Experienced
Bullying in the 12 Months Prior to the Survey, Categorizing the People From
Whom the Bullying Originated, Differentiated by Gender.

Relationship to Other Male Female Total
Persons Involved
Immediate superior Count 40 41 81
% Within gender 20.70 15.60 17.80
Other superior Count 15 21 36
% Within gender 7.80 8.00 7.90
Fellow group member Count 40 57 97
% Within gender 20.70 21.70 21.30
Other colleague Count 20 28 48
% Within gender 10.40 10.60 10.50
Multiple parties Count 78 116 194
% Within gender 40.40 44.10 42.50
Total Count 193 263 456

% Within gender 100.00 100.00 100.00

Sexual Discrimination

An overview of the summary statistics of the four equations tested for calculating
the average proportion of MPG employees who consider themselves as having
experienced sexual discrimination and/or harassment can be found in Table 22.
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According to this, gender and the status as a scientific or non-scientific employee
explain 1.2% of the variance (R?) of the dependent variable. When also consider-
ing the items of the SEQ-DoD in model 2, the R* increases by 24.7 percentage
points. Including the interaction effect of gender and the items of specific acts of
sexual discrimination increases the proportion of variance explained by an addi-
tional statistically significant 2 percentage points. In model 4, which also accounts
for the interaction of the SEQ-DoD items with status as non-scientifically or sci-
entifically employed, R? also increases statistically significantly by an additional
1.3 percentage points to 29.3%.

H]I was first tested to determine whether women are generally more likely than
men to self-label as having experienced sexual discrimination. The average pro-
portion of female MPG employees who consider themselves to have experienced
sexual discrimination is 4 percentage points higher than the proportion of male
employees (95% CI: 0.031/0.049, SE = 0.005, p = 0.000)."°

Contrary to H2, this gender effect disappears in model 2, which also consid-
ers the individual items of the SEQ-DoD (# = 0.000, 95% CI: —0.008/0.008,
SE = 0.004, p = 0.960). The gender effect in model 1 and the gender non-effect
of model 2 accordingly show a statistically significant difference to each other.

With the falsification of H2, H3 also lacks its basis as it was predicted that
women would respond more strongly than men to the items of the SEQ-DoD that
occur more frequently in the sample with the self-labeling as having experienced
behaviors of sexual discrimination and/or harassment. Fig. 8 shows the interac-
tion effects of gender and the items measuring sexual discrimination. The items
were grouped based on their theoretical classification as sexist hostility, sexual
hostility, unwanted sexual attention, and sexual coercion.

Considering the interaction plot of Fig. 8, in the category “sexual coercion,” gen-
der has a considerably greater influence on the extent to which the respective items
contribute to the self-labeling as having been sexually discriminated against than in
the other types of sexual discrimination. Partial patterns in the interaction effects
of sexual discrimination are also apparent. For example, female employees more
frequently react with self-labeling on sexist remarks, sayings and materials more
critically (“... made personally offensive sexist remarks” (3), “... repeatedly told
sexual stories or jokes that were offensive to you?” (5), and “... displayed, used, or
distributed sexist or sexually suggestive materials?” (2)). Males, on the other hand,
tended to respond somewhat more frequently with self-labeling to more abstract
sexist hostility (“... put you down or was/were condescending to you because of
your gender?” (4) and “... treated you differently because of your gender?” (1)).
Some interactions also seem somewhat contradictory, such as when women more
frequently react to unwanted attempts to establish a romantic or sexual relationship
(9) with a self-labeling as having been sexually discriminated against, while men
react more often with the same self-labeling in response to repeated and already

For sexual discrimination, the conditional estimated marginal mean is 3% for male
researchers and 7% for female researchers. For non-scientifically employed men it is
0% and for women 4%.



Sexist hostility

1. Female*[... treated you differently because of your
gender?]

2. Female*[... displayed, used, or distributed sexist or
sexually suggestive materials?]

3. Female*[... made personally offensive sexist
remarks?]

4. Female*[... put you down or was/were
condescending to you because of your gender?]
Sexual hostility

5. Female*[... repeatedly told sexual stories or jokes
that were offensive to you?]

6. Female*[... made unwelcome attempts to draw you
into a discussion of sexual matters?]

7. Female*[... made offensive remarks about your
appearance, body, or sexual activities?]

8. Female*[... made gestures or used body language
of a sexual nature which embarrassed or offended...

Unwanted sexual attention

9. Female*[... made unwanted attempts to establish a
romantic or sexual relationship with you?]

10. Female*[... continued to ask you out on dates
(drinks, dinner, etc.), even though you said “No”?]

11. Female*[... touched you in a way that made you
feel uncomfortable?]

12. Female*[... made unwanted attempts to stroke,
fondle, or kiss you?]

Sexual coercion

13. Female*[... made you feel threatened with some
sort of retaliation for not being sexually cooperative?]
14. Female*[... treated you badly for refusing to have
sex?]

15. Female*[... implied that you would be promoted
faster or given better treatment or be otherwise...
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Fig. 8. Regression Coefficients of the Interaction Effects of the SEQ-DoD
Items With Gender, Related to the Self-ascription of Having Experienced
Sexual Discrimination and/or Harassment, Occasionally or More Frequently

(Yes/No), Model 4.

denied requests for dates (10). The surveyed men and women thus react in a com-

parable way to unwanted attempts to

initiate contact and relationships, whereby

men react more frequently to the first steps toward initiating contact — dating — by
self-labeling themselves as having experienced sexual discrimination.

Fig. 9 visualizes the effect size distribution by item frequency as described
above for bullying. The calculated regression line has the constant 0.033 (95% CI:



158  Clemens Striebing

0.60 O 13
0.50
0.40
030 O 14
0.20

0.10
03 60 2
0.00 O—t— e e e

-0.20 O 12

-0.30
-0.40

Y: Parameter estimates of gender and SEQ-
DoD items interaction (effect sizes)

0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2
X: Mean values of SEQ-DoD items (relative item frequency)
O Items of the SEQ (DoD) ~ e=eeeee- Linear (Items of the SEQ (DoD))
Fig. 9. Positioning of the SEQ-DoD Short Items According to Their Descrip-

tive Mean Values (Their Relative Frequency) and Their Parameter Estimates for
the Interaction With Gender (Taken from Model 4).

—0.155/0.221, SE = 0.087, p = 0.711) and runs with the parameter —0.317 (95%
CI: —3.429/2.794, SE = 1.440, p = 0.829). The individual items of the SEQ-DoD
short for the most part appear only rarely in the sample studied. The factual
gender differences in the individual items thus have no clear implications for the
correlation between the items and the self-rating as having been sexually discrimi-
nated against.

Table 23 shows the hierarchical relationship between persons who perceive
themselves as having been sexually discriminated against or harassed at work
and the other persons involved. The women surveyed did not report experiencing
sexual discrimination by immediate or other superiors less or more often than the
men. A clearer difference can be seen in the role of other colleagues, as the data
implies that they are considerably more frequently involved in cases of sexual
discrimination against women than against men.

However women report experiencing, on average, more than twice as many

different items in the workplace than men M, =032, M =084, M -
M. .. =—0.499,95% CI: —0.562/-0.437, SE = 0.032, p = 0.000).
Interpretation

The results of the hypothesis tests conducted are summarized in Table 22. For
persons who self-labeled as having been bullied or as sexually discriminated
against, the predicted gender effect is supported by the analyses. However, the
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Table 23. Statements by Individuals Who Stated They Had Experienced
Sexual Discrimination and/or Harassment in the 12 Months Prior to the Survey,
Categorizing the People From Whom the Bullying Originated, Differentiated by
Gender.

Relationship to other Male Female Total
Persons Involved
Immediate superior Count 11 24 35
% Within gender 18.6 12.8 14.2
Other superior Count 3 19 22
% Within gender 5.1 10.1 8.9
Fellow group member Count 12 29 41
% Within gender 20.3 15.4 16.6
Other colleague Count 14 64 78
% Within gender 23.7 34.0 31.6
Multiple parties Count 19 52 71
% Within gender 322 27.7 28.7
Total Count 59 188 247
% Within gender 100.0 100.0 100.0

gender-related measurement gap predicted in H2 between the measurement
of social misconduct based on behavioral items and based on the self-labeling
approach, could only be determined for bullying. However, H3 is not supported
for bullying. The patterns that are shown in Figs. 6 and 8 indicate that the indi-
vidual items are associated with self-labeling to a varying degree for men and
women. Neither in the case of bullying nor in that of sexual discrimination a
statistically significant correlation was found between the gender-related interac-
tion effects of the individual items and the frequency of their occurrence in the
sample.

The model summary statistics (Tables 20 and 22) show that for both bullying
and sexual discrimination, gender can only explain a very small fraction of the
variance between respondents concerning self-labeling and that the specific pres-
ence of the self-reported behavioral items is much more relevant.

For the theoretical implications of this study presented below, it is also
relevant that women on average mentioned experiencing statistically signifi-
cantly more different behavioral items of bullying or sexual discrimination,
and that women in the sample did not report experiencing bullying or sexual
discrimination by supervisors more often, that is, in the context of a subordi-
nate relationship.
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Robustness

To assess the robustness of the results, it was checked whether:

a) calculating with binary logistic regression models would have different implica-
tions for the hypotheses tested here;

b) calculating with a sum index instead of the individual items would have other
implications for the hypotheses tested here;

c) effect directions and statistical significance of the interaction effects from
model 4 (Figs. 6 and 8) differed from those of model 3;

d) the results differ with a rescaling of the dependent variable;

e) model 4 reacts sensitively to the inclusion of control variables; and

f) gender as the moderation variable might be confounded by other variables.

The results of the robustness checks are described in more detail in Appendix
5 and all calculations can be found in the online appendix. In summary, almost
all robustness checks came to the same results regarding H/—-H3 for bullying and
sexual discrimination.

If a sum index had been used instead of the individual behavioral items (see
Appendix 5b), the result for H2 for sexual discrimination would have different
implications: a sum index would have displayed a gender-related measurement
gap. In this study, the behavioral items were preferred, since they depict individual
experiences that might be perceived as sexual discrimination in more detail than
a summation of them. Especially since calculating with the individual items is the
prerequisite for testing H3 in the first place and is thus the theoretical focus of
this paper.

Rescaling the dependent variable also has important implications for the
results of the study (see Appendix 5d). If only cases of persons who reported
having experienced bullying or sexual discrimination at least monthly were
coded with “1,” the corresponding number of cases of self-labeled persons in
the sample would be greatly reduced. In the case of bullying, the measurement
gap would disappear and thus H2 would have to be falsified. In the case of
sexual discrimination, the gender gap itself would disappear and HI would have
to be falsified.

The researcher thus faces the challenge of choosing a scaling that is not
unjustifiably sweeping and not overly precise (assuming, e.g., linear relationships
between each item of the NAQ-rev and the SEQ-DoD short). This paper consid-
ers a scaling of whether, in principle, there was a specific experience of social
misconduct in the workplace in the 12 months prior to the survey to be most
appropriate.

Conclusions

In the concluding remarks, the theoretical and practical implications of the find-
ings are discussed, limitations of the work are presented, and suggestions for fur-
ther research are made.
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Theoretical Implications

First and foremost, the present study joins the canon of those who support
the predictions of social identity and social role theory based on empirical
evidence on the marginalization of women in the research system. It could be
shown that women in the Max Planck Society statistically significantly more
frequently reported having been bullied and sexually discriminated against than
men. This observation also holds true when considering the fact that women
are more strongly represented among the non-scientific staff than among the
scientific staff.

The validation of H2 for bullying supports the theoretical considerations of
Escartin et al. (2011) and Rosander et al. (2020) about different conceptions of
bullying between men and women. According to the idea of “gendered concep-
tions,” which is only one possible approach to explain H2 women and men inter-
pret the individual bullying items differently and have different understandings
of “being bullied.”'” However, the hypothetical assumption derived from social
role theory, according to which men might have a greater tolerance for miscon-
duct at work due to their more competitive socialization (H3), is not supported.

The individual items of the indices used here each have a considerable influ-
ence on the slope of the regression line shown in Fig. 7, that is, the relationship
between the frequency of an item and its gender-related interaction effect. From
this, it can be concluded that the size of the gender-related measurement gap
measured by the comparison of self-labeling with a bullying index is also consid-
erably influenced by the addition or omission of the items mentioned. In com-
parison, the results for 2 and H3 regarding sexual discrimination show greater
robustness to the inclusion or omission of individual items due to the fundamen-
tally very low frequencies of the SEQ-DoD short items.

17A first alternative explanation for the gender-related measurement gap would be that
women experience a higher number of bullying items in everyday worklife. Due to
the stronger individual aggregation of bullying experiences, even fewer “severe” items
would be associated with a self-reporting as having been bullied among women. In
fact, on average, women report having experienced statistically significantly more indi-
vidual bullying items. However, this explanation is clearly contradicted by the fact that
no gender-related measurement gap was found for sexual discrimination, although
the difference in the average number of bullying items reported by women and men is
many times greater.

A second alternative explanation for why H2 could be validated for bullying would
be that women and men experience the same items with different severity. Accord-
ingly, for example, women would experience the item “Threats of violence or physical
abuse, or actual abuse” (22) with a lower severity, for example, because they experi-
ence threats more often and the threats seem less binding than in men or because men
experience actual abuse more often. This explanation cannot be ruled out based on
the analyses conducted.
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The study also partly provides arguments against competing theoretical
approaches to explain the gender-related measurement gap in bullying. From the
perspective of social power theory, women would therefore react “more inten-
sively” to bullying experiences with self-labeling as having been bullied, since they
are more often in a hierarchical relationship of subordination at work than men.
This theory cannot be considered relevant here, as the women in the sample who
described themselves as having been bullied did not report experiencing bullying
from superiors more often than men (Table 23) and the integration of a hierar-
chy variable for scientific employees does not change the hypothesis assessments
(Appendix 5f).

Another competing explanation was that the self-labeling of women as having
been bullied is more strongly influenced by experiences of sexual discrimination,
which are not measured by the NAQ-rev. In principle, this explanation cannot
be ruled out. In the questionnaire-based survey, the NAQ-rev items and the self-
assessment as having been bullied were collected first, followed by the SEQ-DoD
items and the self-labeling as having been sexually discriminated against and/or
harassed. The respondents were therefore not aware of the extent to which experi-
ences of sexual discrimination were collected and thus it cannot be ruled out that
in many cases they might have implicitly included experiences of sexual discrimi-
nation in their self-assessment as having been bullied.

For sexual discrimination, both H2 and H3 could not be validated. This means,
firstly, that the result of Kriegh (2019), according to which female students attrib-
ute a higher severity to almost all types of sexual discrimination and harassment
than male students, is not supported by the approach of this study. Using the
methodology chosen here, a more complex pattern of the relationship between
the individual SEQ-DoD items and the self-labeling as having experienced sex-
ual discrimination becomes visible. Second, it was suggested that the findings of
Rosen and Martin (2009) and Nielsen et al. (2010a) that men who self-label as
having been sexually discriminated against have lower job satisfaction and health
status than women who self-identify as being discriminated against also suggest
a stricter conceptualization of sexual discrimination among men. This prediction
appears to be incorrect.

Overall, the individual items of the SEQ-DoD short for the measurement
of sexual discrimination show a significantly lower variance in their frequency
distribution than the items of the NAQ-rev for measuring bullying. Experi-
ences of sexual discrimination were very rarely reported in the sample studied,
except for the item “... treated you differently because of your gender?” (1).
It can only be speculated here that the scarcity of the corresponding items
could be the main reason why H2 and H3 were falsified by the sample. The
low frequencies also level out the significance of the existing gender-specific
interaction effects. A complementary explanation for the non-existence of the
measurement gap here would be that acts of sexual discrimination are equally
“extra-ordinary” for the women and men in the sample due to their rarity.
Socialization-related differences between men and women would therefore be
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less relevant since the members of both genders equally classify experiences of
sexual discrimination as unusual and “abnormal.”

Practical Implications

The gender-related interaction patterns in Figs. 6 and 8 give a diffuse picture.
By adding or omitting individual items, the measurement gap concerning gender
can be considerably influenced. In view of this, even cautious conclusions about
a higher item threshold for men for self-labeling as affected by social misconduct
at work or the conclusion of a higher sensitivity of women appear to be inadmis-
sible oversimplifications.

By considering the items of the NAQ-rev and SEQ-DoD individually, the
study also implies that the individual items have different severities. The regres-
sion parameters of the items in model 2 (Appendices 3 and 4) show, for example,
that item 22 “Threats of violence...” is associated many times more strongly with
self-labeling than item 1 “Some withholding information....” This suggests that
concrete threats or experiences of violence are more quickly classified as bullying
than more passive and discreet behavior.

For researchers, this points to the importance of extended robustness testing
if they are conducting a study with a gender-related topic and apply a definition
of bullying or sexual discrimination based on behavioral items (e.g., by tentatively
excluding individual behavioral items). Given the highly variable item severity, all
benchmarks based on an unweighted summation of items to classify individuals
as having been bullied or sexually discriminated against should be critically ques-
tioned or rejected. Surprisingly, these benchmarks are widely used in research
practice. Leymann recommends being affected by at least one negative act weekly
over a six-month period as a benchmark (Nielsen et al., 2009) whereas in Mik-
kelsen and Einarsen it is at least two negative acts (ibidem). Notelaers and Ein-
arsen (2013) define a series of cutoff scores based on the addition of item values.

From the author’s point of view (see also Salin and Hoel, 2013), a self-labeling
approach is preferable, as it allows a more holistic assessment and classification
of negative actions than an item threshold. The items can be complementary and
might be weighted by their frequency or their relative contribution to self-labeling
as having experienced workplace misconduct. Furthermore, clustering methods
(Nielsen et al., 2010a) are also preferable to benchmarking by addition.

In terms of practical action, the study encourages research managers to exam-
ine each reported case of social misconduct in detail. According to this study,
women are more likely than men to respond to more frequent and less severe bul-
lying items with a self-labeling as having been bullied, but women also report, on
average, a higher number of different social transgressions in their daily work lives.

Ultimately, the interaction effects between gender and the self-reported experi-
ences of social misconduct identified here are too complex in their patterns and the
identified interaction effects in the case of bullying are too weak or — in the case of
sexual discrimination — are too rare to understand them as confirmation of prac-
tical relevant differences in sensitivity to workplace misconduct between women
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and men. Research management should thus be alert to and avoid gender stereo-
types in conflict resolution processes. As the theoretical literature on gaslighting
and victim blaming cited at the beginning implies, such expressed prejudices are
more likely to serve — from a perpetrator or management perspective — to relativ-
ize, negate, or manipulate the perceptions of those affected and to strengthen one’s
own conflict position or justify inaction.

Finally, those affected by social misconduct in the workplace are advised to
conscientiously record all conflict-related experiences to be able to point out the
regularity of the incidents and their systematic character in case they are accused
of complaining about incidents that are allegedly not severe enough.

Limitations

The study has several limitations that especially seem worth mentioning. Firstly,
the study exclusively examined scientific and non-scientific personnel in a large
German research organization. The MPG is focused on scientific qualification
and, although the scientific personnel has no obligation to teach, many of the
researchers also teach at a university. This also applies to PhD students, for exam-
ple in the context of the International Max Planck Research Schools organized
by MPG institutes in cooperation universities. However, as the questionnaire only
asked about experiences of social misconduct at work in the MPG, in this respect
the sample used here presumably differs from a sample from university research
regarding experiences of bullying and sexual discrimination.

Secondly, a methodological strength and at the same time a limitation of the
study is that, unlike previous studies, the items of the NAQ-rev and the SEQ-
DoD were not aggregated into one or more indices, but were analyzed individu-
ally. With the consideration of the different interaction effects, this leads to an
unusually high number of predictors in the regression equations (e.g., model 4 on
bullying has 68 predictors). With regression models that include a large number
of predictors, the problem of multicollinearity and overfitting can arise. Critical
multicollinearity is not present, as shown above. Overfitting can occur if the sam-
ple is too small, especially if the number of predictors is high. For an appropriate
ratio of the sample size to the number of predictors, a (not uncontroversial) rule
of thumb of at least 10 events per predictor has been established (Riley et al.,
2020). This rule of thumb is fulfilled for all predictors of the bullying models.
For the predictors of sexual discrimination, however, the rule of thumb is not
consistently met. The items measuring the sexual coercion subconstruct have a
lower number of events, especially in the interactions with gender and scientific/
non-scientific. Overfitting can lead to overly optimistic estimates (Riley et al.,
2020), which can be an explanation for the large size of the interaction effects of
the sexual coercion items shown in Fig. 8. However, precisely because the items
occur so rarely, their influence on the validity of H2 and H3, that is, the results on
the existence of the gender-related measurement gap and the correlation of the
gender-related interaction effects with the frequency of an item, is to be assessed
as low.
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A third limitation is the number of control variables used. While consideration
of the hierarchical position could be informative in measuring respondents’ ten-
dency to self-label as having been bullied or sexually discriminated against, this
variable was only collected and analyzed here for scientific employees.

Fourth, a limitation is that self-labeling in experiences of sexual harassment
and sexual discrimination was measured using a double-barreled question. The
problem is discussed in detail in the Research Approach section when introduc-
ing the variables. The question wording limits the interpretability of the study as
it is not clear whether the respondents answered the self-labeling question in the
affirmative because of experiences of sexual discrimination or sexual harassment
or both. However, this does not necessarily call into question the validity of the
results, as has been discussed. Overall, it was shown that the estimates of H3
based on the distribution of interaction effects by effect frequency (Fig. 9) are
very robust due to the overall low effect frequencies.

Finally, it should be noted that the present study examined gender differences
in self-identification as having been bullied or sexually discriminated against, but
not the willingness of those affected to report it or whether the self-reported acts
of social misconduct actually took place. It cannot be ruled out that there are
gender differences in official reporting and complaints and that there is a consid-
erable gray area between perceived and factual misconduct.

Directions for Further Research

Three possible starting points for future research are highlighted here. Firstly, it
is noteworthy that a very large proportion of unexplained variance remains in the
regression models (R?), that is, the behavioral items are only able to capture the
self-labeling of a person as having been bullied or sexually discriminated against
to a very limited extent. This indicates that the currently established scales of
the NAQ and the SEQ leave many blind spots if one wants to explain a person’s
self-assessment based on them and that alternative scales could potentially have
better results in this context. It also suggests that scales should be developed that
capture the regularity, severity, or power imbalance of a conflict situation at the
workplace in a more comprehensive way.

Secondly, the interaction analysis of gender with the individual items showed
that a whole range of forms of social misconduct is more often assessed as bul-
lying or sexual discrimination by women than by men and vice versa. These
patterns could only be touched on superficially here and could be better justi-
fied theoretically using expert interviews with psychological service personnel at
research institutions or focus groups.

Thirdly, it could be assumed that awareness of sexual discrimination in par-
ticular increases with increasing educational attainment, as in these cases the
abstract concept of equality is more easily adapted and transferred to everyday
working life (see relative deprivation theory). In this respect, a higher awareness
of sexual discrimination would be assumed among scientific personnel. As can
be seen from Appendix 3, non-scientific employees are indeed less likely to report
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having been sexually discriminated against, but the status-related interaction
effects in the behavioral items are similarly diffuse regarding the gender of the
respondents. As with the gender interactions, a preliminary evaluation of these
results suggests an influence of the different situational circumstances between
scientists and non-scientists rather than an effect of their educational level. More
in-depth research on how the context of scientists and non-scientists’ employ-
ment shapes their experiences of sexual discrimination seems promising.
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Appendices

1. Descriptive Statistics for the Bullying Regression Model

Table A1. Descriptive Statistics of Dependent, Independent, and Control Vari-
ables in the Regression Model for Bullying.

Variable Name Mean SD N(1) N
Dependent Variable

Self-ascription to occasional or more 0.083  0.276 486 5,831
frequent bullying, binary

Independent Variables

Please indicate your gender 0463 0499 2,697 5,831
Scientific or non-scientific staff 0.573 0495 3,339 5,831

[Someone withholding information, which  0.562  0.496 3,279 5,831
affects your performance]

[Being humiliated or ridiculed in 0.181  0.385 1,058 5,831
connection with your work]

[Being ordered to do work below your level 0.490  0.500 2,859 5,831
of competence]

[Having key areas of responsibility 0.209  0.407 1,218 5,831
removed or replaced with more trivial or

unpleasant tasks]

[Others spreading gossip or rumors about  0.283  0.451 1,651 5,831
you]

[Being ignored or excluded] 0.289 0453 1,682 5,831
[Having insulting or offensive remarks 0.141  0.348 821 5,831

made about your person, your views, or
your private life]

[Being shouted at or being the target of 0.165 0.371 960 5,831
spontaneous anger]

[Intimidating behavior such as finger- 0.046  0.209 267 5,831
pointing, invasion of personal space,
shoving, or having your way blocked]

[Hints or signals from others that you 0.080  0.271 466 5,831
should quit your job]

(Continued)
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Table Al. (Continued)

Variable Name Mean SD N(1) N
[Unfair repeated reminders of your errors ~ 0.153  0.360 894 5,831
or mistakes]

[Being ignored or facing a hostile reaction  0.176 ~ 0.381 1,024 5,831
when you approach a coworker or group of

coworkers]

[Unjustified persistent criticism of your 0.116  0.320 677 5,831
errors or mistakes]

[Having your opinions ignored] 0.441 0497 2,569 5,831
[Being the target of practical jokes by 0.076  0.265 444 5,831
people with whom you don’t get along]

[Being given tasks with unreasonable 0.278  0.448 1,620 5,831
deadlines]

[Having unjustified allegations made 0.132  0.339 770 5,831
against you]

[Excessive monitoring of your work] 0.170  0.376 992 5,831
[Pressure not to claim something to which ~ 0.121  0.326 706 5,831
you are rightfully entitled (e.g., sick leave,

parental leave, holiday)]

[Being the subject of excessive teasingand  0.104  0.305 604 5,831
sarcasm]|

[Being given an unmanageable workload] 0.289 0453 1,687 5,831
[Threats of violence or physical abuse, or 0.007  0.080 38 5,831
actual abuse]

Female*[Someone withholding 0.281 0.449 1,636 5,831
information, which affects your

performance]

Female*[Being ordered to do work below ~ 0.228  0.419 1,328 5,831
your level of competence]

Female*[Having your opinions ignored] 0.208 0.406 1,213 5,831
Female*[Being given tasks with 0.126  0.332 736 5,831
unreasonable deadlines]

Female*[Excessive monitoring of your 0.085  0.278 494 5,831
work]

Female*[Pressure not to claim something ~ 0.061  0.239 355 5,831

to which you are rightfully entitled (e.g.,
sick leave, parental leave, holiday)]
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Table Al. (Continued)

Variable Name Mean SD N(1) N
Female*[Being given an unmanageable 0.143  0.350 834 5,831
workload]

Female*[Being humiliated or ridiculed in 0.092  0.289 536 5,831
connection with your work]

Female*[Having key areas of responsibility 0.099  0.298 575 5,831
removed or replaced with more trivial or

unpleasant tasks]

Female*[Others spreading gossip or rumors 0.138  0.345 804 5,831
about you]

Female*[Being ignored or excluded] 0.132  0.338 768 5,831

Female*[Having insulting or offensive 0.074  0.262 433 5,831
remarks made about your person, your

views, or your private life]

Female*[Hints or signals from others that ~ 0.039  0.193 227 5,831
you should quit your job]

Female*[Unfair repeated reminders of your 0.074  0.262 432 5,831
errors or mistakes]

Female*[Being ignored or facing a hostile ~ 0.088  0.283 512 5,831
reaction when you approach a coworker or
group of coworkers]

Female*[Unjustified persistent criticism of  0.058  0.233 335 5,831
your errors or mistakes]

Female*[Being the target of practical jokes 0.038  0.192 223 5,831
by people with whom you don’t get along]

Female*[Having unjustified allegations 0.065  0.247 381 5,831
made against you]

Female*[Being the subject of excessive 0.051  0.220 296 5,831
teasing and sarcasm|]

Female*[Being shouted at or being the 0.085  0.280 498 5,831
target of spontaneous anger]

Female*[Intimidating behavior such as 0.024 0.154 142 5,831

finger-pointing, invasion of personal space,
shoving, or having your way blocked]

Female*[Threats of violence or physical 0.002  0.049 14 5,831
abuse, or actual abuse]

Scientist*[Someone withholding 0.275 0.446 1,602 5,831
information, which affects your
performance]

(Continued)
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Table Al. (Continued)

Variable Name Mean SD N(1) N
Scientist*[Being ordered to do work below  0.241  0.427 1,403 5,831
your level of competence]

Scientist*[Having your opinions ignored] 0242 0429 1413 5831
Scientist*[Being given tasks with 0.161  0.367 936 5,831
unreasonable deadlines]

Scientist*[Excessive monitoring of your 0.085  0.279 495 5,831
work]

Scientist*[Pressure not to claim something 0.077  0.266 447 5,831
to which you are rightfully entitled (e.g.,

sick leave, parental leave, holiday)]

Scientist*[Being given an unmanageable 0.156  0.363 910 5,831
workload]

Scientist*[Being humiliated or ridiculed in ~ 0.101  0.302 590 5,831
connection with your work]

Scientist*[Having key areas of 0.103  0.304 599 5,831
responsibility removed or replaced with

more trivial or unpleasant tasks]

Scientist*[Others spreading gossip or 0.147  0.354 855 5,831
rumors about you]

Scientist*[Being ignored or excluded] 0.179  0.383 1,041 5,831
Scientist*[Having insulting or offensive 0.083  0.275 482 5,831
remarks made about your person, your

views, or your private life]

Scientist*[Hints or signals from others that 0.050  0.218 293 5,831
you should quit your job]

Scientist*[Unfair repeated reminders of 0.079  0.269 459 5,831
your errors or mistakes]

Scientist*[Being ignored or facing a hostile  0.100  0.300 585 5,831
reaction when you approach a coworker or

group of coworkers]

Scientist*[Unjustified persistent criticism of 0.059  0.236 346 5,831
your errors or mistakes]

Scientist*[Being the target of practical 0.037  0.190 218 5,831
jokes by people with whom you don’t get

along]

Scientist*[Having unjustified allegations 0.064  0.244 372 5,831

made against you]
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Variable Name Mean SD N(1) N
Scientist*[Being the subject of excessive 0.054  0.227 317 5,831
teasing and sarcasm]

Scientist*[Being shouted at or being the 0.095 0.293 554 5,831
target of spontaneous anger]

Scientist*[Intimidating behavior such as 0.029  0.167 168 5,831
finger-pointing, invasion of personal space,

shoving, or having your way blocked]

Scientist*[Threats of violence or physical 0.004  0.063 23 5,831

abuse, or actual abuse]

2. Descriptive Statistics for the Sexual Discrimination Regression

Model

Table A2. Descriptive Statistics of Dependent, Independent, and Control vari-
ables in the Regression Model for Sexual Discrimination.

Variable Name Mean SD N(1) N
Dependent Variable

Self-ascription to occasional or more 0.036  0.188 255 6,987
frequent sexual discrimination, binary

Independent Variables

Please indicate your gender 0.480 0.500 3,352 6,987
Scientific or non-scientific staff 0.544 0.498 3,800 6,987
[... treated you differently because of your  0.189  0.392 1,321 6,987
gender?]

[... displayed, used, or distributed sexist or  0.039  0.193 271 6,987
sexually suggestive materials?]

[... made personally offensive sexist 0.063  0.242 437 6,987
remarks?]

[... put you down or was/were 0.079  0.269 549 6,987
condescending to you because of your

gender?]

[... repeatedly told sexual stories or jokes 0.042  0.200 292 6,987

that were offensive to you?]

(Continued)
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Table A2. (Continued)

Variable Name Mean SD N(1) N
[... made unwelcome attempts to draw you 0.028  0.166 198 6,987
into a discussion on sexual matters?]

[... made offensive remarks about your 0.053  0.223 367 6,987
appearance, body, or sexual activities?]

[... made gestures or used body language 0.015  0.122 105 6,987
of a sexual nature which embarrassed or

offended you?]

[... made unwanted attempts to establisha 0.022  0.147 155 6,987
romantic or sexual relationship with you?)

[... continued to ask you out on dates 0.014 0.116 95 6,987
(drinks, dinner, etc.), even though you said

“NO”?]

[... touched you in a way that made you feel 0.028  0.165 195 6,987
uncomfortable?]

[... made unwanted attempts to stroke, 0.007  0.083 49 6,987
fondle, or kiss you?]

[... made you feel threatened with some 0.002  0.040 11 6,987
sort of retaliation for not being sexually

cooperative?]

[... treated you badly for refusing to have 0.001  0.038 10 6,987
sex?]

[... implied that you would be promoted 0.001  0.034 8 6,987
faster or given better treatment or be

otherwise rewarded if you engage in sexual

behavior?]

Female*[... treated you differently because  0.141  0.348 982 6,987
of your gender?]

Female*|... displayed, used, or distributed  0.018  0.134 128 6,987
sexist or sexually suggestive materials?]

Female*[... made personally offensive 0.039  0.193 272 6,987
sexist remarks?]

Female*[... put you down or was/were 0.069  0.254 483 6,987
condescending to you because of your

gender?]

Female*[... repeatedly told sexual stories or 0.025  0.157 177 6,987
jokes that were offensive to you?]

Female*[... made unwelcome attempts 0.017  0.129 118 6,987

to draw you into a discussion on sexual
matters?]
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Table A2. (Continued)

Variable Name Mean SD N(1) N

Female*[... made offensive remarks about ~ 0.032  0.175 220 6,987
your appearance, body, or sexual activities?]

Female*[... made gestures or used 0.010  0.098 68 6,987
body language of a sexual nature which
embarrassed or offended you?]

Female*[... made unwanted attempts to 0.016  0.127 114 6,987
establish a romantic or sexual relationship
with you?]

Female*]... continued to ask you out on 0.010  0.100 70 6,987
dates (drinks, dinner, etc.), even though you

said “No”?]

Female*[... touched you in a way that 0.018 0.134 128 6,987
made you feel uncomfortable?]

Female*[... made unwanted attempts to 0.005  0.073 37 6,987
stroke, fondle, or kiss you?]

Female*[... made you feel threatened 0.001  0.038 10 6,987
with some sort of retaliation for not being
sexually cooperative?]

Female*[... treated you badly for refusing  0.001  0.032 7 6,987
to have sex?]

Female*[... implied that you would be 0.001  0.029 6 6,987
promoted faster or given better treatment

or be otherwise rewarded if you engage in

sexual behavior?]

Scientist*[... treated you differently because 0.116  0.320 808 6,987
of your gender?]

Scientist*[... displayed, used, or distributed 0.025  0.155 173 6,987
sexist or sexually suggestive materials?]

Scientist*[... made personally offensive 0.045  0.208 316 6,987
sexist remarks?]

Scientist*[... put you down or was/were 0.046  0.209 319 6,987
condescending to you because of your
gender?]

Scientist*[... repeatedly told sexual stories  0.026  0.158 179 6,987
or jokes that were offensive to you?]

Scientist*[... made unwelcome attempts 0.016  0.126 112 6,987
to draw you into a discussion on sexual
matters?]

(Continued)
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Table A2. (Continued)

Variable Name Mean SD N(1) N
Scientist*[... made offensive remarks about 0.030  0.171 211 6,987
your appearance, body, or sexual activities?]

Scientist*[... made gestures or used 0.011  0.103 75 6,987
body language of a sexual nature which

embarrassed or offended you?]

Scientist*[... made unwanted attempts to 0.014  0.119 100 6,987
establish a romantic or sexual relationship

with you?]

Scientist*[... continued to ask you out on 0.008  0.089 56 6,987
dates (drinks, dinner, etc.), even though you

said “No”?]

Scientist*[... touched you in a way that 0.014  0.117 97 6,987
made you feel uncomfortable?]

Scientist*[... made unwanted attempts to 0.004  0.060 25 6,987
stroke, fondle, or kiss you?]

Scientist*[... made you feel threatened 0.001  0.029 6 6,987
with some sort of retaliation for not being

sexually cooperative?]

Scientist*[... treated you badly for refusing  0.001  0.036 9 6,987
to have sex?]

Scientist*[... implied that you would be 0.001  0.029 6 6,987

promoted faster or given better treatment
or be otherwise rewarded if you engage in
sexual behavior?]
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5. Robustness Checks

a) Comparison of the Linear Model With Binary Logistic Model

Due to the better interpretability of the regression parameters, linear regression
models were used. However, since a binary outcome is to be explained, a logistic
regression model promises more precise estimates (Best and Wolf, 2010).

Comparing the parameter estimates of the gender and scientists/non-
scientists variables of models 1, 2, 3, and 4 between the linear and logistic
regressions for bullying, there are no differences in the statistical significance
ratings (a = 0.05) and effect directions. When comparing the interaction
effects of bullying items by gender from model 4 of the linear and logistic
regression, 7 of 22 interaction effects change their statistical significance rat-
ing. For two weak and statistically non-significant effects, the direction of the
effect changes. Both the statistical significance rating and effect direction do
not change for any interaction effect. The regression parameter for the linear
function for the effect size distribution by item frequency behaves in the logis-
tic model — concerning its effect direction and significance evaluation — as in
the linear model. The standardized regression coefficient of the linear model
is 0.452. In the logistic model, it is 0.578 (f = 2.186, 95% CI: 0.747/3.626,
SE = 0.690, p = 0.005).

In the case of sexual discrimination, the effect directions partly changed
for the variables gender and scientist/non-scientist in models 1, 2, 3, and 4,
which can be attributed to the fact that the respective variables have mini-
mal and statistically non-significant effect sizes. When assessing the statistical
significance, there are no differences between linear and logistic regression.
Looking at the interaction effects of the SEQ-DoD items with gender between
the two types of regression, the significance ratings changed for 9 of 15 inter-
action effects, for two items the directions of the effects, and for one item,
both. The regression parameter of the linear function describing the rela-
tionship between effect size and item frequency in the logistic model behaves
as in the linear model concerning direction and significance evaluation. The
standardized regression coefficient of the linear model is —0.062 and of the
logistic model —0.226 (f = —27.847, 95% CI: —99.838/44.144, SE = 33.323,
p =0.413).

In summary, the logistic and linear regression models do not differ in
their implications for H/ and H2. With regard to the patterns of interaction
effects, as shown in Figs. 6 and 8, there are minimal differences. Above all,
the linear regression models overestimate the p-values and thus the statistical
significance of the results. However, the p-values of the individual interaction
effects are not important for testing the hypotheses of this study. The distribu-
tion patterns and regression lines shown in Figs. 7 and 9 and the tests of the
regression coefficients do not show any differences regarding their implica-
tions for H3.
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b) Impact of a Sum Index

All individual items of the NAQ-rev and the SEQ-DoD were considered in the
regression models. In total, the bullying model has 68 predictors and the sex-
ual discrimination model 47. It was questionable whether the large number of
included items had an impact on the variables gender and scientist/non-scientist
in the four regression models for bullying and sexual discrimination. Therefore,
two indices were created by summing the non-transformed NAQ-rev items and
SEQ-DoD items (original item scaling: Never (1), Occasionally (2), Monthly
(3), Weekly (4), Daily (5)), and logistic regression equations were calculated with
them instead of the individual items.

For bullying, calculating with the sum index has no other implications for H/
and H?2 than calculating with the individual items. In models 3 and 4 of the bul-
lying regressions, in which the index variable is controlled for its interaction with
gender and scientist/non-scientist, there is no statistically significant interaction
effect. In these models, only the index variable is statistically significant.

Concerning sexual discrimination, the use of the sum index has implications
for H2: when controlling for the index in model 2, women are statistically signifi-
cantly more likely than men to rate themselves as having experienced sexual dis-
crimination, unlike in the results presented here. Models 3 and 4 show that both
the index and its interaction with gender are statistically significant.

This shows that regarding H2, the study would have come to a different assess-
ment when calculating with a sum index in relation to sexual discrimination. The
model fit, the Nagelkerke R square, of models 2, 3, and 4 with the sum index is
between 0.347 and 0.350. The logistic models with the sum index thus explain a
smaller part of the variance of the dependent variable than the logistic models
with the binary single item predictors, whose Nagelkerke R Square for models 2
to 4 is between 0.391 and 0.411."

¢) Comparison of Models 3 and 4

In the present study, the interaction effects between gender and the bullying items
from the respective model 4 were used. It is conceivable that the interaction effects
between models 3 and 4 differ considerably and that the study would have come
to different assessments with regard to H3 if the interaction effects from model 3
had been used for the corresponding calculations.

®However, a meaningful comparison of Nagelkerke’s R square of different logistic
regression models is not possible as the measure depends on the effects sizes as well
as the distribution of the predictors in a regression model. In the end, theoretical
considerations are decisive as to whether one attributes more relevance to the models
with the sum index or with the individual items. In the context of the present study,
the main focus is on the influence of the effects sizes and distribution of the individual
items on a supposed measurement gap between men and women.
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With respect to the bullying models, different effect directions were found for
the items “Having your opinions ignored” (8, 44 = 0-003, ;443 = —0.001) and
“Being the target of practical jokes by people with whom you don’t get along”
Brtoder 4 = 0.005, By, 13 = —0.003). The significance rating does not change and
the evaluation of H3 does not change.

In the regression models on sexual discrimination, there are no differences in
the effect directions for the interaction effects of gender and SEQ-DoD items.
According to model 3, the assessment of statistical significance changes for the
items “... made unwanted attempts to establish a romantic or sexual relationship
with you?” (8,404 = 0.091, By 4 3 = 0.104), “... made unwanted attempts to
stroke, fondle, or kiss you?” (8, 44 = —0.187, By 4e 3 = —0-145), and “... made
you feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for not being sexually coopera-
tive?” (Byroge 4 = 0-598, Byjoqer 3 = 1.017). These differences have no implications
for H3.

The differences between models 3 and 4 are not considered critical, as they
are only minor. However, it is worth noting that the interaction effect of gender
and the threat of “some sort of retaliation for not being sexually cooperative” is
considerably more pronounced in model 3.

d) Rescaling of the Dependent Variable

It was further tested whether the effect directions and significance ratings of the
gender effects in models 1 and 2 and the interaction effects remain constant if the
value “1” is assigned to the dependent variable only when a person reports having
experienced bullying or sexual discrimination monthly or more frequently (not
already from “occasionally” onwards).

This modification reduces the proportion of individuals classifying themselves
as having been bullied from 8.33% to 2.45%, and the results for bullying change
considerably. The gender effect in model 1 remains statistically significant (8, , =
0.030, By1odel 1 rescarea = 0-009), but in model 2 it is no longer statistically significant
Brtodet2 = 0-017, By1o et rescatea = 0-004). Furthermore, the effect direction changes for
10 of 22 interaction variables in model 4. The statistical significance rating changes
for two interaction variables: the item “Threats of violence or physical abuse, or
actual abuse” becomes significant (8, .4 = 0.216, B\ 11 4 rescared = 0-234) and the
item “Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger” loses its signifi-
cance (Bygo4 = —0.006, By io1 4 rescated = 1-017). The considerably changed interac-
tion effects have no impact on the assessment of H3.

In the case of sexual discrimination, the rescaling of the dependent variable
reduces the proportion of persons in the sample who consider themselves to be
sexually discriminated from 3.65% to 0.59%. The gender effect in model 1 disap-
pears (Byoqe 1 = 0-040, Byroel 1 rescated = 0-004). In model 2, the gender effect does
not change with rescaling (84 ; = 0.000, B\, 111 rescaled = —0-003) and the assess-
ment of H3 also remains constant.

The robustness test with the rescaling of the dependent variable shows that
the variable scaling considerably influences the results, especially in the study on
bullying.
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e) Inclusion of Control Variables

A five-stage hierarchical regression model was also computed, with scientific dis-
cipline (as a section of MPG) and the respondents’ length of employment as con-
trol variables in the last stage. The scientific institutes and facilities of the MPG
are divided into three sections, which are oriented toward scientific disciplines
(Chemistry, Physics and Technology Section; Biology and Medicine Section;
Humanities and Social Sciences Section; Other). In addition, some employees
are not assigned to any of the sections, for example, if they work in the gen-
eral administration of the MPG. The individual sections differ in parts regarding
their proportion of women and the forms of cooperation practiced in them. The
control variable “scientific discipline™ is intended to take account of confound-
ing effects due to the functional differentiation of the respondents. The variable
“length of employment” (one year and less; one year and more, less than four
years; more than four years) considers that bullying constellations often develop
over a longer period of time along a spiral of escalation. However, an influence of
this variable is rather unlikely, as men and women are largely equally distributed
across the categories of the variable.

In the bullying regression, the inclusion of the control variables does not
change any effect directions or any of the significance ratings. In the sexual dis-
crimination regression, the effect direction of the interaction variable of the item
“... touched you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable?” becomes negative
Brtoger s = —0.001, By, 4y s = 0.002). The significance ratings do not change. As a
result, adding the control variables does not affect the results at all in principle.

f) Confounded Moderation

As noted above, in the sample, women are underrepresented in hierarchically
higher-ranking positions and overrepresented in lower-ranking positions. This
could imply that the gender effect considered here is confounded by a hierarchy
effect. This seems plausible as several of the bullying items are particularly fre-
quent in hierarchical work relationships (e.g., “Being ordered to do work below
your level of competence” or “Being given an unmanageable workload”).

To check whether the gender effects in the bullying and sexual discrimination
models are confounded by a hierarchical effect, four-stage hierarchical regression
models were calculated. However, the regressions now no longer include the vari-
able distinguishing researchers from non-scientific employees. Instead, the hierar-
chical positions of the researchers (PhD, postdoc, other research associates, and
directors or research group leaders) were included. The calculation therefore only
includes researchers (nbullying =2916/n__ . discrim = 3-307).

Regarding the main effect of gender in the respective models 1 and 2 for bul-
lying and sexual discrimination, the effect directions, and statements on the exist-
ence of statistical significance remain the same. As expected, the interaction effects
of gender and the item batteries have changed considerably. For bullying, three
effect directions and eight statements of statistical significance change in the 22
interactions. In none of the interactions do both effect direction and significance
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statement change. In only one case does a statistically significant effect direction
change. For sexual discrimination, two effect directions change (both from non-
significant interactions), and six significance statements. The changed interaction
effects do not lead to a different assessment of H3.

Thus, the influence of gender as a moderating variable is confounded to some
extent by hierarchical position; the hypothesis assessment is not changed by
taking hierarchical position into account.



Chapter 5

The Hidden Problem: Sexual Harassment
and Violence in German Higher Education

Heike Pantelmann and Tanja Wiilty

Abstract

Sexual harassment and violence are taboo topics at German universities.
Accordingly, there is a large gap in research on the prevalence and func-
tioning of sexual harassment and assault in higher education as well as on
social, cultural, and organizational conditions that foster and reproduce
gender-based violence at universities. Previous research and our own data
suggest that there is a perception among students, faculty and staff that
normalizes, trivializes, and even legitimizes the problem. Based on a quan-
titative survey with students on the prevalence of sexual harassment and
violence as well as the results of our analysis of how German universities
deal with the issue, we relate this perception to the organizational struc-
tures of the higher-education system and discuss historically evolved
hierarchies and androcentric structures as well as their reformulation in the
wake of neoliberalization as causal for the tabooing and hiding of sexual
harassment at German universities.

Keywords: Sexual harassment and violence; universities; hierarchies;
androcentrism; neoliberalism; gender-equality policies

Introduction

Although the issue of gender-based violence has received more attention in recent
years through public debates such as #Aufschrei and #MeToo, sexual harassment
and violence in higher education remain taboo at German universities. Although
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the topic is being researched in the contexts of different fields, the university
as a place where the incidents occur mostly remains unnoticed. Although vari-
ous quantitative studies show that sexual harassment and assault are an every-
day issue in German higher education, universities do not feature in the debates
about sexual harassment nor is the issue discussed within universities. This makes
sexual harassment and violence a hidden problem at German universities. Our
personal experience with and first evidence of the hiding of the problem is the
fact that in 2018, we were allowed to conduct a quantitative survey on the topic
at a German university only on the condition that the data of the survey would
not be published. We take this act of hiding as a starting point for a theoretical
reflection on the structural causes of sexual violence in the German university
context. Drawing on some overall results of the survey, the results of our analysis
on how German universities deal with the issue (Schiiz et al., 2021), and inter-
national research literature on the topic, in this article, we show that the subject
is tabooed, normalized, and trivialized by students, faculty and staff alike. We
analyze the many ways in which the problem is hidden. We situate our empiri-
cal findings within a specific set of cultural conditions, the ways (resulting from
these conditions) in which society addresses sexual harassment and assault, and
the organizational structures of the university that enable, favor, and legitimize
the issue while ignoring its intersectional complexities. We discuss the latter in the
context of the prevailing image of the university as a non-discriminatory place
of research, teaching, and critical reflection, its historically evolved, androcentric
hierarchies, and the neoliberalization that is increasingly changing the conditions
of academic knowledge production and work environments.

The Problem of “The Others”': Perceptions of Sexual
Harassment in Germany

The question of the recognition and articulation of violence is an expression
of political power relations and the result of social negotiations. For this rea-
son, societal, political, and media debates on sexual violence must be taken into
account when we consider sexual harassment at universities. The peculiarities of
a society as a whole can be found in the form of specific moments in its organi-
zational contexts and organizations (such as universities) can only be understood
in relation to the characteristics of society as a whole (cf. Tiirk, 2000, p. 17). It is
these dominant patterns of argumentation, debate, and (non-)action in society
that we encounter again and again in our academic and practical work on sexual
harassment and violence in the institutions of higher education. We see these
patterns as related to our understanding of universities as organizations that are

'In the sense laid out by Stuart Hall (2019), the term “others” refers to stereotyped
notions of people reduced to naturalized characteristics. This marks them as differ-
ent in hegemonic discourse and excludes them from the dominant group. By using
quotation marks, we simultaneously refer to and distance ourselves from the inherent
discrimination of the term.
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embedded in society and represent both a structural and structuring moment of
it (Ttirk, 2000). As such, universities not only contribute to the analysis of societal
and political debates about sexual harassment and violence but also reproduce
these debates and therefore substantially shape them.

In Germany, we observe a culture of discussion in which it seems difficult to
come to terms with one’s own attitude toward violence and to show responsibil-
ity, which becomes particularly evident in the example of sexual violence. Ger-
many is perceived by itself and others as a progressive and enlightened country
in which emancipatory projects such as gender equality and gender justice have
long been completed. Accordingly, sexual harassment and violence are perceived
as a problem of “the others.” These “others” can be other countries or people
with “another” (actual or perceived) nationality, cultural background, skin color,
or gender. Examples of this can be found in the political and public debate on
sexual violence as well as in its legal treatment. One of these examples is the rejec-
tion of the term Femizid (femicide)* by German politicians, who at the same time
recognize femicide as a crime in other parts of the world, namely in Latin Amer-
ica, for which they are willing to finance prevention initiatives. This is mirrored
in the media coverage of murders of women as Familiendrama (family drama),
which linguistically obscures the facts of the crime. A structural and linguistic
reference to the actual problem appears only in the term Ehrenmord (honor kill-
ing). However, the focus here is again not on the murder of a woman but on the
often-discussed “lack of integration” into German dominant society of supposed
cultural “others” (Wischnewski, 2018). The events of the 2015 New Year’s Eve
in Cologne® are an example of a reaction that others the perpetrators instead
of problematizing sexual violence. The media debate surrounding the events was
dominated by racist tones and the discussion was culturalized and used to stir
up racist, anti-Muslim resentments (Hark and Villa, 2017). These debates even
led to a change in legislation: The long-due reform of the Sexual Criminal Law
(Sexualstrafrecht) was passed in a fast forward motion, but at the same time and
in the shadow of the first law, a second law was passed that allowed the faster and
less bureaucratic deportation of convicted non-German offenders. In the case of
Cologne, sexual politics were activated for a racist production of truth and femi-
nism was appropriated for the legitimization of European border regimes (Hark
and Villa, 2017, p. 20).

’A parliamentary motion submitted in 2018 to introduce the term femicide into the
official political and legal debate was dismissed by the federal government, which re-
jected the proposed adoption of the World Health Organization definition of femicide
as too imprecise. In the same year, the German government supported the EU’s and
United Nations’ “Spotlight Initiative” for the prevention of femicide in Latin Amer-
ica, which was scheduled to run for several years and financed with several million
euros (UN Women, 2018).

*For more information, see the Final Report of the Parliamentary Committee of In-
quiry (Schlussbericht des Parlamentarischen Untersuchungsausschusses) on the matter.
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The invisibility of sexual violence in German universities is reflective of
broader German society that either fails to recognize sexual violence as its prob-
lem or, when recognizing it, does so in problematic ways. First, also in universi-
ties, the main attention is pointed to “others” (outside the university) when it
comes to sexual harassment and violence: The problem is researched in its full
range in the most diverse regions and contexts and from the perspectives of dif-
ferent disciplines. But there is hardly any research on the university as a place
where sexual harassment and violence happens. Second, a structural discussion
of the causes of sexual harassment and violence barely takes place in university
contexts, although the few existing studies on the subject repeatedly and clearly
name university hierarchies as a causal factor. Instead, as in socio-cultural dis-
course, a case-by-case perspective prevails, in which cases that arise are dealt with
behind closed doors in order to attract as little attention as possible. As long as
the problem is only considered structural when it can be politically abused as a
problem of “others” and as long as we do not “name the problem” (Ahmed, 2014)
with adequate terminology as in the example of femicide, sexual violence remains
a hidden problem. The undifferentiated way in which sexual violence is negotiated
in the dominant political, social, and legal sphere underlines the importance of
intersectional analysis, which is usually left out of these discussions. Although the
results of prevalence studies show the opposite, the view that sexual harassment
and violence do not occur at universities dominates in Germany, both within and
outside the university context.

However, various theoretical approaches emphasize the constitutive charac-
ter of sexual violence for the reproduction of social power relations* (cf. Brown-
miller, 1975; MacKinnon, 1979). As such, it is a tool of oppression of men
against women (Brownmiller, 1975) and, as Alison Phipps (2021) adds, of men
against men, dominant society against marginalized communities, cis-heterosex-
uals against queer persons, white women against colored or black men, etc. In
this sense, the German higher-education system, with its strict hierarchies and
pronounced relationships of dependency and competition that result from the
scarcity of positions for mid-level academic staff, represents fertile ground for
sexual harassment and violence as tools to maintain historically evolved academic
structures and power relations. Embedded in the societal context described above,
universities produce and reproduce the discourse on sexual harassment as a prob-
lem of “others.” Moreover, ignoring the problem within their own ranks makes
sexual harassment a hidden problem at universities. As we will argue throughout
this article, the problem is both tabooed and normalized in equal measure, mak-
ing sexual harassment not only possible but also tolerable and, if behind closed
doors, even legitimate in German higher education.

“In Germany, the term sexualized (instead of sexual) harassment and violence has
gained acceptance in recent years. It emphasizes that acts of sexual violence are not
based in sexual desire, but are an instrument of creating and maintaining power. This
terminology is also used in university contexts, for example, in policies or contact
points.
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Sexual Harassment and Assault at German Universities
The Prevalence of Sexual Harassment at German Universities

Since the beginning of scholarly research on sexual violence in higher-education
contexts, a clear primary interest has been in quantitative assessments of preva-
lence, manifestations, and affectedness (Bondestam and Lundqvist, 2018, 2020).
The theoretical premise that sexual violence must be examined in its intercon-
nection with power and social hierarchies has so far found little reception in
empirical research practice, as the focus there continues to be on the category
of gender in relation to the affectedness of women. In their international-scale
review of research literature on sexual harassment in higher-education contexts
published between 1966 and 2018, Bondestam and Lundqvist (2020) summarized
the following key findings from quantitative studies: Sexual harassment occurs in
all academic disciplines and status groups; the prevalence of sexual harassment
shows international variation in affectedness from 11-73% for women and 3-26%
for men; students, younger women, women in temporary employment, and cer-
tain minorities (e.g., based on ethnicity or sexual orientation) are more likely to be
exposed to sexual harassment (Bondestam and Lundqvist, 2020, pp. 7-8).

In Germany, a more in-depth examination of sexual harassment in academia
began in the course of the feminist mobilization for higher-education policy in
the late 1980s, when the first non-representative surveys on the topic were con-
ducted (Farber, 1992; Lohr, 1994; Holzbecher, 1996). In each of these studies, a
significant number of women (students and staff) reported experiences of sexual
harassment. The most recent and comprehensive quantitative data on sexual har-
assment at German universities come from the 2012 EU-funded research project
“Gender-based Violence, Stalking and Fear of Crime” (Feltes et al., 2012b). In this
transnational project, relevant data on the topic were collected and comparatively
analyzed for the first time for the European Union. In Germany, around 12,000
female students at 16 universities were asked about their perception of safety at
university, whether they had been affected by sexual harassment or stalking, and
its effects on their health (Feltes et al., 2012a). According to the study, 54.7% of
female students had experienced sexual discrimination, 22.8% had experienced a
stalking situation, and 3.3% had experienced a legally relevant form of sexual vio-
lence during their time at university (Feltes et al., 2012a, pp. 17-21). The authors
identified gender, migration background, disabilities, age, sexual orientation, and
status-group membership as key risk factors for being affected. In light of these
findings, the study problematized the “neutral attitude of the university” (Feltes
et al., 2012a, p. 36) in dealing with the issue and assumed a direct connection
with the low reporting rate: The alleged neutrality and related avoidance of open
debates on the topic normalize sexual harassment and prevent effective strategies
against it. The skepticism of many university administrators regarding the topic
is attributed to the fear that a public debate could have negative repercussions
for the university’s reputation or ranking position (Feltes et al., 2012a). Thus, the
study repeatedly pointed to the structural and discursive obstacles to addressing
and ultimately combating sexual harassment in the university context.
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There are no current figures for Germany on the affectedness of university
staff. A representative survey conducted in 2018/2019 on behalf of the Federal
Anti-Discrimination Agency (Antidiskriminierungsstelle des Bundes) found that
one in eleven employees (9%) had experienced sexual harassment at work in the
last three years, with women being affected two to three times more frequently
than men. As women in managerial positions and academic professions seem to
be particularly affected, the authors assumed that higher qualifications and posi-
tions among women increase the risk for sexual harassment at work (Schrottle
et al., 2019, p. 88).

Our Survey on Sexual Harassment and Violence at a German University

As part of a transnational research collaboration with universities from Costa
Rica, Ecuador, India, Japan, Colombia, Mexico, Peru, and South Korea, we con-
ducted a quantitative survey on the prevalence of sexual harassment at a large
German university with a total of 1,156 students’ from the faculties of social
science (70%) and natural science (30%)°® in 2017/2018. In the questionnaire, stu-
dents from the participating universities were asked about their experiences with,
observations of, and reactions to sexual harassment at their universities. The aim
of the project was to conduct a comparative data analysis to identify differences
and similarities in the prevalence, functioning, and consequences of sexual har-
assment in different national and higher-education contexts. In contrast to the
other participating universities, the study at the German university could only
be conducted on the condition that the results of the survey would only be used
internally. For this reason, we cannot publish a detailed analysis of the data.
However, our findings largely confirm those of previous studies at German uni-
versities and can be summarized as follows: The reported cases of sexual harass-
ment happened mainly between students; the harassers were usually identified as
male; and there were no reported physical assaults by faculty.

Nevertheless, in order to give an impression of the survey results without
revealing the detailed data, we have clustered the different situations of sexual
acts or sexually charged settings described in the survey into the following cat-
egories: non-physical harassment (e.g., insinuating remarks, sexually charged
looks, unprompted talking about sexual content), physical harassment (any form
of unwanted touching as well as coercion to sexual acts), and feared harassment
(e.g., invitations to work meetings at unusual times and/or at unpleasant loca-
tions, invitations to events for which sexual ulterior motives were suspected).

The most frequently mentioned forms of harassment happened in the category
of non-physical sexual harassment, such as sexually charged looks, comments,

333.7% of the students described themselves as male (m), 63.5% as female (f), 0.7%
with another gender (other), and 2.1% of the respondents did not specify their respec-
tive gender (n/s).

®At the time of the survey, 37,984 students were enrolled at the university in question
(22,526 registered as female, 15,458 as male).
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or messages as well as conversations with sexual content. 42.8% of the students’
reported having been affected by these at least once in the university context.
These types of assaults are particularly difficult to grasp and prosecute since they
are legally not defined as criminal acts and their liability thus depends on whether
or not they are regulated in the particular university policies, provided that such
policies exist at all.

15.6% of the students reported having been in a situation where they feared
sexual harassment; 70.6% of these students were female.® This indicates that it is
more common for women to examine situations for their possible potential for
violence and to take precautions in the form of (non-)action patterns.

5.1% of the students’ reported having been physically assaulted. At first glance,
this relatively low percentage can be read as a positive result. However, such data
is problematic and partly misleading, especially with regard to political measures
against sexual harassment at universities. Expressed in percentages, the problem
of physical assaults appears to be almost non-existent. However, expressed in
absolute numbers, of the 1,156 students that responded to the survey, 59 expe-
rienced physical sexual violence at the university (some of them multiple times).
There were 55 reported cases of inappropriate touching and 12 incidents in which
individuals were physically harassed or held against their will. In two cases, stu-
dents were coerced into providing sexual favors in return for better grades or
other advantages in their studies.

The results of the survey must be located in a context that has shortcomings
and methodological weaknesses in a number of points. In order to comply with
data-protection regulations, the only socio-demographic data we could collect
was students’ genders. This makes a more in-depth and critical evaluation of the
data from an intersectional perspective impossible. Studies have shown that cer-
tain groups are more frequently affected by sexual violence than others. These
groups include women, LGBTIQ¥* persons, racialized persons, and persons with
physical or mental disabilities (cf. Feltes et al., 2012b). This seems to indicate that
discrimination and sexual violence are interrelated; however, we cannot further
illuminate this with our own data.

In order to be able to survey as many students as possible in the short time
frame we were granted to undertake the study, we conducted the survey in well-
attended lectures. These were predominantly introductory lectures, which means
that mainly first-year students participated in the survey, that is, people with lit-
tle university experience. Another problem was the survey setting: Surveys on a
sensitive topic such as sexual violence require a safe and anonymous surrounding,
which was not provided in the crowded lecture halls. Some students were visibly
amused by the questions, which may have had an intimidating effect on others.
In addition, lecturers’ attitudes proved to be crucial: If a lecturer announced the

f = 66.7%; m = 30.9%; other = 1.0%; n/s = 1.4% (n = 495).
¥m = 27.8%; other = 0.6%; n/s = 1.1% (n = 180).
F = 62.7%; m = 33.9%; n/s = 3.4% (n = 59).
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survey with interest and emphasized the importance of the research project, the
students’ willingness to participate seriously was noticeably higher.

With these problematic aspects of the survey in mind, we nevertheless think
that its results can provide some interesting starting points for a critical reflection
on the multifactorial complex of conditions and modes of operation of sexual
violence at androcentric, hierarchical, and neoliberal German universities. The
impossibility to publish exact numbers from our study lays the foundation for
our approach and our argumentation that the problem of sexual harassment and
violence is hidden in German academia. It shows the very ambivalent attitude to
the issue: Universities have to implement equality measures (including measures
against sexual harassment) prescribed by law. On the one hand, they thereby sig-
nal to third-party funders that they do not ignore the problem. However, on the
other hand, they must present the best possible image in order to obtain third-
party funding and to be able to compete internationally, an image that gets tainted
by sexual harassment as a reality in the university setting. This same ambivalence
is reflected in the fact that our study was permitted but only for internal evalu-
ation. We take this ambivalence as a starting point to think more deeply about
these structural dynamics that make sexual harassment and violence a hidden
problem. For this, we take the comments that students left in the open-question
section of the survey in response to questions about how they had reacted to
incidents of sexual harassment as well as their general assessment of the survey.
These comments address institutional problems in handling sexual harassment as
well as personal perceptions of it and reveal both how harassment is dealt with in
society and how the mechanisms that hide the problem work. For this reason, we
chose them also as titles for the sections below. '

Questions about the organizational structures of higher education that foster
sexual harassment as well as the ways in which harassment interacts with other
forms of discrimination and the social positionality of individuals have so far
been insufficiently considered in research, especially in the German context. Only
in recent years has a branch of research been developing internationally that
increasingly addresses the academic conditional structures of sexual harassment
from power-critical, intersectional, and structural theory approaches. In order to
contribute to research on organizational structures and, in particular, to better
understand them within the German higher-education context, we draw on this
international research and combine it with findings from organizational research
and gender-critical research on higher education for our critical analysis.

“Sexual Harassment is a Problem, But Not at the University”:
The University as an Enlightened Organization

Various comments from the open-question section at the end of our survey indi-
cate that while students are aware of sexual violence as a problem, they tend to

""The survey was conducted in German. The comments used here have been trans-
lated from German to English by the authors.
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locate it outside the university and, in line with the socio-cultural discourse on the
subject, understand it as a problem of (non-university) “others”: “I have encoun-
tered most of the situations [of sexual harassment described in the survey]—just
not in a university context”; “Sexual harassment is a constant problem in society,
however, the questionnaire is in part very exaggerated and at the university, sexual
violence is not an everyday issue, rather the opposite”; “While it is an interesting
survey, our university is rather devoid of such behavior.” The respondents locate
sexual harassment in the street, in public transportation, or in clubs but not in the
lecture hall, the cafeteria, or a professor’s office. While, in the case of our survey,
this is certainly related to the limited university experience of most respondents,
it also points to the widespread cultural perception that “educated” and “intelli-
gent” people have a higher awareness of inequalities and thus create a climate that
contains fewer hierarchies and thus less potential for violence (Hall and Miiller-
Scholl, 2009; Lozano Hernandez and Bautista Moreno, 2015). In organizational
research, such institutional myths are considered self-evident “doctrines of social
reality” (Hofbauer and Striedinger, 2017, p. 502) that function as prescriptions for
organizational action. Such cultural and organizational assumptions and institu-
tional myths as well as the accompanying loss of critical and questioning perspec-
tives can contribute to the naturalization and normalization of sexual violence
in the university context, which, as the authors of the representative prevalence
study at German universities (Feltes et al., 2012a) criticized, is reflected in the uni-
versity’s “neutral” stance toward the issue and the related avoidance of an open
debate about it, which in turn trivializes sexual harassment and negatively affects
the reporting rate. Typical ways of universities’ defensive handling of sexual har-
assment, such as individualization of the crime and delegation of responsibil-
ity to those affected (Holzbecher, 2005), can be read as a consequence of the
institutional myth of the university as an enlightened organization. The image of
the enlightened university fits seamlessly into the self-image of German society
as described above, in which the projects of emancipation and gender equality
appear to have long been completed and where sexual harassment, if at all, is seen
as an “imported” problem.

Araceli Mingo and Hortensia Moreno’s (2015) analysis of sexual violence in
the Mexican university context discussed two cultural agreements that form the
conditioning structure of sexual violence within the university organizational
culture: The “right not to know” and the “right to ignore” allow privileged uni-
versity members to habitually ignore their advantages grounded in institutional
power relations and affirm their individual innocence in relation to the systemic
exercise of privilege. This perpetuated practice of ignorance justifies the lack of
institutional action in the face of claims against systemic inequality and is thus
part of institutional mechanisms that hinder the reporting of assault and silence
those affected, which in turn prevents recognizing sexual violence as a systemic
problem. The “right not to know” and the institutionalized culture of ignorance
show not only that universities are perceived as enlightened organizations from
the outside but also that academics often perceive themselves as being immune to
assaultive behavior. Sara Ahmed referred to this as “critical sexism,” that is, “the
sexism reproduced by those who think of themselves as too critical to reproduce
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sexism” (2015, p. 11). If the university and its members are considered (includ-
ing by themselves) as being too critical to reproduce sexist or harassing behavior,
the problem again becomes individualized and each instance of the problem is
dismissed as a singular experience. At the same time, the privileged right “not to
know” and/or “to ignore” sexual harassment institutionalizes a harassing culture
by enabling and rewarding it—Ahmed described this with the example of sex-
ist banter. While participating in sexist culture might be rewarded through the
affirmation of peers and group membership, refusing to participate is costly, as
the disapproving person is being judged as taking something the wrong way. Dis-
approving not only leads to being judged for being wrong but also for wronging
someone else (Ahmed, 2015, p. 9). Addressing sexual harassment, sexism, and
violence inside the enlightened organization is thus often seen as damaging its
reputation (Feltes et al., 2012a).

“It’s a Men’s World”: Academic Androcentrism and Hierarchies

Historically, the enlightened university is a male project. The presence of women
at German universities is still a relatively new phenomenon: About 400 years
passed from the founding of the first universities (at around 1500) to the enroll-
ment of the first women. Compared to this long period, during which access to
knowledge was reserved for men, much has been achieved in the last 120 years.
And yet, women are still the exception rather than the rule. While women now
account for half of first-year students, undergraduates, and graduates, they are
underrepresented at higher qualification levels and in management positions.
Their share of professorships stands at 22%; just over 17% of university manage-
ment positions are held by women (Hochschulrektorenkonferenz, 2019). In light
of three decades of gender-equality policies in higher education, little seems to
have changed in the androcentric structure of the German higher-education sys-
tem over the past 100 years. Today’s universities are founded on a long (cultural)
history marked by the exclusion of women; gender is thus inscribed as a funda-
mental constitutive factor in the organization of the modern university (Kortend-
iek, 2019, pp. 1330-1331).

Although the German higher-education system is deeply androcentric, as
pointed out by German sociologist Encarnacion Gutiérrez Rodriguez (2018),
gender is not the only constitutive factor of university organization. Universi-
ties, as sites of knowledge production, were instrumental in designing a colonial
system of thought based on a racialized and hierarchized view of humans and
the world. Despite the decolonization of Latin American, Asian, and African
countries, colonial patterns of racialization and systems of social classification
have endured and constitute the foundations of the most important stratifica-
tion mechanisms not only of contemporary societies but also their institutions.
Universities, as places of institutionalization of knowledge production, are stra-
tegic loci for the establishment of cultural and political hegemony and reflect
deeply rooted social inequalities marked by class, race, religion, migration, dis-
ability, gender, and sexuality (Gutiérrez Rodriguez, 2018, p. 106). The social hier-
archization along these categories is reproduced in the personnel structure and
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organizational culture of academia. Referring to Pusser and Marginson (2013),
Gutiérrez Rodriguez described German universities as preferred sites for the
reproduction of white German elites, as they recruit their staff mainly from the
white German dominant society (2018, p. 107). And as Laufenberg et al. (2018)
pointed out in their edited volume on gender equity and precarity in German
academia, as a result, a social group is structurally advantaged that, viewed in
terms of society as a whole, represents a numerical minority—namely white male
academics with upper- and high-social-class origins. Access, career opportunities,
and promotion in academia cannot simply be secured according to the neoliberal
credo of individual achievement, diligence, and luck but are regulated by politi-
cal, institutional, and cultural practices that secure the status reproduction for the
socially dominant classes and positions (Laufenberg, 2016; Moller, 2015).

The historically androcentric university perpetuates itself in the present day
as what US-American sociologist Joan Acker (2006) called inequality regimes, in
which gender and other interwoven categories of difference have a constitutive role
in the organizational context. In order to understand the set of interdependent
(structural) conditions that underlie sexual harassment at German universities, it
is fundamental to examine universities as gendered (Acker, 1990), heteronorma-
tive (Musselin, 2006; Wroblewski, 2014), and hierarchized organizations whose
organizational culture and personnel structure are continuously reproduced and
solidified through the process of homosociality (Elliott and Smith, 2004; Kanter,
2000). As Phipps discussed for the British context, at universities that are set up
and structured in this way, acts and threats of sexual violence become tools to
“articulate and preserve the power relations of the institution,” reserving the
shaping of “the space of the university for privileged white men (and some white
women, too)” (Phipps, 2021, no pagination).

For the German university context, there are hardly any studies that deal in
depth with the structural conditions of sexual harassment. In the international
research literature, three main structural factors are discussed as the causes for the
occurrence of sexual harassment: university power hierarchies, the (re)production
of gender stereotypes, and the academic organizational culture (Bondestam and
Lundqvist, 2018).

There is consensus in organizational research that sexual harassment in the
workplace occurs more frequently in organizations with large power imbalances
(cf. McDonald, 2012; Schréttle et al., 2019). Studies on the university context
suggest a direct link between the hierarchical structures typical of universities,
which are characterized by personal dependency relationships, and the preva-
lence of harassment (cf. Blome et al., 2013; BuBmann and Lange, 1996; Feltes
et al., 2012b). The question of how the positions of individuals within intersect-
ing inequality regimes affect their exposure to violence is, at least for the German
academic context, largely unexplored. Racist and classist attributions in par-
ticular seem to have a significant impact inside and outside universities on who
is identified and punished as a perpetrator and which survivors are considered
“credible” and “worthy of protection” (cf. Calafell, 2014; Hark and Villa, 2017).

Studies on the effects of workplace gender composition on the incidence of
sexual harassment have demonstrated that harassment is more likely to occur in
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male-dominated contexts (cf. Kabat-Farr and Cortina, 2014) and in work areas
where typical tasks are considered “masculine” (cf. Hunt et al., 2010)."" German
universities fit both these criteria. In addition, the organizational culture plays a
significant role in encouraging (or discouraging) harassment at work. For uni-
versities as organizations, women are still “new” or “intruders.” In the course
of a long and self-reinforcing development, which the German organizational
researcher Giinther Ortmann (2005) called “a thousand loops,” the androcentric
structure of universities has been and is being perpetuated: Since women were not
there initially, they cannot join later. There is a path dependency—Iloops, espe-
cially when there are so many, are extremely difficult to break. Those who have
always been there have shaped the structures and change to these structures is
hard to achieve. Those who are less compliant with the present structures and do
not meet organizational role requirements must enter into negotiation for change,
becoming vulnerable in the process.

In our own study as well as in the analysis of the quantitative data by Fel-
tes et al. (2012a), almost no assaults by teachers on students were mentioned,
which means that such a factor of power difference cannot be statistically proven.
However, both the qualitative research section of Feltes et al. (2012a) and inter-
national studies (cf. Naezer et al., 2019) on junior female academics indicate that
hierarchies and power differentials come into play primarily after graduation,
when supervisory relationships tighten and dependencies grow. To survive in the
highly competitive neoliberal university system, young academics have to some-
how play the game, which leaves little room to defend themselves against harass-
ing behavior. Often, there are only two options: stay and cope or give up and
leave. This makes a proactive and preventive approach to sexual harassment on
the part of universities all the more important. However, this is hardly to be found
at German enlightened and androcentric universities.

“I Didn’t Know Who to Talk to”: The Universities’ Handling of the
Problem

One of the key frameworks for universities’ handling of sexual harassment and
violence is legal regulations. The legal situation regarding sexual harassment
and violence in the university context is relatively complex and inconsistent in
Germany, since it derives its legal basis from laws at the federal level, the higher-
education acts of the respective states, and autonomous higher-education regula-
tions. University staff is legally protected from sexual harassment and violence
by the General Equal Treatment Act (Allgemeines Gleichbehandlungsgesetz),
but there is no such federal law for the legal protection of students. Specific

""Most studies on the influence of gendered organizational culture on the incidence
of sexual harassment assume a binary gender order. To the extent of our knowledge,
there is no analysis of data on German universities that examines the interaction of
homophobia or transphobia and sexual harassment or the frequency of assaults on
gender non-conforming people.
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higher-education laws in Germany are regulated at the state level. These laws
require universities to implement an imperative for gender equality and against
discrimination, but sexual harassment is rarely explicitly mentioned as a com-
ponent of the latter (Kocher and Porsche, 2015, pp. 19-21). Under these con-
ditions that lack a uniform regulation, university-specific regulations, especially
in the form of guidelines, play a central role in how universities deal with the
issue. In order to protect students, institutions of higher education are author-
ized—but not required—to adopt policies also for them. In such guidelines, many
universities define the handling of sexual harassment and violence and regulate
university-specific measures mostly for prevention and, sometimes, concrete pro-
cedures in the event of violations and sanctions (Antidiskriminierungsstelle des
Bundes, 2015). Regulations on sexual harassment and violence often appear in
the framework of gender-equality policies, making women’s and gender-equality
officers at universities the central actors in this field (Kocher and Porsche, 2015,
p. 25). This in turn makes women the main addressees of prevention and protec-
tion measures; other potentially affected individuals are mostly not mentioned
or addressed. The inconsistent and confusing legislation at the state level and
the lack of direct protection at the federal level result in a significant gap in legal
protection from sexual violence for students.

In order to understand how universities deal with sexual harassment and vio-
lence beyond the elaboration of guidelines, we examined the ways in which the
issue is addressed at German universities, what information and services can be
found on the subject, and where responsibility for the topic lies within the univer-
sities (Schiiz et al., 2021). In our research, we found that out of the 90 universities
analyzed,'? only 3 have university focal points explicitly specializing in sexual har-
assment and violence. 46 universities have a relevant policy or guideline. Of these,
36 explicitly mention sexual harassment and violence in their name, for example,
“guideline against sexual discrimination and violence.” At 10 universities, such
names are phrased more generally, such as “guideline on respectful interaction”
or “guideline on fair play.” In these guidelines, sexual harassment is usually one
of several issues targeted, so the issue is not addressed specifically but along with
other equality-policy topics and issues as one of many. Seventy-four universities
have counseling services, but it varies widely how specifically these are geared
toward sexual harassment and how broadly information about these services is
provided. At almost all universities, sexual harassment is referred to as an area of
responsibility of the women’s and equal-opportunity officers, where the topic is
just one of many responsibilities in the field of equality policies. Especially in the
context of the neoliberal university, we have to assume that sexual harassment is
not a prioritized topic on this long list of responsibilities of gender-equality offic-
ers and that gender mainstreaming and diversity management are more likely
to be found at the top instead (cf. Binner and Weber, 2018). The prioritization
of such officers’ fields of activity becomes clear in the German Handbook on

“There are 394 higher-education institutions in Germany, of which 121 are universi-
ties (Hochschulkompass 2021).
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Gender Equality Policy at Universities (Handbuch zur Gleichstellungspolitik an
Hochschulen) (Blome et al., 2013): The topic of sexual harassment and violence
appears as the penultimate of 14 chapters on fields of action in gender-equality
policy. The topic of the very last chapter is multidimensional discrimination. Yet,
the handbook admits that the field of sexual harassment and violence is more
taboo than any other area of gender-equality policy work at universities (Blome
et al., 2013, p. 419). Moreover, the positions of women’s and equal-opportunity
officers at German universities are elective offices. Accordingly, there is no pre-
scribed professional education for this position and it can be assumed that many
people holding the position have had no specific preparation for dealing with
people affected by sexual harassment and violence—although they are named as
primary contacts at most universities.

The research literature repeatedly points out that university responsibilities
and contact points for those affected, especially for students, are often unknown.
For those who are genderqueer, trans or intersexual as well as for men, institu-
tional responsibility proves to be particularly unclear, as many policies and pre-
ventive measures are explicitly aimed at women. In their representative study on
sexual harassment at German universities, Feltes et al. (2012a) show that univer-
sities need to actively de-taboo the issue and communicate university support
structures more openly, effectively, and clearly (Feltes et al., 2012a, p. 73).

The university response to sexual harassment and violence is contradictory,
which becomes particularly clear in our discussion of the neoliberal development
of universities in the following section. However, this inconsistency also manifests
itself in the area of university responsibility and expertise, which, as has been
shown, in most German universities is assigned to women’s and gender-equality
officers. In the context of a problematization of the theoretical foundation of
institutional gender policy (cf. Liidke et al., 2005) from a feminist or gender-
studies perspective, the critical question must be raised whether the topic of sex-
ual harassment, as part of university gender-equality policy, is assigned to the
right place. Unknown support structures, the low priority of the topic within
gender-equality policy, and the almost exclusive addressing of women as those
affected due to a persistent binary concept of gender point to existing structural
obstacles in the area of responsibility of the women’s and gender-equality offic-
ers, which, moreover, has become enmeshed in the mechanisms of organizational
development of the neoliberal university.

“As an Emancipated Woman, I Can Handle This Myself”’: Sexual
Harassment in the Context of the Neoliberal University

The quote in this section’s title is a student’s response to a survey question that
asks why affected students did not seek institutional help after experiencing
sexual harassment. We consider this quote as emblematic for the ways in which
society, organizations, and individuals perceive, evaluate, and react to sexual har-
assment in a neoliberal age. Recent feminist research on contemporary western
societies depicts women, and young women in particular, as “ideal neoliberal sub-
jects” (Scharff, 2020) that can achieve an autonomous and self-determined life
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through effort, self-application, and consumption (cf. McRobbie, 2009; Ringrose
and Walkerdine, 2008) and cope with challenges and problems independently
(Scharff, 2020).

In the sense of the neoliberal promise that nothing is impossible and of the
related construction of the alleged autonomous and free subject, the handling
of social problems is removed from collective responsibility and placed into the
responsibility of the individual—often under the guise of emancipation. In neo-
liberalism, the entrepreneurial self is elevated to the ideal and each individual
is personally responsible for their own happiness, well-being, and success (cf.
Brown, 2006; Ludwig, 2010). In turn, this also means being personally respon-
sible for one’s own failure, which obscures and disarticulates both the continuity
and the structural dimension of gender, racial, class, and other social inequali-
ties, as British sociologist Louise Morley pointed out in her analysis of gender
in the neoliberal research economy (Morley, 2018). Neoliberalism promises to
complete the enlightenment project of emerging from self-inflicted immaturity
through achievement, diligence, and ambition. However, the neoliberal merit sys-
tem has not changed the rules of the game but merely redefined social hierarchies
under the guise of liberation, individualization, and emancipation. While women
undoubtedly now have more social and economic participation, this participation
continues to occur under patriarchal domination and is reflected, for example, in
the gender pay gap, the incompatibility of family and career, and the persistence
of pregnancy and children as career obstacles for women (McRobbie, 2009).

The neoliberal image of the emancipated and (economically) independent,
white, western subject is elevated to the norm, defaming everyone else who does
not correspond to this norm as unfree per se and thereby reinforcing racist preju-
dices (Scharff, 2011). With the pretense of fake social mobility through individ-
ual enterprise, agency, and endeavor, neoliberalism in most societies is performed
through a disarticulation of structural inequalities and simultaneous representa-
tion of the dominant groups’ interests (Morley, 2018). As a result, there is no
choice at a systemic level. Instead, the workers’ power “lies in their individual
choices to become appropriate and successful within that inevitable system”
(Davies et al., 2006).

These developments have also found their way into the halls of the enlight-
ened university. Promising autonomy and freedom, neoliberalism has under-
mined academic independence and freedom in research and teaching by creating
a merit-based scientific system through developments such as a focus on excel-
lence and competition, entrepreneurialism, an emphasis on cost efficiency, and
a rise of part-time and fixed-term contracts (Herschberg, 2019, p. 11). Gutiér-
rez Rodriguez listed three defining elements for the neoliberalization of universi-
ties: First, the introduction of a European modulated Bachelor’s degree for the
creation of EU-wide quality standards for educational qualifications. Second, the
reduction of public funding for universities in the wake of the financial crisis
in 2008. Third, the increasing marketization of public education initiated in the
1990s. As a consequence, market-based learning formats, concepts, and strategies
for quality assurance and control as well as marketing of the universities through
branding have been promoted (Gutiérrez Rodriguez, 2018, pp. 103-104).
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The pursuit of excellence and of high international rankings requires a con-
temporary marketing of the university as an accessible, diverse, and gender-equi-
table institution for everyone. Equality and diversity programs are now a core
element of academic quality-assurance programs and human-resource manage-
ment. Nevertheless, the structurally gendered and racialized division of labor in
leading management and research positions at universities has hardly changed.
Feminist scholars from the UK have elaborated on how neoliberal policies repro-
duce and even reinforce androcentric and white power structures in the univer-
sity. Ahmed (2012), whose research has been fundamental for addressing and
problematizing sexual harassment in the higher-education context, developed the
concept of the “non-performative” to describe policies and commitments that
pretend to do something while in fact enabling institutions to do nothing. While
claiming, in a neoliberal marketing logic, to make themselves more diverse, uni-
versities “continue to work in favour of the ruling class” (Phipps, 2020, p. 229)
by reproducing white and male senior management and research positions. By
promoting individualism, toughness, and competitiveness, the neoliberal univer-
sity stands for characteristics that are considered typically masculine, leading to
the establishment of a “virility culture” (Morley, 2016, p. 32) or a “re-masculin-
ization of the university” (Thornton, 2013, p. 128) “by valuing and rewarding
the areas and activities in which certain men have traditionally succeeded”
(Morley, 2018, p. 15).

This wider organizational culture in the neoliberal university affects not only
the perception of sexual harassment but also the ways in which it is dealt with.
These have to be contextualized in a marked-based approach in which universities
are created as a brand (Giroux, 2002) in order to compete for excellence and inter-
national rankings. The transformation of the German higher-education system in
the course of the neoliberal economization of universities and the introduction
of the “Excellence Initiative” (Exzellenzinitiative) in 2005 have led to previously
unknown processes of competition, which, as Birgit Riegraf (2018) argued, have
resulted in new mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion as well as the precariza-
tion of employment. While the latter has led to a conditional opening of the
academy to women (Riegraf, 2018, p. 242), it has at the same time reinforced hier-
archies and dependency relationships through fixed-term employment contracts
and uncertain career prospects. As discussed in the previous section, there is a
direct link between unequal power relations in the workplace and the incidence
of sexual harassment.

According to the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research (Bun-
desministerium fiir Bildung und Forschung), the goal of the “Excellence Initiative”
is in particular “to sustainably strengthen Germany as a location for science and
academia in the international competition and promote its international visibil-
ity” (Bundesministerium fiir Bildung und Forschung, 2019, translation by the
authors). The World University Rankings by Times Higher Education evaluate
the international competitiveness of universities based on six metrics: academic
reputation, employer reputation, faculty-student ratio, citations per faculty,
international faculty ratio and international student ratio. In this evaluation,
the highest weighting by far is allotted to an institution’s academic reputation
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score (40%), collated via over 100,000 expert opinions regarding teaching and
research quality at the world’s universities (Top Universities, 2021). As shown
in this example, in the neoliberal age, reputation has become a university’s most
important asset—and that reputation must be polished (Ahmed, 2017, p. 102).
In doing so, dealing with sexual harassment and violence openly and transpar-
ently is “reckoned up” against potential damage to the university’s reputation
in a market-based approach (Phipps, 2020). A case study we conducted in 2019
about the institutional handling of sexual harassment at German universities
(Schiiz et al., 2021) poignantly illustrates this “reckoning up” of sexual harass-
ment and reputation. One of the experts interviewed in this study recounted
how her university had refused to put the university logo on a poster campaign
on the topic due to fear that this alone could be interpreted as indicating that
the university had a particular problem with sexual violence. Another expert
suggested that many universities were reluctant to create explicit sexual-harass-
ment focal points for the same reason. The “institutional polishing” (Ahmed,
2017) of the academic reputation is incompatible with naming and addressing
the problem of sexual harassment openly and transparently at universities. This
goes hand in hand with protecting the well-being of those individuals deemed
vital to university success. According to Phipps (2020), this is done in two ways:
either concealment or erasure. In an arrangement she described as “institutional
airbrushing,” acts are downplayed and survivors are asked to resolve the matter
behind closed doors. Or, if this is not possible, perpetrators are asked to leave the
university (often with a financial settlement) and are thereby airbrushed from
the institution (Phipps, 2020). Similarly, discourse analytic studies from the U.S.
showed how universities bureaucratize, privatize, and commodify the issue of
sexual harassment through a neoliberal management discourse (Clair, 1993) and
how the conservative and liberal dogma of academic freedom is strategically
used to protect the accused when specific cases of sexual violence at universities
become public (Eyre, 2000).

This individualized rather than structural view of the problem of sexual har-
assment and violence at universities is closely intertwined with the logic of neolib-
eralism that creates docile, individualized, and responsibilized subjects (Davies et
al., 2006) that are characterized by “loyalty, belonging and acceptance, compen-
sated by the rewards of self-interest and marked by the promotion of efficiency in
the service of the inevitable” (Saul, 2005, p. 13).

In our survey, this is reflected in the fact that students rated the issue at uni-
versities as nonexistent, not bad enough to be addressed, or a problem to be
solved by those affected on their own. Of the 69 physical—and thus criminally
relevant—assaults mentioned, institutional support was sought in only 4 cases.
On the one hand, this may be related to the fact that students, especially when
they are at the beginning of their studies, do not know to whom to turn in
these situations. Another reason may be a lack of trust in the institution, as
Feltes et al. (2012a) found in their study, and survivors’ awareness of their own
position within university hierarchies. Students perceive sexual harassment at
universities consciously or unconsciously in the context of power structures.
There is an awareness that consequences must be expected if these structures
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are questioned or challenged. Moreover, it must be assumed that sanctions are
usually not directed against the structures but against the individuals who ques-
tion them. This awareness of one’s own position within the given power struc-
tures further implies that certain options for action cannot be imagined. This
was expressed in the open-question section of the survey in statements such
as “What can you do about it?” In line with neoliberal logic, it seems that in
many cases, the reporting of an assault is reckoned up against the consequences
for one’s life, studies, and career. In addition, sexual harassment, at least in its
everyday manifestations, is, as the statement of the student quoted in the sec-
tion title shows, a matter that an emancipated woman regulates herself. In what
Gundula Ludwig described as the “economization of the social” (Ludwig, 2010,
no pagination), the market becomes the structuring principle of social relations,
with the consequence that social responsibilities are privatized. This also (re)
privatizes structural relations of inequality and the exploitation of women,
black, and indigenous people, people of color, and genderqueer people. For the
conditional structure of sexual harassment and violence, this economization of
the social means that the myth of individual fate is cemented by neoliberal indi-
vidualization (Ludwig, 2010). The neoliberalization of social relations as well as
the intensification of economic dependencies, invisibilization, and the individu-
alization of structural inequalities and the problems that results from it not only
make sexual harassment and violence possible but continue to keep it a hidden
individualized problem.

“This is Just What Men Do”: The Normalization of Sexual
Harassment

Androcentric hierarchies, the image of the discrimination-free, enlightened acad-
emy, and market-oriented organizational and management structures are some of
the factors that (re)produce, allow, and sometimes even encourage sexual harass-
ment and violence at universities. The university approach to the problem paints
a picture of sexual harassment as an individual (women’s) problem for which
individual solutions must be found. Acts of sexual harassment and violence are
normalized, minimized, and dismissed by patriarchal gender norms and power
relations (Gavey, 2019) as well as by complex and uneven systems of loyalty and
hierarchy (Phipps, 2020). These university attitudes have an effect on the way
individuals perceive and evaluate sexual harassment and violence at the university
as a problem of those affected and not of the perpetrators.

In the fourth part of our survey, we asked how students had responded to the
sexual harassment they had experienced. The most common response (13,5%)
was that no further significance had been attached to the incident. 10,7% of the
respondents had perceived the situation as a joke. Similar reactions were also
found in the open-question section, where we asked why affected students had not
turned to university staff: “It was not that bad”; “It was not dangerous”; “That’s
male nature”; “I think a lot of little things happen that are unsettling (also toward
men), but you don’t take it seriously because of the frequency. I would feel weak
if I talked to someone about it.”
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The fact that sexual harassment is often given no or only very low impor-
tance shows how much the topic is normalized and trivialized not only in the
university context but in society as a whole. In their research report on sexual
harassment at German universities, Feltes et al. (2012a) attributed trivializing
reactions such as the ones quoted above to a feeling of helplessness in the face
of the omnipresence of the problem, which cannot be solved by individuals.
They found that

students were much more reluctant to mention the less serious
assault (in contrast to sexual violence) because they are aware that
it seems to be a matter of social consensus to put such assaults “in
proportion” and therefore to have to “put up with” them. (Feltes
et al., 2012a, p. 28)

The authors further argued that the individual burden of such incidents is
often not taken seriously and that there is a feeling of coming across as oversen-
sitive or uptight: “[T]he socially accepted trivialization of such assaults is inter-
nalized and the woman affected no longer trusts her own feelings” (Feltes et al.,
2012a, p. 28).

A consequence of this social normalization and trivialization of sexual harass-
ment is the associated silence, which was mentioned by affected students as the
second most common reaction. In reply to the question of how they had reacted
to a harassment situation, 12.3% ticked the answer “I didn’t say anything, but
it annoyed me” and 6.1% chose “I didn’t say anything, but it deeply unsettled
me.” In the research literature on domestic and sexual violence, this phenomenon
is conceptually described as a culture of silence or self-silencing. The students’
answers further reveal a tendency of self-questioning: “I thought I had misin-
terpreted the situation”; “I did not know whether the incident was important
enough.” Qualitative studies in particular show that self-doubt is very common in
these situations. The intimate nature of the topic, the social taboo surrounding it,
and the common cultural ideas regarding who is at fault prevent survivors from
turning to someone who could dispel these self-doubts. Instead, those affected
locate culpability in their own alleged “misconduct” and wonder whether they
misinterpreted the situation or even did something to trigger the assault (cf. Feltes
et al., 2012b; Naezer et al., 2019).

Although the results of a number of quantitative studies demonstrate com-
paratively few assaults by faculty members, there is consensus in the research
community that the estimated figure of unreported cases is many times higher.
When cases of sexual harassment are reported to university staff, they are usu-
ally heard and dealt with behind closed doors. In this context, confidentiality
and the protection of those affected are of fundamental, primary importance.
And yet, this has the negative side effect of also protecting perpetrators and uni-
versities, allowing sexual harassment and violence to remain a hidden problem
in the university context. This prevents awareness raising and a lack of aware-
ness results in the assumption that sexual harassment and violence is “just what
men do.”
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Conclusions: Conducting Tabooed Research on a Tabooed
Subject

Drawing on comments from students that had participated in our quantitative
survey on the prevalence of sexual harassment at university, in this article, we
highlighted possible causes and factors that enable, favor, and legitimize sexual
harassment in the higher-education context. We located the problem in the histor-
ically evolved hierarchical structures of the androcentric university, discussed the
social (self-)image of the university as an enlightened organization, and looked
into the effects of neoliberal academic working environments on the prevalence
and handling of sexual harassment. Based on this location of the problem, we
explored how it is negotiated in the context of the legal and equality-policy
framework and problematized normalization as one of the key issues at the uni-
versity. While our considerations can be substantiated with studies from other
work contexts and countries, there is a lack of empirical and ethnographic data
on the conditional structure of sexual harassment and violence in the German
university system. Established research institutions in Germany show great reluc-
tance to address the issue of sexual harassment in the university context (Bange,
2016, p. 45). The lack of relevant research is also reflected in the fact that many
of the available studies are graduation theses or were conducted by women’s and
gender-equality officers and it is reasonable to assume that researching sexual
violence at universities could be a career obstacle (Bange, 2016, p. 46). In terms of
content, most of these studies are prevalence studies on the occurrence and type
of sexual harassment at German universities. In order to better understand the
set of conditions, structures, and internal university dynamics that enable sexual
harassment in academia, more ethnographic research is needed. However, pro-
ducing ethnographic research in and on academia could not only be harmful for
researchers’ academic careers but, as Maria do Mar Pereira (2013, p. 191), refer-
ring to Butterwick and Dawson (2005), puts it, is “ ‘one of the greatest taboos’
of academic practice” in general. The relative lack of ethnographic research on
universities is “a form of collective averted gaze from the inner workings of aca-
demia” (do Mar Pereira, 2013, p. 191). The fact that academics do not see them-
selves as research objects but as subjects that turn others into objects (Friese,
2001, p. 288) makes sense especially in the cultural perception of the university as
an enlightened organization as discussed above.

Given that critical examination of the higher-education system is itself
taboo, examining the taboo topic of sexual harassment and violence in this con-
text becomes a particularly difficult challenge. The university’s handling of our
own sexual-harassment study is a particularly striking example of this. As Sara
Ahmed (2015) pointed out, “when we give problems their names we can become
a problem for those who do not want to register that there is a problem (but who
might, at another level, sense there is a problem)” (p. 9, emphasis in original).
Ahmed herself is a very powerful example of how overwhelming and destruc-
tive scholarly and political engagement against sexual harassment can be to one’s
career at the university: She resigned from her post at Goldsmiths, University of
London, in protest against the university’s failure to address sexual harassment.
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Louise Morley showed in her analysis of gendered implications of the neoliberal
research economy that the competition for employment and funding in the acad-
emy has made such forms of protest and resistance very rare, as solidarity and the
sense of the collective have been eroded: “Resisting takes one out of the game,
leaving the path clear for voracious competitors. Playing the game is central to
survival for individuals, organizations and nation states” (Morley, 2018, p. 23).

The challenges of researching and addressing sexual harassment and violence
in the higher- education context are vast, multi-layered, and complex. Researchers
have to find the balance between critical distance, loyalty, and discretion (Friese,
2001, p. 307). Universities must recognize that critical university research should
not be perceived in terms of reputational damage but as a fundamental contribu-
tion to modern university development—in Germany and elsewhere. Especially
in the course of the internationalization of universities and the growing competi-
tion for students and “excellent” research, diversity has become an increasingly
important strategic field of action at German universities over the last 20 years. In
the university discourse, the importance of equal opportunities and the potential
of variety and inclusion is emphasized and celebrated, which often reduces diver-
sity to the “shorthand of inclusion” and “the happy point of intersectionality”
(Ahmed, 2012, p. 14). Issues that do not contribute to this shiny and inclusive
discourse are relegated to the background. This includes sexual harassment and
violence. In terms of modern university development, universities need a diversity
policy that allows addressing the “dark side of organizations” (Vaughan, 1999).
Addressing this dark side not only helps to unveil the myth of universities as
enlightened organizations but might also encourage more critical research on
academia and breaking mechanisms of androcentric knowledge production and
homosocial structures. In order to de-taboo the issue of sexual harassment and
violence at universities in research, but also to combat it in everyday university
life, a new framing of the problem is needed. For modern university development
and the successful internationalization of German universities, anti-discrimina-
tion measures must become a joint task of organizational development. There is a
need for policies against sexual harassment and violence that do not merely serve
the neoliberal project of institutional polishing to strengthen universities’ mar-
ket positions. Intersectional research on how sexual harassment interacts with
other forms of discrimination is needed. Sexual harassment must be challenged
as a structural problem that demands collective solutions. This, however, must
not mean losing sight of the individual, because as Ahmed rightly notes, “if the
‘institution’ becomes the problem, it becomes rather easy for individuals to say, ‘it
has nothing to do with me’ ” (2015, p. 12). The critical university research needed
for this can only be de-tabooed if it is actively encouraged and promoted by uni-
versity management and third-party funders.

All of the above has already been discussed and debated many times in dif-
ferent academic settings. It is alarming to see the extent to which current find-
ings and analyses of sexual violence at universities coincide with those from the
early 1990s. It seems as if the acquired knowledge of the women’s movement,
which was the first to bring the issue onto the political agenda of German uni-
versities, was lost in two decades of increasing economization of the social and
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universities and of the accompanying institutionalization of gender equality. This
reveals once more that as long as sexual harassment and violence are seen as indi-
vidualized experiences rather than symptoms of an androcentric and neoliberal
higher-education system and as long as both the problem and its investigation are
tabooed, nothing will change and sexual harassment will remain a hidden prob-
lem at German universities.
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Abstract

In the early 2010s, the University of Wisconsin-Madison (UW-Madison)
became increasingly concerned about incidents of academic workplace
“bullying” on the campus, and in 2014-2016 created policies designed to
address such behavior at the University. The new policies and accompany-
ing initiatives were implemented in 2017, defining a new term to describe
these behaviors as “hostile and intimidating behavior” (HIB). We use data
from three sources to explore the outcomes of the new HIB policies and
initiatives to date. Evaluation data from training sessions show the impor-
tance of educating the campus community about HIB, providing evidence
that the training sessions increase HIB knowledge. Data from two campus-
wide surveys measure incidence of HIB for different groups on campus
(e.g., analysis by gender, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability status,
rank, job duty, and/or the intersection of these characteristics), as well
as changes in the knowledge about HIB as reported by faculty and staff.
These data show that UW-Madison faculty and staff are increasing their
knowledge of HIB as a problem and also increasing their knowledge about
what to do about it. Underrepresented groups who more commonly expe-
rience HIB agree that this culture is improving. At the same time, we are
seeing slow and uneven progress in reduction of actual incidence of HIB
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at UW-Madison. We close with some “lessons learned” about instituting
such a sweeping, campus-wide effort to reduce HIB, in the hopes that other
campuses can learn from our experience.

Keywords: Bullying; academic bullying; workplace bullying; academia;
higher education; climate surveys; academic policy; harassment;
incivility

Introduction

Academic “bullying” is a form of harassment and intimidation that has been
shown to create a hostile working environment for faculty, staff, and student tar-
gets of the bullying (Akella, 2020; Prevost and Hunt, 2018). The types of behav-
iors that many studies define as “bullying” include negative acts such as spreading
gossip or rumors, withholding information, or yelling. This behavior must typi-
cally be repeated and persistent, creating a “hostile work environment,” in order
to be defined as “bullying.”

Academic bullying is related to other forms of harassing behaviors in the work-
place such as sexual harassment and discrimination, but at UW-Madison we treat
it as distinct due to the legal landscape in the United States around these different
types of harassing behaviors. Sexual harassment refers to a broad category of
behaviors that can include hostile working environments, quid-pro-quo harass-
ment, sexual misconduct, sexual assault, stalking, and other forms of harassment
and intimidation related to targeting of a victim as a sexual object (Bondes-
tam and Lundqvist, 2020). These kinds of harassment are not only prohibited
by state and federal laws in the United States, but in academia are specifically
governed by Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972. Discrimination —
differential treatment based on any protected status including sex or gender,
racial/ethnic background, sexual orientation, veteran status, religion, age, dis-
ability, and others — is similarly covered by both federal and state employment
laws (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission). Bullying, in contrast, is not
typically an “illegal” workplace behavior (e.g., Chew, 2010; Ballard and Easteal,
2018; Hodgins, MacCurtain, and Mannix-McNamara, 2020). It is not “illegal”
to yell at someone, consistently leave them off of meeting invitations, or advise
students not to work with a particular professor, unless of course those actions
can be proven to have occurred due to the specific situations of sexual harassment
or discrimination. Bullying behaviors are rarely punishable under existing harass-
ment and discrimination laws and yet are no less harmful.

Power dynamics are a hallmark of this type of behavior, in that the party
with less power and status is typically unable to defend themselves (Salin, 2001;
Hodgins and Mannix McNamara, 2019; Hodgins, MacCurtain, and Mannix-
McNamara, 2020). The environment created by bullying thus defined can lead to
reduced productivity (Lampman et al., 2016; Cassell, 2011; Fogg, 2008), physical
symptoms including both mental and physical health symptoms (Cassell, 2011;
Keim and McDermott, 2010; Lampman et al., 2016), lawsuits and scandal (Cas-
sell, 2011; Lampman, 2012), and attrition from the university (Faria, Mixon,
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and Salter, 2012). Research shows that in academia, targets of academic bullying
are disproportionally members of underrepresented identities (Striebing, 2022a,
2022¢), including women (Lampman, 2012; Schraudner, Striebing, and Hochfeld,
2019), persons of color (Lampman, 2012), sexual minorities (Misawa, 2015), and
persons with disabilities (Leymann, 1993, as cited in Hecker, 2007).

Given the well-known gaps in work satisfaction and attrition in academia
of these very groups (Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education
[COACHE], 2014; Stewart and Valian, 2018; Striebing, 2022b; WISELI, 2020),
it is imperative to address academic bullying if we hope to recruit, retain, and
enhance the productivity and careers of persons currently underrepresented in
academia. Correlating the data on differing rates of satisfaction among faculty
members based on status and background with that identifying the physical and
psychological costs of bullying in the workplace, it is possible to hypothesize that
one significant reason why universities have not been more successful in their
efforts to recruit and retain a more diverse workforce is due to their failure to
address bullying. It is also possible that universities may be able to reduce costs
associated with faculty and staff turnover and mental health — not just financial
costs but also costs to the well-being of its people — by making efforts to reduce
bullying among its employees.

Policy Action to Reduce Academic Bullying at the
University of Wisconsin-Madison

At the University of Wisconsin-Madison (UW-Madison), incidences of aca-
demic bullying have been publicized in local media for several decades (e.g., UW-
Madison Oral History Project, 2003; Wisconsin State Journal, 2019). Campus
organizations such as the Ombuds Office, the Employee Assistance office, and the
Office of Equity and Diversity consistently reported that bullying behaviors were a
sizeable proportion of the employee complaints that they uncovered (UW-Madison
Ombuds Office, 2017). It was acknowledged by these groups that bullying behavior
was difficult to eradicate with the existing policies and practices of our university
because human resources issues were often confidential and therefore employees
who engaged in this behavior could be moved from unit to unit with no knowl-
edge of the bullying behavior following the individual. Furthermore, without good
campus policies and procedures around these issues, retaliation against persons
who reported this behavior were common, potentially leading to under-reporting
of bullying behavior (Schraudner, Striebing, and Hochfeld, 2019; Ballard and East-
eal, 2018). Finally, a sense of resignation that no progress could be made in this
area due to the tenure protections of faculty members hindered efforts to address
the issue. No consistent measurement of the incidence of bullying behavior on the
UW-Madison campus had ever been undertaken, so the prevalence of the behavior
was unknown.

In the early 2010s, the UW-Madison became increasingly concerned about
incidents of academic bullying on the campus, especially in relation to the loss of
treasured faculty and staff who are members of underrepresented groups. Begun
by an ad hoc working group led by the deans of two colleges at the university in



238  Jennifer Sheridan et al.

2013, the effort culminated in the creation by shared governance groups of offi-
cial policies and initiatives designed to address bullying behavior among faculty
and staff at the University. In 2014-2016, these policies were formally approved
by all three major governance groups' at the University. The new policies were
passed first by the Faculty Senate in November of 2014, then by the Academic
Staff Assembly in December 2014, and finally by the University Staff in Decem-
ber 2016. Recognizing that policy in itself is insufficient (Hodgins, MacCurtain,
& Mannix-McNamara, 2020), in the 2015-2016 academic year, a committee
comprised of faculty and staff met to determine how to implement the policies
and to build a set of initiatives around the policies that would help the campus
community understand the nature of hostile and intimidating behavior (HIB), its
effects, and its prevention. The committee presented its recommendations in the
fall of 2016 (UW-Madison, 2016) and the provost’s office began the implementa-
tion process shortly thereafter.

The new policies and initiatives were designed to create institutional transfor-
mation around the complex (Greenhalgh and Papoutsi, 2018), multilevel issue of
academic bullying by addressing it from multiple levels (Kalpazidou Schmidt and
Cacace, 2018; Anicha et al., 2017) — at the structural level through institutional
policy and resources; at the cultural level through training and education pro-
grams; and at the individual level through invitations to intervene and to advocate
for oneself and others on this issue. The enforcement of these policies relied on
existing mechanisms for discipline, dismissal and appeal.

The implementation of the policies passed by the UW-Madison governance
bodies are composed of six elements, with some small differences among the
groups.

1. Definition of “hostile and intimidating behavior.” In order to eliminate the
destructive behavior known as “bullying” in much of the literature, we
needed to have a single and clear definition of this behavior in order to
create consistent and uniform policies and practices, as well as define the
new norms we wish to have at UW-Madison. Given that there is no univer-
sally agreed-upon definition (Hodgins and Mannix McNamara, 2017), our
governance bodies created the new term “hostile and intimidating behav-
ior (HIB),” defined as “unwelcome behavior pervasive or severe enough

'"UW-Madison has three main governance groups: A faculty senate, an academic staff
assembly, and a university staff congress. “Faculty” consist of the traditional jobs of
“assistant professor,” “associate professor,” and “professor”; the associate professor
and professor titles have tenure. Academic staff and university staff are designations
for different types of non-tenure-eligible staff positions in the university, primarily
based on job duties. University staff perform jobs that are comparable to other state
employees and are or were in the past represented by state employee unions (e.g.,
administrative support, building trades, security and public safety, and fiscal staff ser-
vices). Academic staff perform jobs that are unique to the university (e.g., lecturer,
researcher, or academic advisor).
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that a reasonable person would find it hostile and/or intimidating and that
does not further the University’s academic or operational interests.” On
our campus, what most people refer to as “bullying” is known as “HIB.”
This definition is further embellished on the UW-Madison HIB website
(UW-Madison, 2017).

Create new procedures for reporting HIB. The governance groups created
two avenues for addressing HIB behaviors. Informal approaches include
gathering information, consulting multiple campus resources (including
HIB liaisons, see below), having the target of the behavior address the
behavior in a conversation with the source of the behavior (with or without
an intermediary), or bringing the matter to a superior to seek advice. Formal
approaches involve filing a written complaint, which is investigated by vari-
ous offices, and could include filing a grievance if the complaint does not
address the issue.

Define best practices for handling HIB as a supervisor, or as a bystander/peer.
In order to foster a new campus culture eliminating HIB, our entire work-
force needs to know how best to handle these situations. Governance groups
ensured that there were best practices communicated to rank and file faculty
and staff, human resources (HR) representatives in the schools and colleges,
department chairs and deans, and the university HR managers, to engage the
entire community in shared responsibility for addressing and mitigating the
occurrence of HIB.

Create accessible resources including a website. To communicate the new poli-
cies and information about best practices for addressing HIB, at minimum
a website must be created to disseminate the new information to the cam-
pus community. Other resources (e.g., lists of relevant offices, easy-to-follow
guidelines for addressing HIB issues that arise) also needed development as
well as a communication strategy for making these resources available (UW-
Madison, 2017).

Create a training program about the new HIB policy and resources. A 90-min-
ute in-person workshop, currently also offered on a virtual platform, informs
faculty and staff on what HIB is, how to distinguish it from other harmful
behavior, and provides a deeper understanding of policies and procedures to
address it, in an effort to promote cultural change. Twenty volunteer faculty
and staff, from schools, colleges and divisions across the campus, serve as
workshop facilitators.

Train trusted faculty and staff liaisons from many different campus units to
provide confidential advice about HIB. A key element to adding resources to
our campus so that anyone with a HIB issue can find a way to address it is
to increase the number of people who are trained to give advice and help. A
new set of trained, well-connected, and trusted people, “HIB Liaisons,” were
trained to be a new resource for people either experiencing HIB, or accused
of it. In addition, HR representatives and HR managers have been trained
to understand the dynamics of HIB and how to address it when consulted by
faculty, staff, and administrators.
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These new policies and practices are similar to approaches taken at other aca-
demic institutions (Hodgins, MacCurtain, and Mannix-McNamara, 2017, 2020)
and have now been in place at the UW-Madison for approximately four years,
if we consider the “start” of the policy to be the date on which the website was
introduced in Summer of 2017, advertising the policies and their implementa-
tion to the entire UW-Madison community. In this paper, we wish to understand
whether and how they are working in the complex system that is UW-Madison.
Addressing the problem of HIB at multiple levels, we have the infrastructure in
place to manage incidents of HIB; we are working to change the culture around
HIB through education; and we are providing individuals with more opportuni-
ties and methods for dealing with this behavior and preventing it before it hap-
pens. Are we achieving our goals? To uncover whether we are making progress
toward decreasing and ultimately eliminating the incidence of HIB on the
UW-Madison campus, we examine several data sources to learn:

1. Are people at UW-Madison more aware of HIB than they used to be?

2. Do people at UW-Madison know what to do if they experience HIB, or if
someone comes to them with a concern about HIB?

3. Do people from underrepresented groups who are differentially impacted by
HIB feel that the campus is dealing with it appropriately?

4. Do people from underrepresented groups disproportionally experience HIB,
and is that incidence increasing or decreasing since the new policies were
enacted?

5. Isthe overall incidence of HIB at UW-Madison increasing or decreasing?

Data Sources

Data from three sources will help us examine these questions about culture change
around HIB and incidence of HIB over time at UW-Madison.

Hostile and Intimidating Behavior Workshop Evaluations

The primary way that the new UW-Madison policy will address culture change
around HIB is through a 90-minute case-based workshop, available either to fac-
ulty and staff as individuals, or to department/units at UW-Madison who request
a workshop (UW-Madison, 2016). A working committee composed of 11 faculty
and staff created the content, and it was piloted in early 2018, with an initial
version of the workshop presented to groups of campus leaders including deans,
department chairs, center directors, and managers. After adjusting the content
following the early sessions, the workshops were launched to the broader campus
in July 2018. By fall of 2019 the workshops were offered to night shift employ-
ees and employees who speak Spanish, Tibetan, Mandarin, Hmong, and Nepali
languages. By Summer 2020 (and including pilot workshops), we have delivered
64 workshops to approximately 1,444 individuals, most of whom are in the aca-
demic staff and university staff employment categories; few are faculty except
for campus leaders such as department chairs. The campus has trained a group
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of 20 presenters to deliver these workshops, and most workshops are run by two
to three facilitators per workshop. Workshops are advertised to UW-Madison
faculty and staff through the “Working at UW” campus newsletter for employ-
ees, the HIB website (UW-Madison, 2017), the employee professional develop-
ment course catalog, as part of new employee orienta