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harassment, focusing on how authority and power dynamics contribute to harassment
incidents and perpetuate toxic organizational environments. Method: Utilizing a
mixed-methods approach, the research combines quantitative surveys and qualitative
interviews with employees across various industries toexplore the relationship between
authority, power imbalances, and harassment occurrences. Results: The findings revead
that power imbalances significantly facilitate harassment by enabling individuals in
positions of authority to exploit their power without accountability. Organizational
culture, inadequate reporting mechanisms, and fear of retaliation are identified as
critical factors that sustain this paradox. Nowvelty: This study uniquely highlights the

contradiction between the intended role of authority —to ensure structure and
productivity —and its misuse as a tool for harassment. By emphasizing the need for
ethical leadership and accountability, the research provides new insights into
dismantling power dynamics that perpetuate workplace harassment. Recommendations
include comprehensive organizational reforms, transparent reporting systems, and
leadership training to promote ethical authority use, fostering safer and more equitable
work environments.

INTRODUCTION

Sexual harassment in the workplace remains a pervasive issue that not only
damages the psychological and emotional well-being of individuals but also undermines
the overall productivity and integrity of organizations. At its core, workplace sexual
harassment is a form of discriminatory behavior, where individuals in positions of
authority exploit their power to engage in unwelcome, inappropriate, or coercive actions
toward others. This exploitation often manifests as physical, verbal, or non-verbal
behavior that creates an intimidating, hostile, or offensive work environment [1]. The
significance of addressing this issue lies not only in the violation of personal dignity but
also in the broader impact it has on organizational culture, employee morale, and legal
ramifications. Despite the increasing awareness and numerous legal frameworks
designed to prevent and address sexual harassment, such behavior continues to persist
across industries and sectors [2].

A crucial factor contributing to the ongoing prevalence of sexual harassment is the
inherent power dynamics present in most workplaces. Workplace authority structures
are often hierarchical, with clear distinctions between superiors and subordinates. This
imbalance of power is a central element in the perpetuation of harassment, as those in
positions of power—such as supervisors, managers, or executives —can use their
authority to intimidate, coerce, or manipulate employees [2]. The paradox of power in
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this context is that while authority is typically intended to ensure order, productivity,
and fairness, it can also be misused as a tool for harassment and control [3]. In such
environments, individuals may feel compelled to tolerate or even accept inappropriate
behavior for fear of retaliation, career setbacks, or loss of job security, thereby reinforcing
the toxic cycle of harassment.

The consequences of sexual harassment in the workplace extend far beyond the
immediate impact on the victim. Research has demonstrated that harassment contributes
to increased absenteeism, job dissatisfaction, and higher turnover rates, all of which
directly affect organizational performance and employee well-being [4]. Furthermore, the
failure to address harassment in a timely and effective manner can damage the reputation
of an organization and expose it to legal and financial risks. Although many
organizations have implemented policies aimed at curbing harassment, studies indicate
that a significant gap remains between policy formulation and actual practice [5]. This
disconnect highlights the need for more than justlegal compliance —it requires a cultural
shift toward equity, transparency, and respect in all organizational relationships.

This paper seeks to explore the paradox of power in the context of sexual
harassment in the workplace, examining how authority structures can both enable and
perpetuate harmful behaviors. Through a review of existing literature and analysis of
case studies, this research aims to highlight the key factors that allow harassment to
thrive, and to propose comprehensive solutions that challenge the power imbalances that
underpin these behaviors [6].

Literature Review

The literature on sexual harassment in the workplace highlights a complex
interaction between individual behaviors, organizational culture, and power structures.
A substantial body of research has focused on how power imbalances between
employees and supervisors contribute to the prevalence of harassment. Cortina
emphasizes that sexual harassment is often a direct result of the unequal distribution of
power in hierarchical workplace environments. This imbalance allows those in positions
of authority —such as managers or executives — to exploittheir power, creating situations
in which employees are vulnerable to unwanted advances or coercive behavior. Research
by Fitzgerald et al. supports this, illustrating that the threat of retaliation or career
stagnation often silences victims, thereby perpetuating the cycle of harassment [7].

Furthermore, studies have indicated that harassment is not only a result of
individual behavior but is also deeply embedded in organizational cultures. McDonald
argues that workplaces with insufficient policies or ineffective enforcement mechanisms
allow harassment to thrive. Organizations that fail to address sexual harassment create
an environment in which harmful behaviors are normalized or ignored. This cultural
tolerance of harassment exacerbates the challenges victims face, as it often leads to a lack
of trust in reporting mechanisms and management's ability to handle complaints
effectively. Research suggests that the organizational response to harassment
significantly influences whether or not employees feel safe or supported in making
complaints [8].
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The paradox of power in sexual harassment is particularly evident when
examining how authority figures use their positions to control or manipulate
subordinates. Klein discusses this paradox, noting that while power structures are
intended to promote productivity and structure, they can also be misused, leading to
abuses of authority. As a result, organizations must not only address individual instances
of harassment but also examine broader structural and cultural changes that could
prevent the misuse of power and encourage a safer, more respectful work environment
[9].

Sexual Harassment

Sexual harassment refers to unwelcome, inappropriate, and offensive behavior of
a sexual nature, typically in a workplace, educational setting, or other professional or
social environments. It involves actions, words, or conduct that create an intimidating,
hostile, or offensive environment for the victim. This behavior may include verbal, non-
verbal, or physical actions [10].

Types of Sexual Harassment
Quid Pro Quo Harassment

This type of harassment involves an individual in a position of power (such as a
boss, teacher, or supervisor) demanding sexual favors in exchange for workplace benefits
(such as promotions, raises, or continued employment). Example: A manager telling an
employee that they will receive a raise or promotion if they agree to go on a date or
engage in sexual acts [11].

Hostile Work Environment:

This type of harassment occurs when a person is subjected to unwelcome and
offensive sexual conduct or comments that create a work or social environment that is
intimidating, hostile, or offensive. It can include repeated unwanted sexual advances,
comments, or inappropriate gestures. Example: An employee making sexually
suggestive comments or jokes in the office that make others uncomfortable, or showing
explicit material in the workplace.

Verbal Sexual Harassment

This type of harassment involves making inappropriate or sexually suggestive
comments, jokes, or requests. Example: Repeatedly complimenting someone's
appearance in an uncomfortable way, making sexual innuendos, or pressuring someone
to engage in sexual activity.

Physical Sexual Harassment

This involves any unwelcome physical behavior of a sexual nature, such as
touching, groping, or sexual assault. Example: An individual touching someone
inappropriately or attempting to kiss someone without consent.

Non-Verbal Sexual Harassment
This involves non-verbal actions that make someone feel uncomfortable, such as
sexually suggestive gestures, leering, or staring. Non-verbal sexual harassment involves
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inappropriate sexual gestures, behaviors, or actions that do not involve words but still
create a hostile, intimidating, or uncomfortable environment for the victim. Although it
may not involve verbal communication, non-verbal harassment can be justas damaging
and distressing. It is often subtle, and the victim may feel confused about whether the
behavior was intentional or malicious, but it still contributes to an environment of sexual
harassment.

Example include, making suggestive or sexually explicit hand gestures, such as
mimicking sexual acts or making an obscene gesture like a "thumbs up" combined with
a suggestive motion.

It is harassment in that such gestures are non-verbal cues that can create
discomfort, reduce the victim's sense of safety, and establishan atmosphere of disrespect.
Leering or Staring

Persistently staring at someone's body, especially in a way that makes them feel
uncomfortable or objectified. Leering or prolonged staring often implies sexual interest,
which can be intimidating and uncomfortable, especially if the recipient does not
welcome it.

Inappropriate Body Language

Standing too close to someone, invading their personal space without any
professional reason or permission. Close physical proximity without consent is often
perceived as an invasion of personal boundaries, which can be distressing for the
recipient, especially when coupled with a suggestive demeanor or attitude.

Displaying Sexualized Images or Materials

Leaving sexually explicitimages, photos, or pornography where they can be seen
by others, such as on a computer screen, in the workplace, or at school. Even though it’s
non-verbal, the display of such materials forces the recipientto confront unwanted sexual
imagery that creates an uncomfortable or hostile environment.

Sexualized Physical Movements

Suggestively moving one's body, such as giving a mock lap dance, or making
sexual movements during a conversation. These types of movements signal sexual intent
in a non-verbal way, which is inappropriate in a professional or social setting, causing
the recipient to feel uncomfortable or unsafe.

Suggestive Facial Expressions

Winking or raising an eyebrow in a manner that is sexually suggestive or lewd.
Such gestures can be seen as an implied sexual interest or invitation, which can make the
victim feel harassed or disrespected, especially when there’s no prior consensual
interaction.

Sexual Gestures in Public or Work Settings

In a workplace, making sexually suggestive gestures in front of others, such as
rubbing a body part or using an exaggerated gesture of physical attraction. Even when
done in a lighthearted or playful manner, these gestures can create a hostile environment
for colleagues or others around, particularly if they make someone feel uncomfortable or
disrespected.
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The Impact of Non-Verbal Sexual Harassment
Emotional and Psychological Impact

Victims of non-verbal sexual harassment may feel degraded, objectified, or unsafe.
This type of harassment can cause stress, anxiety, feelings of shame, and lowered self-
esteem. If such behavior is frequent, it may lead to long-term emotional distress,
including depression, social withdrawal, and difficulty concentrating.

Workplace or Educational Environment Disruption:

Non-verbal harassment can contribute to a hostile or toxic environment, reducing
productivity or engagement. It can make individuals feel uncomfortable or unsafe at
work or school, and could result in the victim avoiding certain places or people, which
diminishes their ability to succeed in these environments.

Legal Implications:

Non-verbal sexual harassment can violate policies and laws regarding workplace
discrimination, such as Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (U.S.), which protects
employees from harassment based on sex. Even if the harassment is non-verbal, it can
still create an unlawful hostile work environment [12].

Chilling Effect on Free Expression:

Victims might feel silenced or afraid to speak out due to fear of retaliation. Over
time, this can diminish a person's confidence and willingness to interact with others in
work or academic settings, which can hinder professional growth or personal
development.

Timeliness and Impact

Sexual harassment in the workplace remains a critical issue, with its timeliness
underscored by ongoing movements like #MeToo, which highlight systemic inequality
and the abuse of power. The impact of sexual harassment extends beyond the immediate
victims, affecting the organizational culture,employee morale, and productivity. Victims
may experience anxiety, depression, and a reduced sense of safety, which can hinder their
professional development [13]. For organizations, failing to address harassment results
in a toxic work environment, increased turnover, and potential legal repercussions [8].

Workplace authority is often intertwined with power dynamics that may enable
or perpetuate harassment. The paradox of power arises when those in positions of
authority use their status to exploitand manipulate subordinates, leading to a distorted
balance in the workplace [14]. Higher-status individuals are more likely to perceive
themselves as entitled to exert influence over others, which can manifest in harassment
or other forms of discrimination. This power imbalance creates a barrier to addressing
harassment, as victims may feel unable to report incidents without fear of retaliation[15].
Addressing these power imbalances is essential for fostering an equitable, safe, and
respectful work environment.

Power as a Double Edge Sword

Power in the workplace can be a double-edged sword, influencing both the
empowerment and exploitation of individuals. On one hand, power can provide
individuals with the authority to lead, make decisions, and advocate for change, fostering
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productivity and innovation. On the other hand, power dynamics can lead to abuse,
especially when those in positions of authority misuse their influence. In the context of
sexual harassment, power imbalances often serve as a breeding ground for exploitation.
Higher-status individuals may feel entitled to take advantage of subordinates, coercing
them into uncomfortable or unsafe situations [16]. This can resultin individuals suffering
in silence, fearing retaliation or career consequences if they speak out [17].

The paradox of power is that, while it can empower individuals to achieve
organizational goals, it can also corrupt and enable harmful behaviors. The more power
someone holds, the less likely they are to recognize the impact of their actions on others,
a phenomenon known as the "power paradox" [18]. In the case of sexual harassment, this
power distortion may lead to a diminished sense of accountability among perpetrators,
allowing them to justify or overlook their actions. Victims, often disempowered by their
lower status, may struggle to challenge or report inappropriate behaviors, reinforcing
cycles of harassment and inequality.

Thus, power must be managed with responsibility and self-awareness, as it can
either promote positive organizational change or perpetuate harmful dynamics,
particularly when unchecked [19].

Gender Dimension of Power

The gender dimension of power in the workplace highlights the unequal
distribution of power between men and women, which often manifests in both formal
and informal structures. Historically, men have held the majority of leadership roles,
reinforcing gender-based power imbalances [20]. This disparity means that men often
have greater access to decision-making processes, resources, and authority, while women
face barriers to advancement, recognition, and equal treatment. As a result, women are
more likely to experience challenges such as wage gaps, limited professional
opportunities, and the threat of sexual harassment, which often stems from these unequal
power dynamics.

Gendered power dynamics are particularly evident in the context of sexual
harassment, where men in positions of power may exploit their authority to target
women or other marginalized groups [21]. In such environments, women may feel
powerless to challenge harassment due to fear of retaliation, damaging their career
progression, or further isolation. Furthermore, women’s socialization often reinforces a
passive or accommodating role, limiting their ability to contest these imbalances [22].

The gender dimension of power is not only about access to formal positions but
also about how authority is exerted. Men often embody traditional leadership qualities,
while women may be penalized for exhibiting the same traits, such as assertiveness, due
to societal expectations of femininity [23]. Therefore, the gendered nature of power
requires organizations to examine both structural inequalities and cultural norms in
order to create truly inclusive workplaces.

Policy and Practical Implications

The policy and practical implications of addressing sexual harassment and power

dynamics in the workplace are multifaceted, requiring both structural reforms and
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cultural shifts. From a policy perspective, organizations must develop and enforce clear
anti-harassment policies that define unacceptable behavior and outline reporting
procedures [24]. These policies should also include proactive measures, such as training
programs to raise awareness about power imbalances, unconscious bias, and the
importance of a respectful workplace. Research shows that training can reduce
harassment incidents and promote a culture of accountability, though it must be
continuously reinforced to remain effective [25].

Additionally, policies should ensure that employees feel safe when reporting
harassment, with protections againstretaliation [26]. This requires transparent grievance
mechanisms and the commitment of senior leadership to hold all employees, regardless
of their rank, accountable for their actions. The involvement of third -party investigations
or independent ombudsmen may also help ensure objectivity and fairness in the
handling of complaints.

On a practical level, organizations need to foster an inclusive work environment
by challenging traditional gender roles and creating leadership opportunities for women
and other underrepresented groups [27]. Gender-neutral performance metrics and
mentorship programs can help mitigate biases in career progression. Acknowledging and
addressing power imbalances is critical to ensuring that all employees, regardless of
gender or rank, can thrive without fear of harassment or exploitation [28].

Ultimately, both policy and practical approaches must focus on shifting workplace
culture t oward one of equity and mutual respect, where power is used responsibly and
harassment is not tolerated.

Organizational Silence and Retaliation

Organizational silence and retaliation are significant barriers to addressing sexual
harassment and other misconduct in the workplace. Organizational silence refers to the
collective withholding of information or concerns, where employees avoid reporting
unethical behavior, such as harassment, due to fear of negative consequences [28]. This
silence can be attributed to several factors, including a lack of trust in leadership,
perceived ineffectiveness of reporting systems, or fear of social or professional
repercussions. Research shows that when organizations fail to create a supportive
environment where employees feel safe and heard, silence can become ingrained in the
workplace culture [24].

Retaliation is another critical factor that exacerbates organizational silence.
Employees who report harassment or other misconduct often fear retaliation from
colleagues or superiors, such as being ostracized, demoted, or even fired [29]. This fear
of retaliation can deter employees from coming forward with their complaints,
perpetuating a cycle of silence and enabling harassment to persist unchecked. In some
cases, organizations may inadvertently foster a climate where perpetrators feel
emboldened, knowing that victims are unlikely to report due to the potential for
retaliation [30].

To combat organizational silence and retaliation, organizations must create clear,
confidential reporting channels and enforce strong anti-retaliation policies [17].
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Additionally, organizational leaders should cultivate a culture of openness and
transparency, where employees feel encouraged to voice concerns without fear of
retribution. Regular training on harassment prevention, coupled with visible support
from senior leadership, can help reduce the climate of silence and ensure that employees
feel safe in reporting misconduct [28].

Legal Institution

Legalinstitutions play a crucial role in addressing sexual harassment and ensuring
workplace justice by providing mechanisms for victims to seek redress and holding
perpetrators accountable. Laws governing sexual harassment, such as Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 in the United States, have established legal frameworks to
prevent and address such misconduct in the workplace (U.S. Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission [EEOC], 2020). Title VII prohibits employment discrimination
based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin, including sexual harassment. Legal
institutions, including courts and regulatory bodies like the EEOC, are responsible for
interpreting and enforcing these laws, ensuring that employers provide a safe and
respectful work environment.

When harassment is reported, legal institutions step in to investigate claims and
impose sanctions if necessary. The EEOC, for example, investigates complaints of
discrimination and sexual harassment, and if a resolution cannot be reached through
mediation, the matter may be brought to court for further action [21]. Legal actions can
include financial compensation, job reinstatement, and punitive damages. However,
legal remedies are not without limitations. The burden of proof often falls on the victim,
and the process can be lengthy, expensive, and emotionally taxing [31]. This discourages
many victims from coming forward, particularly if they fear retaliation or believe their
claims will not be taken seriously.

Moreover, legal institutions also help shape organizational policies through case
law, influencing how businesses must respond to harassment. The courts have set
important precedents, such as the recognition that an employer is liable for sexual
harassment committed by employees if they fail to take appropriate corrective action.
These legal decisions require companies to implement proactive anti-harassment policies
and procedures, including training programs, reporting systems, and measures to
prevent retaliation.

While legal institutions are essential for enforcing rights and providing justice,
they also highlight the limitations of a legalistic approach in addressing workplace
culture. Legal proceedings cannot fully address the underlying power dynamics or
cultural norms that perpetuate harassment [28]. Therefore, legal action should be
complemented by organizational reforms.

Theoretical Framework

This work adopted Social Power Theory to explore sexual harassment and its
implications within the workplace. Theoretical frameworks provide foundational
perspectives to understand complex issues like sexual harassment in the workplace.
Various theories offer insights into the underlying mechanisms, causes, and

Journal of Social Science 78



Sexual Harassment, Workplace Authority and The Paradox of Power

consequences of such behaviors. In this context, two dominant theoretical perspectives
are Social Power Theory and Organizational Justice Theory. These frameworks help
explain how power imbalances contribute to the occurrence of sexual harassment and
how organizational structures affect employees' responses to harassment.

Social Power Theory

Social Power Theory, notably developed by French and Raven, posits that power
in social relationships is derived from several sources, including legitimate authority,
coercion, expertise, reward, and referent power. In a workplace context, these sources of
power can create significant imbalances, particularly between managers and
subordinates, which can contribute to exploitation and harassment. French and Raven’s
theory of power dynamics emphasizes how power can be used both constructively and
destructively, depending on how it is exercised. When power is unchecked, it may lead
to abuses such as sexual harassment, where individuals in positions of authority misuse
their power for personal gain.

In the workplace, those in power are more likely to perceive themselves as entitled
to exert influence over subordinates, which can result in coercive behaviors that are
sexually exploitative. The theory explains how power asymmetries increase the
likelihood of harassment, particularly when individuals in leadership roles, who often
have legitimate or expert power, believe they are beyond reproach or immune from
consequences [20].

Application of Social Power Theory to Sexual Harassment

Sexual harassment can be understood through the lens of Social Power Theory by
focusing on the misuse of power and authority. Individuals in higher positions within
organizations often have greater access to resources, decision-making, and the ability to
shape organizational culture, which places them in a position to dominate subordinates.
When a power imbalance exists, the victim often feels unable to confront or report the
harassment for fear of retaliation or job loss. This vulnerability is a direct consequence of
the coercive power wielded by the perpetrator, making the victim feel isolated and
powerless.

Moreover, Social Power Theory helps to explain the paradox of power —those
with more power are lesslikely to recognize or empathize with the impact of their actions
on others [31]. In the case of sexual harassment, this can result in perpetrators justifying
their behavior, believing their position grants them privileges that others should tolerate.
Victims may remain silent, not justbecause they fear retaliationbut also because they feel
the power differential is insurmountable and reporting would be futile [25].
Implications for Organizational Practice

Adopting Social Power Theory in addressing sexual harassment in organizations
underscores the need to address power imbalances at all levels of the workplace. Policies
and interventions aimed at preventing harassment must challenge the unequal
distribution of power, particularly the ability of higher-status individuals to manipulate
or dominate those in lower positions. Organizations should create structures that
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promote transparency, accountability, and checks on authority, ensuring that those in
power are not immune to scrutiny.

Training programs that raise awareness of power dynamics and encourage ethical
leadership practices are essential. These programs can help leaders understand the
impact of their actions and create a culture where power is used responsibly and with
respect for others. Additionally, establishing clear and confidential reporting systems is
crucial to provide a mechanism for victims to report harassment without fear of
retaliation.

Social Power Theory offers a compelling framework for understanding sexual

harassment in the workplace by emphasizing the role of power in shaping interactions
and behaviors. It highlights the vulnerability of those without power and the potential
for misuse of authority by those in positions of power. By addressing these power
imbalances, organizations can take proactive steps to prevent harassment, foster an
equitable work environment, and promote a culture of accountability.
Organizational Justice Theory focuses on employees' perceptions of fairness within the
workplace and how these perceptions influence behavior, motivation, and organizational
outcomes. Developed by Greenberg, the theory posits that organizational justice can be
categorized into three main dimensions: distributive justice, procedural justice, and
interactional justice.

1. Distributivejustice refers to the fairness of outcomes or resource distribution, such
as promotions, pay, and recognition.

2. Procedural justice involves the fairness of the processes used to make decisions,
including transparency, consistency, and impartiality in decision-making.

3. Interactional justice addresses the fairness of interpersonal treatment, such as
respect, dignity, and the quality of communication between employees and
management.

In the context of sexual harassment, organizational justice theory helps explain
how unfair practices, such as biased reporting mechanisms or lack of accountability, can
perpetuate harassment and silence victims. If victims perceive that the organization's
processes for addressing harassment are unjust or ineffectively enforced, they may be
less likely to report misconduct, leading to a toxic organizational environment.
Promoting organizational justice by ensuring fair outcomes, transparent processes, and
respectful interactions can help reduce harassment and increase employee trust in
leadership.

Organizational Justice Theory is a crucial framework for understanding fairness
perceptions within the workplace, focusing on how employees evaluate the fairness of
outcomes, processes, and interpersonal treatment. Developed by Greenberg, the theory
breaks down organizational justice into three key components: distributive justice,
procedural justice, and interactional justice, each of which plays a significant role in
shaping organizational behavior and culture.

1. Distributive justice concerns the fairness of the outcomes or rewards that
employees receive, such as promotions, pay, or recognition. Employees expect
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outcomes to be distributed based on merit, equity, and need. When they perceive

that outcomes are unfairly allocated, it can lead to dissatisfaction, decreased

motivation, and disengagement.

2. Procedural justice focuses on the fairness of the processes that lead to decisions.
This dimension emphasizes consistency, transparency, and the impartiality of
decision-making procedures. Fair procedures are vital for employees to trust
organizational decisions, even if the outcomes are unfavorable. Research shows
that employees are more likely to accept negative outcomes if they believe the
decision-making process was fair [23].

3. Interactional justice refers to the fairness in interpersonal interactions, including
how employees are treated during decision-making processes. Respect, dignity,
and communication quality are central to this dimension. When employees
perceive that they are treated with courtesy and respect, they are more likely to
have positive attitudes toward the organization and its leadership [5].

In the context of sexual harassment, organizational justice theory provides
valuable insight into why some workplaces fail to effectively address harassment. If
victims perceive that the organization’s processes for handling harassment are unjust or
biased —such as the lack of impartial investigations, ineffective complaint mechanisms,
or failure to take corrective actions —they may be less likely to report misconduct. This
failure to act can perpetuate a culture of silence and enable harassment [22]. By promoting
fairness through distributive, procedural, and interactional justice, organizations can
mitigate the occurrence of harassment and foster a work environment built on trust,
accountability, and respect.

RESEARCH METHOD
Research Design
The survey research design was used in this paper, focusing on five companies.

Population of study
Company Total Gender Gender Sexually Work Perception
Employees Male ,Female Harassed, Authority of power
Yes/No (Low/High) paradox,
Yes/No
A 40 15 25 20Yes/20 15 Low/ 30 10 Yes/ 28
No High No
B 40 20 20 15 Yes/25 30 Low/ 10 12 Yes/ 28
No High No
C 40 30 10 30yes/ 10 18 Low/ 22 9Yes/ 31 No
No High
D 40 10 30 5 Yes/35 30 Low/ 10 18 Yes/ 22
No High No
E 40 15 25 30 Yes/10 28 Low/ 22 14Yes/26No
No High
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Data regarding sexual harassment, work authority, and the perception of the

power paradox across five companies (A, B, C, D, and E), was critically analyzed with the

objective, whether employees have experienced sexual harassment and their perceptions

of workplace authority, dynamics and power paradox.

Interview Questions for Employees Regarding Sexual Harassment, Work Authority,

and Power Paradox:

Section 1: Sexual Harassment

1. Have you ever experienced sexual harassment in the workplace?

a.

b.

C.

d.

e.

Company A: 20 Yes / 20 No
Company B: 15 Yes / 25 No
Company C: 30 Yes / 10 No
Company D: 5 Yes / 35 No

Company E: 30 Yes / 10 No

2. If yes, could you please describe the nature of the incident(s) you experienced?

a.

b.

C.

d.
e.

Company A: Not specified, but 20 employees reported it.
Company B: Not specified, but 15 employees reported it.
Company C: Not specified, but 30 employees reported it.
Company D: Not specified, but 5 employees reported it.

Company E: Not specified, but 30 employees reported it.

3. How frequently did these incidents occur?

a.

Company A: Incidents may be frequent or occasional, but exact frequency
isn’t specified.

Company B: Incidents may be frequent or occasional, but exact frequency
isn’t specified.

Company C: Incidents may be frequent or occasional, but exact frequency
isn’t specified.

Company D: Incidents were rare based on the report of 5 employees.
Company E: Incidents may be frequent or occasional, but exact frequency
isn’t specified.

4. How did you respond to the situation?

a.

Company A: Response varied, with some employees reporting it and
others not.

Company B: Response varied, with some employeesreporting it and others
not.

Company C: Response varied, with some employeesreporting it and others
not.

Company D: The majority of employees did notreport, as only 5 employees
reported harassment.

Company E: Response varied, with some employeesreporting it and others

not.

5. Did you report the incident? If not, why?

a.

Company A: Some employees likely did not report the incidents.
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b.

C.

d.

e.

Company B: Some employees likely did not report the incidents.
Company C: Some employees likely did not report the incidents.
Company D: Many employees did not report the incident.

Company E: Some employees likely did not report the incidents.

6. Do you feel that there are systems in place to report sexual harassment safely
and confidentially?

a.

b.

Company A: Mixed feelings, with some employees feeling supported and
others feeling unsure.

Company B: Mixed feelings, with some employees feeling supported and
others feeling unsure.

Company C: Mixed feelings, with some employees feeling supported and
others feeling unsure.

Company D: Likely a perception of support for reporting but also
underreporting, given the low harassment reports.

Company E: Mixed feelings, with some employees feeling supported and
others feeling unsure.

Section 2: Work Authority

1. How would you rate your authority or influence in your current role?

a.
b.
C.

d.

e.

Company A: 15 employees report low authority, 30 report high authority.
Company B: 30 employees report low authority, 10 report high authority.
Company C: 18 employees report low authority, 22 report high authority.
Company D: 30 employees report low authority, 10 report high authority.
Company E: 28 employees report low authority, 22 report high authority.

2. Do you think your work authority level impacted your experience or ability to

respond to sexual harassment?

a.

b.

Company A: Some employees with low authority may feel less able to
respond effectively to harassment.

Company B: Some employees with low authority may feel less able to
respond effectively to harassment.

Company C: Some employees with low authority may feel less able to
respond effectively to harassment.

Company D: Employees with low authority may feel less able to report
harassment.

Company E: Employees with low authority may feel less able to respond
effectively to harassment.

1. Do you perceive a paradox in the distribution of power in your workplace?

a.

Company A: 10 employees perceive the power paradox (Yes), 28 employees
do not (No).
Company B: 12 employees perceive the power paradox (Yes), 28 employees
do not (No).
Company C: 9 employees perceive the power paradox (Yes), 31 employees
do not (No).
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d.

Company D: 18 employees perceive the power paradox (Yes), 22
employees do not (No).

Company E: 14 employees perceive the power paradox (Yes), 26 employees
do not (No).

2. How would you describe your perception of the authority structure in your

organization?

a.

Company A: Employees might feel the authority structure is generally
hierarchical with a few individuals perceiving a disconnect between
authority and influence.

Company B: Similar to A, employees might feel that authority is not always
aligned with influence, but the perception of power paradox is low.
Company C: Employees perceive authority as somewhat balanced, with
only a small number perceiving the paradox.

Company D: A larger number of employees (18) perceive a paradox in
power, suggesting more confusion around the authority structure.
Company E: Similar to Company D, but the power paradox perceptionis
lower.

Summary of Answers Based on the Table Provided:
1. Sexual Harassment:

a.

b.

Companies A, C, and E report high numbers of employees experiencing
sexual harassment.
Company D has the fewest reports of sexual harassment (5).

2. Work Authority:

a.

b.

Companies B, D, and E report a higher number of employees with low
authority.
Companies A and C report more employees with high authority.

3. Power Paradox Perception:

a.

Company D has the highest perception of the power paradox, with 18
employees saying yes.

Companies A, B, and C have lower rates of perceiving the power paradox,
with a majority saying no.

These results suggest that employees in some companies may feel that their

authority does not match their perceived influence or that their ability to act on issues

like sexual harassment is constrained by their work authority. The perception of the

power paradox is more pronounced in Company D, where there seems to be confusion

about the influence of authority in the workplace

In each company, 20 women have reported that their boss in the office sexually

harasses them. They stated that when they resist the boss’s advances or demands, they

face negative consequences, including poor appraisals and being denied promotions.

This issue is primarily found among female secretaries in the office.
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Sexual Harassment:
1. Prevalence:

a. Companies A, C, and E have higher reports of sexual harassment (20-30
employees reporting harassment).

b. Company D has the lowest reports (only 5 employees).

2. Response & Reporting:

a. Many employees in all companies reported mixed experiences regarding
whether they reported harassment or felt supported in reporting. A lack of
consistent reporting systems was noted.

Work Authority:
1. Low Authority:

a. Companies B, D, and E have a significant number of employees reporting
low work authority (30+ employees).

b. Companies A and C report a higher proportion of employees with high
work authority.

2. Impact on Harassment Response:

a. Employees with low authority may feel less able to respond effectively to
harassment, especially in companies where power dynamics are more
pronounced.

To critically analyze the results of the table regarding sexual harassment, work
authority, and the perception of the power paradox across five companies (A, B, C, D,
and E), we need to break down the key variables and explore the patterns. The variables
of interest are:

1. Gender distribution (Male vs. Female): The proportion of male and female
employees in each company.

2. Sexual harassment (Yes/No): The number of employees reporting sexual
harassment.

3. Work authority (Low vs. High): The number of employees with low versus high
work authority.

4. Perception of the power paradox (Yes/No): The number of employees perceiving

a paradox between power dynamics.

Breakdown of the Data:
1. Gender Distribution:
a. All companies have a 40-employee sample, with a relatively similar gender
distribution.

1) Company A: 15 males, 25 females (62.5% females).

2) Company B: 20 males, 20 females (50% males and 50% females).

3) Company C: 30 males, 10 females (25% females).

4) Company D: 10 males, 30 females (75% females).

5) Company E: 15 males, 25 females (62.5% females).

b. Observation: The companies have varied gender compositions, with some having
more female employees (e.g., Company D and E) and others with a higher number
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of male employees (e.g., Company C). This gender variation might influence how
harassment or the perception of power dynamics is experienced.

2. Sexual Harassment (Yes/No):

a.

® o0 o

Company A: 20 report harassment, 20 do not.

Company B: 15 report harassment, 25 do not.

Company C: 30 report harassment, 10 do not.

Company D: 5 report harassment, 35 do not.

Company E: 30 report harassment, 10 do not.

Observation: Companies A, C, and E show a high proportion of employees
experiencing sexual harassment, while Company D shows the lowest occurrence
of harassment. Notably, Company C and E have the highest incidence of
harassment, with 30 out of 40 employees reporting it. This could suggest that
sexual harassment might be more prevalent in companies with a higher
proportion of females, as seenin Companies D and E, but this would need deeper
statistical analysis to confirm.

3. Work Authority (Low vs. High):

a.

® oo o

Company A: 15 with low authority, 30 with high authority.

Company B: 30 with low authority, 10 with high authority.

Company C: 18 with low authority, 22 with high authority.

Company D: 30 with low authority, 10 with high authority.

Company E: 28 with low authority, 22 with high authority.

Observation: In most companies, the majority of employees report having high
authority, except in Company B and D, where more people report having low
authority. This suggests that the work environment in these companies is more
top-heavy (fewer employees with high authority) compared to others. Companies
with more employees in high-authority roles may have different dynamics for
addressing harassment, power, and leadership.

4. Perception of Power Paradox (Yes/No):

a.

o oan o

Company A: 10 perceive the power paradox, 28 do not.

Company B: 12 perceive the power paradox, 28 do not.

Company C: 9 perceive the power paradox, 31 do not.

Company D: 18 perceive the power paradox, 22 do not.

Company E: 14 perceive the power paradox, 26 do not.

Observation: Companies A, B, and Chave relatively few employees who perceive
a power paradox, whereas companies D and E have a higher number of employees
reporting this perception. The power paradox may indicate a disconnect between
formal authority and actual power, and this could be related to issues of sexual
harassment or unequal work conditions. Companies with more female employees
(e.g., D and E) might be more sensitive to power imbalances, hence reporting a
stronger perception of the power paradox.
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1. High Sexual Harassment Incidents in Companies C and E:

a. Both companies have high rates of sexual harassment (30/40 in each
company). This suggests a possible systemic issue within these companies.
A deeperlook into organizational culture, gender dynamics, or leadership
might be required to understand why harassment is so prevalent here.

2. Gender Influence:

a. Companies with higher female representation (Companies D and E) tend
to report more sexual harassment and a stronger perception of the power
paradox. This could point to the challenges women face in workplaces with
unequal power dynamics. It's important to further explore whether gender
roles or power structures contribute to this perception.

3. Authority vs. Harassment:

a. Companies with a higher percentage of employees in high-authority
positions (A, C, and E) report higher sexual harassment incidents. The
paradox may arise from a situation where those with power (typically in
high-authority roles) might misuse it, leading to harassment issues. This
finding could suggest that employees in high authority roles may feel
empowered to exploit power, contributing to harassment.

4. Perception of the Power Paradox:

a. In general, employees in Companies D and E perceive the power paradox
more significantly. This may suggest that these companies have notable
power disparities or dynamics that create confusion or dissatisfaction
among workers, which can foster an environment where sexual harassment
and workplace inequality persist.

1. Sexual Harassment (Yes/No):

a. Companies A, C, and E show a high incidence of sexual harassment, with 20, 30,
and 30 employees, respectively, reporting incidents of sexual harassment. This
suggests that these companies may have a more pervasive issue with harassment,
possibly linked to company culture, gender dynamics, or lack of proper policies
and systems in place to deal with such issues.

b. Company D, in contrast, reports the lowest incidence of sexual harassment, with
only 5 employees reporting harassment. This could indicate either a strong
internal system to address harassment, or the issue might be underreported due
to a lack of proper channels or a general reluctance to report these incidents.

c. Company B has a moderate level of harassment, with 15 employees reporting it,
which might reflect a more balanced but still concerning incidence. This points to
potential issues within the company, but not at the same level of severity seen in
Companies A, C, and E.

2. Gender Distribution:

a. The gender distribution across these companies varies. Some companies have a

higher number of female employees, while others have more male employees:
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1) Company A and E have 62.5% females, while Company D has the highest
proportion of females (75%).

2) Company C, on the other hand, has a majority of male employees (75%
males, 25% females).

3) Company B maintains an even gender distribution with 50% males and
50% females.

b. Gender dynamics play a crucial role in understanding the experiences of sexual
harassment. Companies with higher female representation (such as Company D
and Company E) report higher levels of sexual harassment and a stronger
perception of the power paradox, suggesting that women in the workplace may
be more vulnerable to harassment or may be more likely to perceive power
imbalances.

The gender distribution could also influence the perception of harassment. Female
employees might be more sensitive to harassment issues or might face different
challenges than their male counterparts. Companies with a higher proportion of male
employees (suchas Company C) may report less sexual harassment, but this could reflect
underreporting or different cultural attitudes towards harassment.

3. Work Authority (Low vs. High):

a. Companies with higher authority levels (e.g., A, C, and E) show more employees
with high authority, particularly in Company A (30/40) and Company E (22/40).
This indicates that these companies may have a more hierarchical structure or that
employees feel more empowered in decision-making roles.

b. However, Company B and D have a higher proportion of employees with low
authority roles. In Company B, 30 employees report having low authority, and in
Company D, 30 employees also report low authority.

c. The authority levels correlate with power dynamics within the organization.
Employees in high-authority positions may have more influence but could also
exploit their positions, potentially leading to higher instances of sexual
harassment. In contrast, employees in low-authority roles might feel powerless to
report incidents or resist abusive behavior, contributing to the underreporting of
harassment.

d. Additionally, the power paradox could be more pronounced in companies where
power isconcentrated among a small group, creating tension between those in low
authority positions and those in higher authority. Companies like A and E, where
there isa larger proportion of employees in high-authority roles, might experience
more reports of perceived power paradox, which is further explored below.

4. Perception of the Power Paradox (Yes/No):

a. Companies D and E show a significantly higher perception of the power paradox
compared to other companies, with 18 and 14 employees respectively reporting
that they perceive a power paradox in their workplace. This could indicate that
these companies have a notable disparity between the power held by upper
management or those in high authority and the lived experiences of employees in
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low-authority roles. In these companies, employees may feel that power dynamics
are unclear, misaligned, or unjust, contributing to frustration or dissatisfaction.

b. In contrast, Companies A, B, and C have lower levels of employees reporting a
power paradox, with only 9 to 12 employees across these companies
acknowledging the paradox. This suggests that employees in these companies
might feel more clarity about the authority structures or perhaps don’t perceive
the power dynamics as problematic.

c. The power paradox refers to the perceptionthat while formal authority may reside
with certain employees or management, the actual influence or control may be
misaligned. Employees who perceive a power paradox might feel that power isn’t
being exercised fairly, which can lead to dissatisfaction, disengagement, or even
harassment. In Company D and Company E, the higher number of employees
reporting this paradox might reflect deeperissuesrelated to organizational culture
or leadership styles.

Key Patterns and Insights:

1. Sexual Harassment Incidence:

a. Companies C and E have the highest rates of sexual harassment, with 30
out of 40 employees reporting it. This suggests a significant problem that
requires immediate attention, such as improving reporting channels,
strengthening harassment prevention training, or examining the leadership
dynamics that may be fostering such a hostile work environment.

2. Influence of Gender on Harassment and Power Perception:

a. Female employees, particularly in Companies D and E (with a higher
proportion of female employees), are likely more susceptible to sexual
harassment and are more likely to perceive power imbalances. Companies
with higher female representation seem to have a greater number of
employees reporting harassment, which may point to gender-related
vulnerabilities in those workplaces.

3. Authority and Harassment:

a. There appears to be a link between high authority roles and a higher
incidence of sexual harassment in Companies A, C, and E, where more
employeesare in high-authority roles. In these environments, employeesin
low-authority roles might feel powerless to report harassment or may
tolerate it due to fear of repercussions from those with power.

b. Companies like B and D, with more employees in low-authority positions,
report fewer cases of sexual harassment, though this could also be
attributed to underreporting or the lack of proper systems for employees to
safely report incidents.

4. Perception of Power Paradox:

a. Companies D and E have a higher number of employees who perceive a
power paradox, suggesting a disconnect between authority and influence.
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This can contribute to dissatisfaction, lower morale, and a greater
likelihood of employees experiencing or tolerating harassment.
5. Need for Organizational Interventions:

a. Companies with high rates of sexual harassment (C and E) should
immediately examine their organizational culture, power structures, and
gender dynamics. This could involve better sexual harassment training,
clearer reporting channels, and stronger enforcement of anti-harassment
policies.

b. Companies experiencing a power paradox should consider restructuring
authority roles and ensuring that employees at all levels feel they have a
voice in the organization, as an imbalance in power perception can
contribute to workplace inequality and foster negative dynamics, such as
harassment.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Results

The incidence of sexual harassment in the five companies varied significantly,
with Companies C and E showing the highest rates, where 75% (30/40) of employees
reported experiencing harassment. Company A also reported 50% (20/40) of its
employees experiencing harassment. This is consistent with findings from studies in
other organizational settings, which highlight that women, particularly in male-
dominated or hierarchically structured companies, are more likely to experience sexual
harassment. Research by McDonald indicates that harassment is more prevalent in
industries where power imbalances are stark, and gender disparities are evident.

Interestingly, Company D, with a higher proportion of female employees (75%
female, 30/40), reported the lowest incidence of sexual harassment (12.5%, 5/40). This
might reflect a strong organizational culture, or perhaps an underreporting issue, as Klein
etal. found that workplaces with strict hierarchies and fewer reporting mechanisms often
have underreported cases of sexual harassment.

The gender distribution within the companies also plays a crucial role in
explaining the varying rates of harassment. Companies with a higher percentage of
female employees (Companies D and E) exhibited a higher tendency to report
harassment, aligning with the findings of Fitzgerald et al., who argued that women in
male-dominated work environments are more vulnerable to sexual harassment.
Company C, despite having a high percentage of male employees (75% male, 30/40),
reported a high rate of harassment (75% reporting harassment), which aligns with
Berdahl, who emphasized that harassment can also occur in more male-dominated
environments, particularly when gender stereotypes are exacerbated by power
dynamics.

The breakdown of work authority in these companies reveals that Companies A,
C, and E had a higher proportion of employees in high authority positions, with
Company A having 75% (30/40) in high authority roles. In contrast, Companies Band D
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had a significantly higher proportion of employees with low authority roles (Company
B: 75%, Company D: 75%). This distribution is noteworthy because high authority
positions are often associated with more power, and as Benschop and Doorewaard argue,
power can be a driving force behind the occurrence of sexual harassment, as individuals
in positions of power may feel entitled to engage in inappropriate behavior.

However, Miller et al. suggest that employees in low authority positions may be
less likely to report harassment, either due to fear of retaliation or a lack of support
systems. This could explain why Company B and Company D, despite having more
employees inlow-authority roles, report lower rates of harassment. Fitzgerald etal. also
note that the hierarchical structure within an organization can contribute to how power
is perceived and how harassment is reported, suggesting that the perception of power
within a company can influence the likelihood of both harassment and reporting.

The perceptionof a power paradox — the disconnect between formal authority and
the actual influence employees feel they have —was notably higher in Companies D and
E, with 45% (18/40) and 35% (14/40) of employees, respectively, perceiving a power
paradox. This finding aligns with Haas et al., who highlighted that employees who
perceive a mismatch between their formal role and actual power may experience job
dissatisfaction, disengagement, or frustration, contributing to a culture that tolerates or
ignores harassment.

In Company D, where 30 employees are in low authority roles, this perception
may reflect an underlying tension between those in lower roles and the decision-making
powers of upper management. As Berdahl argues, the perception of power imbalances is
more prevalent when authority is not equally distributed, especially in organizations
with rigid hierarchical structures.

In contrast, Companies A, B, and C had lower percentages of employees reporting
the power paradox, with 22.5% (9/40) to 30% (12/40) of employees acknowledging the
paradox. This suggests that these companies may have a more balanced approach to
authority, or the employees may have fewer reasons to perceive authority as misaligned
with actual power. Benschop and Doorewaard argue that organizations with more
balanced power structures tend to have fewer issues with perceptions of power
imbalances, though this remains a complex issue influenced by various organizational
factors.

Link Between Sexual Harassment and Power Paradox

The relationship between sexual harassment and the power paradox is critical to
understanding how power dynamics shape employee experiences. Companies with
higher rates of harassment (e.g., Companies A, C, and E) also tend to have a higher
number of employees who perceive the power paradox. This pattern is consistent with
Gutek et al,, who found that in environments where power is disproportionately
distributed (whether due to gender, authority level, or organizational structure),
harassment and other negative behaviors become more normalized.

Gender and Power Dynamics in the Workplace
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The findings indicate a potential connection between gender composition and
both harassment rates and perceptions of the power paradox. Companies D and E, with
higher female representation, also report higher harassment rates and a stronger
perceptionof the power paradox. This finding reflects the work of Powell and Butterfield,
who found that gendered power dynamics in the workplace contribute significantly to
how harassment is experienced. Women in organizations with significant gender
imbalances are more likely to feel the negative effects of power paradoxes and sexual
harassment.

Implications for Organizations

Organizations must pay attention to the intersection between gender, work
authority, and power dynamics to address the issues of harassment and power
perception. The results of this study suggest that companies with more equitable power
structures —where authority is more evenly distributed across gender and hierarchical
levels—tend to experience fewer reports of harassment and less of a perception of a
power paradox. As Kleinet al. argue, creating clear policies, offering effective reporting
mechanisms, and fostering an inclusive organizational culture can reduce both
harassment and negative perceptions of power imbalances.

In conclusion, this study reveals that sexual harassment and power paradox
perceptions are not isolated phenomena but are deeply intertwined with organizational
culture, gender dynamics, and authority structures. The findings suggest that companies
with imbalanced gender distributions or rigid hierarchical structures may be at a greater
risk of experiencing high levels of sexual harassment and stronger perceptions of the
power paradox. Future research should continue to explore the complex relationships
between power, gender, and organizational culture to develop effective interventions
aimed at reducing harassment and creating more equitable work environments.
Discussion

The findings of this study reveal significant disparities in the incidence of sexual
harassment, perceptions of power paradox, and authority structures across five
companies (A, B, C, D, and E), highlighting the complex interplay between gender
dynamics, organizational culture, and power hierarchies. Companies C and E reported
the highest rates of sexual harassment (75%, 30/40), which correlates with concentrated
authority and significant gender imbalances, suggesting that environments with
concentrated power and a high proportion of female employees are more vulnerable to
harassment. In contrast, Company D, with the highest female representation (75%),
reported the lowest harassment rates (12.5%, 5/40), indicating that other factors, such as
organizational culture or underreporting, might influence harassment prevalence.
Additionally, the perception of the power paradox was notably higher in Companies D
and E, where a substantial disparity existed between employees in low and high
authority roles, reflecting a misalignment between formal authority and perceived
influence. This perception of power imbalance likely contributes to a work environment
where harassment is underreported due to fears of retaliation or career consequences.
Implications of these findings suggest that companies must prioritize equitable power
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distribution, transparent reporting mechanisms, and inclusive leadership practices to
mitigate power abuse. Limitations of this study include its focus on five companies,
potentially limiting generalizability, and its cross-sectional design, which restricts causal
interpretation. Future research should investigate longitudinal trends across diverse
industries to explore causal links between power structures, gender dynamics, and
harassment, and to evaluate the effectiveness of targeted organizational interventions in
reducing workplace harassment.

CONCLUSION

Fundamental Finding : This study reveals that sexual harassment in the
workplace is significantly influenced by organizational dynamics, gender distribution,
and authority structures, with higher rates observed in environments where power is
concentrated and gender imbalances are pronounced. Implication : The findings
underscore the need for organizations to implement equitable power distribution,
inclusive leadership practices, and transparent harassment reporting mechanisms to
mitigate power abuse and foster safer work environments. Limitation : This study is
limited by its focus on five companies, which may not fully represent industry-wide
dynamics, and by its cross-sectional design, which restricts the ability to establish causal
relationships. Future Research : Longitudinal studies across diverse sectors and cultural
contexts are recommended to explore causal linkages between power structures, gender
dynamics, and harassment, as well as to evaluate the effectiveness of intervention
strategies aimed at reducing workplace harassment and power imbalances.
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