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Abstract: The study investigated the Psycho-social Aspect of Indecent Dressing: Influence of Gender, Dress
Pattern and Physical Attractiveness on Sexual Harassment among University Undergraduates Students. 100
Undergraduate students of Yobe State University participated in the study.Dress pattern questionnaire (DPQ)
was used to measure dressing pattern (Decent x Indecent), photographs were used to assess physical
attractiveness and the Sexual Harassment Questionnaire (SHQ) was used as the dependent measure. The results
were statistically significant for Gender F (1,100) = 5.885, P < 0.05 and Dress Pattern, F (1,100) = 719, P <
0.05. The implication of this finding is that those students who dress indecently and who are females whether
attractive or unattractive are highly prone to Sexual Harassment.

I.  Introduction

Unsolicited and unwelcomed sexual behavour has been with us right from the time man appeared on
earth. It is called harassment because the consent of the partner is often not sought or obtained. With the advent
of modernity, sexual harassment has assumed different forms or methods. There has, recently been an increasing
attention given to sexual harassment most especially among undergraduate students all over the world. Several
underlying factors have been held responsible for this. There is consensus among researchers that sexual
orientation and behaviour constitute the major factors in the etiology of sexual harassment.

Equally Employment Opportunity Commission (2002) defines sexual harassment as unwelcome sexual
advances, request for sexual favours, and other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature constitute sexual
harassment when submission to or rejection of this conduct explicitly or implicitly affects an individual’s
employment, unreasonably interferes with an individual’s work performance or creates an intimidating, hostile
or offensive work environment. Generally put, sexual harassment could be done by a supervisor, co-workers,
classmates, stranger, a friend, a client, a family member etc. several theories have been proposed to explain the
concept.

The sociological perspective holds that men are biologically programmed to be sexually aggressive and
that sexual behaviour in work place is one aspect of that biological inheritance. This perspective therefore
considers sexual aggression as biologically normal. The patriarchy perspective holds that the cultural structure
of patriarchy (Rule by the Fathers) is the root cause of sexual harassment. Within this social structure, men have
social, political, and economic power over women, who are defined by the system as sexual in nature.
Discursive perspective holds that communication creates and shapes social reality. Those communication
activities reproduces and sustain oppressive conditions such as sexual harassment. This perspective implies that
to remedy sexual harassment, the way discursive practices sustain oppression must be analysed and work toward
changing those practices by changing the laws and norms of behaviour. Recently however, several factors are
held as culprits of sexual harassment; these includes gender, dress pattern, physical attractiveness etc.

Gender has been implicated in sexual harassment. For example, Studd $ Gattiker (1991) explained
from a more biological perspective that sexual harassment is a natural outcomes of men’s stronger sex drive and
their roles as the sexual aggressors. Some researchers also perceive sexual harassment as a product of gender
socialization process that facilitates marginalization of women both at work and in the society generally. For
instance, Whatiel and Wasieleski (2001) found marginally significant gender differences in sexual harassment
where female participants reported more gender harassment than male participants.

Apart from gender being a factor in sexual harassment, Foster (1996) found indecent dressing to be
another major factor. He found that girls who frequently wear indecent dresses perceive themselves as special,
thus their predisposition to be sexually harassed. Similarly, Buunk, Siero and Vanden Eijnden (2000) found
indecently dressed persons to be involved in the behaviour as a reaction to more beautiful persons in order to
attract the attention of the opposite sex. Bojos and Marquet (2000) investigated common types of indecent
dresses on campuses i.e the elitist, the amorous, the unprincipled and the compensatory indecent dressing. The
elitist seductive dressers are usually from privileged and economically empowered background. They often
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flaunt their salient features like the breast, and pubic in attempt to promote themselves which make them very
prone to sexual harassment. Bojos, Marquet and McPhal (2000) found that most of such students’ parents are in
the upper classes. That they always try to maintain an above average academic performance as part of the
seduction.

Amorous indecent dressers are sexually seductive, but often avoid real intimacy. They simply play
games by deceptively seducing their preys for economic purposes. The unprincipled indecent dressers on the
other hand are unscrupulous, deceptive, arrogant and exploitative. In contrast to the others. The compensatory
indecent dressers do so to cover up for their feelings of inferiority. They only try to create illusions of being
superior and exceptional on campus by dressing indecently. One major finding about indecently dressed females
is that, they have maladaptive ideas about themselves particularly the blief that they are pleasurable and deserve
to be treated as such. Carvajal, Garner and Evans (2005) in their study found support for this hypotheses. They
found such beliefs by the females to hamper their abilities to perceive their experiences realistically and that
they often encounter problems when their indecent dressing clash with an experience of relationship failures.

The twenty-first century heralded the emergence of the obnoxious purported sexual harassment of
female students by some lectures in tertiary institution in Nigeria, Yobe State University inclusive. The
complaint was that some male lectures demanded sex from female students in exchange for better grades. The
media reported many students complaining of being routinely propositioned by lecturers during working hours.
Baine (2008) explained that sexual harassment is basically about power, that is, it depends on who has more
power. By implication, a female student can equally sexually harass a lecturer in the way she dresses. Indecent
dressing that expose the breast, buttocks and thighs constitute some forms of sexual harassment.

Physically attractiveness is another factor in sexual harassment. Evolutionary Psychology posits that
physical attraction in human is related directly to sexual selection and reproductive success. This is why humans
have viewed certain features as attractive because these features are evident in healthy individuals (Fink and
Penton Voak, 2002). Researchers also show that males are more influenced by looks. Resaerchers such as
Feingold (1990, $ 1991) and Sprecher (1994) found males to value the physical attractiveness of the opposite
sex. Even though there are advantages of being beautiful and attractive, Hatfield and Sprecher (1986) reported
that there is also an ugly truth about beauty. Those exceptionally attractive individuals are prone to unwelcome
sexual advances or resentment from persons of the same sex.

According to Dion, Benscheiid and Walster (1992) physically attractive people are perceived in a
positive fashion than the physically unattractive defendant. It is common knowledge that attractive men do not
need to sexually harass women. They can always get all the sex they need without resorting to harassment. In
most instances, sexual advances by attractive men are unlikely to be taken as harassment. Similarly, men would
most unlikely be motivated to harass unattractive women.

From research results as presented above the factors responsible for sexual harassment are many.
Particular this study is interested in the extent to which gender, dress patent and physical attractiveness
influenced sexual harassment.

The following questions have been paged to be answered by this study.

* Does students who dress indecently likely experience higher level of sexual harassment than those that
dress decently?

* |s physically attractive females likely to experience higher level of sexual harassment than physically
attractive males?

*Will sexual harassment likely be the function of the gender and dress pattern among participants?

* Would there be interaction effects on the three factors on sexual harassment.

Il.  Methods

Participants

In recent times higher institutions of learning particularly those in Nigeria have been identified as
communities where the incidence of sexual harassment is very high. This outcry informed the choice of the
university as the site of this study. The participants for the study were undergraduate students of the Yobe State
University Damaturu. They were drawn from 13 Departments made up of 100 students (50 males and 50
females). 23 of them were in their first year, 27 in their second year, 27 in their third year, and 23 in their fourth
year. 81 of them were single students and 19 were married. Their age range was 18-42 years.
Instrument
The three instruments used in this study; Dress Pattern Questionnaire (DPQ). Photographs and Physical
Attractiveness Questionnaire (PAQ).
Dress Pattern Questionnaire (DPQ).
This instrument consist of 8 items and it is divided into 3 subscales, i.e. casual dressing (CD), indecent dressing
(ID) and decent dressing (DD). The scale asses’ participant’s acceptance of a particular dress pattern. Bahamas,
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Foster and Fijiden (2002) reported an alpha reliability of 0.52-0.91. They also reported a test-retest reliability
that range from 0.60-0.82 after a two-week interval.

Physical Attractiveness Questionnaire (PAI)

Colored Photographs of males and females Participants from the same study population to rate on a scale of 1
(most attractive) to 5 (most unattractive). The mean for the most attractive was 28.57 and the mean for the most
unattractive was 28.38.

Sexual Harassment Questionnaire (SHQ)
The instrument was developed by Levin (1999). It consists of 10 items. The items were scored ona5 —
point Likert like scale, i.e., from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). It has an alpha reliability of 0.91.

Design

The study made use of survey design. Three independent variables were manipulated. These were,
Gender consisting of two levels i.e. (Males x Females), Physical Attractiveness (Attractive x Unattractive). The
dependent variable was the level of sexual harassment. The design was therefore a 2 x 2 x 2 factotal design.

Procedure

Purposeful sampling procedure was used to enlist participants. They were contacted in the two hostels
of the Yobe State University Damaturu. These were Hall A males hostel and the Hall B females hostel. They
were told what they were required to do and their consent obtained.

20 volunteers made up of males and females first assessed the 100 participants into attractive and
unattractive males and females. Thereafter, they were administered the dress pattern and sexual harassment
questionnaires. Both the male and female participants were further categorized into decent dressers and indecent
dressers. Of the 100 Participants, 53 were assessed as unattractive and 47 as attractive. 47 were categorized as
decent dressers, while 53 as indecent dressers.

I1l.  Results
The Tables below shows a statistical presentation of the results.
Table 1: Mean score on sexual harassment According to Gender

Gender Mean Std Deviation N
Females 29.26 3.932 50
Males 27.68 3.836 50
Total 28.47 28.47 100

Table labove indicates that, Females had a higher mean score (29.26) than their Male counterparts (27.68) on
the sexual harassment scale.

Table 2: Mean score on sexual harassment According To Dress Pattern

Dress Pattern Mean Std Deviation N Percentage
Decent 27.34 4.093 47 47
Indecent 29.47 3.555 53 53

Total 28.47 3.945 100 100

Table 2:reviles that, the indecently dressed participants scored higher (29.47) on sexual harassment
scale than the decently dressed participants (27.34).

Table 3: Mean score on sexual harassment According to Physical Attractiveness

Physical Attractiveness Mean Std Deviation N
Unattractive 28.38 4.020 53
Attractive 28.57 3.900 47
Total 28.47 3.945 100

Table 3: shows that, the attractive participants scored slightly higher (28.57) than the unattractive participants
(28.38) on sexual harassment scale.

www.iosrjournals.org 16 | Page



The Psycho-Social Aspect of Indecent Dressing: Influence of Gender, Dress Pattern and Physical

Table 4: ANOVA Summary Table of the Influence of Three Independent Variables

Sources Type 1l Sum of | DF Mean Square F Sig.
Square
Correlated Model 252.212(a) 7 36.030 2.572 .018
intercept 77118.419 1 77118.419 5505.473 .000
Gender 82.437 1 82.437 5.885 .017
DP 132.851 1 132.851 9.484 .003
PA 10.066 1 10.066 719 .399
Gender *DP .015 1 .15 .001 974
Gender *PA 16.216 1 16.216 1.158 .285
DP * PA 4.248 1 4.248 .303 .583
Gender*DP*PA 47.979 1 47.979 3.425 .067
Error 1288.698 92 14.008
Total 82595.000 100
Corrected Total 1540.910 99

a= R squared =.164 (Adjusted R squared = 100)

Table 4: shows a statistically significant results for Gender F (1,100) = 5.885, P < 0.05. , and Dress
Pattern F (1,100) = 9.484, P < 0.05. The result was however not statistically significant for Physical
Attractiveness F (1,100) = .719, P < 0.05. There was slightly significant interaction effect of the three
independent variables i.e. , Gender *DP*PA, F(1,100) = 3.425, < 0.05.

IV.  Discussions

The results above speak for themselves. They confirm the fears and concerns of the public on the
potentially dangerous influence of indecent dressings. The higher scores of indecent dressed participants on
sexual harassment scale is an indication that indecent dressing predisposes individuals to sexual harassment. The
participants were drawn from the university, thus, bringing in mind the recent outcry in the Tertiary institutions
about sexual harassment. The question often asked is who is harassing who? It is always assumed that Lecturers
harass female students. The result of the study reveals that dress pattern is a major factor in sexual harassment.
The implication of this finding is that if female students dress decently, they would have at least reduced the
tally of sexual harassment.

Similarly results from literature provide explanations as to why indecently dressed individuals are
higherly susceptible to sexual harassment. For example, Mashagoana (2002) found those who wear transparent
and seductive cloths to have low self-concept thus, trading themselves as ‘cheap whores’, implying a lack of
confidence in attracting a mate. This inferiority complex drives them into seductive dressing as a make-up to
attract the potential mates. Gollub (2006) further explained that the crave for attention compel such individuals
to wear ‘funny’ cloths that are seductive and revealing making them very prone to sexual harassment.

Significant result for gender is also a further confirmation that sexual harassment is masculine. For
example, Buunk, et al (2006) found a high correlation between masculine ideology and sexual harassment. They
found males to experience or report greater sex intention than females which they explained that it is responsible
for males harassing females to satisfy such urges. In this particular study, the female score higher on sexual
harassment scale than their male counterparts. Finding is also in line with Whatley and Wesieleski (2001) result
for gender. In a society like ours, what is considered sexual harassment might be assumed to be normal
masculine characteristics? This probably explains why the males score lower on sexual harassment scale.

Unexpectedly, the result did not support physical attractiveness as a factor in sexual harassment. One
would expect that most attractive individuals would be highly susceptible to sexual harassment because they
possess the potentials for attracting attention. Since it was not supported, it implies that physical attractiveness
by itself is not an issue in sexual harassment as such, but more of the issue of decency or indecency in
appearance. This finding is also informative in the sense that when we dress decently and we are physically
attractive, we earn more respect rather than harassment.

From the result of the study and the interaction effect of the three variables of Gender, Dress Pattern
and Physical Attractiveness, sexual harassment would be experienced depending on whether the individual is a
female, is physically attractive and dresses indecently. The implication is that females should be mindful of the
fact that whether they are physically attractive or not, if they dress indecently they would be exposing
themselves to sexual harassment.
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