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Background


The United Methodist Church maintains high ethical standards for ordained and diaconal ministers, local pastors and lay professionals, and has gone on record in declaring sexual misconduct to be a violation of sacred trust and counter to the mission and ministry of the Church of Jesus Christ. The Social Principles (¶ 161I) states that such behavior “undermines the social goal of equal opportunity and the climate of mutual respect between men and women,” and further, that sexual misconduct “interferes with the moral mission of the Church.”

The Commission on the Status and Role of Women has been committed to the elimination of sexual harassment in the United Methodist Church. As part of that work, a study of sexual harassment was mandated by the 1988 General Conference, and then conducted in 1990 by the Office of Research of the General Council on Ministries. Some of the key findings of that study included the following:

· Clergywomen had the highest awareness of the nature of sexual harassment, although the majority of all respondents had a moderate to high awareness.

· Half of the clergy respondents reported having experienced sexual harassment in a United Methodist Church setting.

· Female clergy had the highest percentage reporting sexual harassment (77.2%).

· The most frequently cited setting for sexual harassment was a local church function.

· Laity and clergymen reported most frequently that other church members were the perpetrators, while clergywomen named other pastors as the source.

· Approximately 5% of clergy and laity who reported such an incident took formal action.

· Negative effects from sexual harassment included a reduced ability to work with the offender, decreased quality of worship, and depreciated feelings about the United Methodist Church.

· Thirty percent of United Methodist-related employers reported that an employee sexual harassment policy was in effect.

· More than half of the laity (64.7%) indicated they were not familiar with a sexual harassment policy in their local church

Over the four quadrennia since this study was done, much work has been done toward the elimination of sexual harassment in the United Methodist Church. For example, 35 Annual Conferences now assign oversight of sexual harassment issues to a “team,” usually of one or two persons.  Many conferences now require sexual misconduct awareness training for all clergy. In addition, the Commission on the Status and Role of Women has provided support and counsel to victims and/or church leaders in thousands of cases, as well as numerous trainings for Bishops, District Superintendents and other Annual Conference leaders. 

Overview of the Current Study

It is now time for another assessment. How are we doing now? Have the efforts of the past 16 years helped? What areas remain for improvement? To that end, a new study was commissioned for completion in 2005, and those results are reported here. A survey instrument was developed by the Commission and sent to 6397 people, from the following groups:

· 1000 pastors in local churches

· 1213 seminary faculty, students and administrators

· 556 Bishops and District Superintendents

· 1463 General Agency heads and staff members

· 1030 Annual Conference staff and lay leaders

· 1000 Staff/Parish Committee chairs

· 135 Jurisdictional Conference staff members

It was hoped that this purposive stratified sample was large and broad enough to include a good number of clergy and laity as well as men and women, in addition to people in local churches, denominational offices and seminaries. Though these findings cannot be generalized to every United Methodist, they certainly represent the experiences of the leadership of the Church on various levels: local church, seminary, Annual Conference and General Church in particular. 

Before discussing the findings, let us look at the make up of the respondents. Exactly 1800 surveys were returned, for a response rate of 28%. Although this is low, it must be noted that if all of those who didn’t return a survey had reported no harassment at all, the findings reported here would still hold. And of course, no level of sexual harassment is acceptable, so the low return rate should not diminish the findings. The mean age of respondents was 51. Laity made up 58.9% of respondents, and 41.1% were clergy. Women accounted for 84.7% of the respondents, and 15.3% were men. The racial/ethnic background identified by respondents was as follows:

· White



84.6%

· Black

  

  9.7%

· Latino/a

  
 
  2.2%

· Asian/Pacific Islander
  
  1.5%

· Native American

  
  1.4%

· Mixed


  
  0.6%

Respondents noted their marital status as:

· Married/Cohabiting

69.5%

· Divorced/Separated

14.1%

· Always single


12.6%

· Widowed


 
  3.7%

The clergy identified their appointments as follows:

· Senior Pastor

  
  9.3%

· Sole Pastor


36.8%

· District Superintendent

23.1%

· Assoc. Pastor


12.9%

· Extension Ministry

10.7%

Another way to categorize the clergy respondents is by Annual Conference status. Those numbers were:

· Full members


70.2%

· Local pastors & Probationers
14.4%

In the 1990 study, the Church was interested in whether or not people knew what sexual harassment was. Therefore, questions were asked about what should be included in a definition. This time, sexual harassment was defined up front, and people were asked to measure their own experience against this definition. The definition in the survey was:

Uninvited and unwanted sexual talk and behavior, examples include:

· Actual or attempted rape or sexual assault

· Pressure for sexual favors

· Touching, leaning over, cornering, pinching, or brushing against of a deliberately sexual nature

· E-mails, letters, telephone calls, or materials of a sexual nature

· Pressure for dates

· Sexual teasing, jokes, remarks, or questions

· Whistles, calls, hoots, or yells of a sexual nature

· Attempts to get your participation in any other kinds of sexually oriented activities

Both men and women can be victims of sexual harassment; both women and men can be sexual harassers; people can sexually harass persons of their own sex.

Key Findings


Some of the 2005 findings were important in that they referred to questions asked in 1990 and therefore marked a change (or not) since then, and others were new findings based on new questions. The most important findings include the following:

· Familiarity with the denomination’s policy and resources around sexual harassment varies. Awareness of the policy is relatively high at 82.4% while knowledge about agency services to victims was quite low at 37.3%. All awareness was greater among clergy than laity, and among men more than women.

· Over half of clergy (81.6% total; 82.8% women and 77.8% men) and about half of laywomen (50.4%) had experienced sexual harassment in the Church, whereas only 37.7% of laymen reported the same.

· People from smaller churches were a little less likely to report sexual harassment than those from larger churches. 

· “Unsolicited sexual comments, teasing or telling of jokes with sexual content” was the most pervasive form of harassment for all groups. Receipt of these comments and also receipt of “Unsolicited e-mails, letters, calls or materials of a sexual nature” was more often reported by men than by women, particularly clergymen.

· The percentage of clergywomen reporting sexual harassment has remained stable since 1990 (77.2% to 75%) but laywomen have seen an increase (23% to 29.9%).

· The local church is the most commonly reported site for sexual harassment, and at those churches, meetings were the most commonly reported settings. One’s own office is the place most often reported by those harassed in United Methodist workplaces, and social gatherings were the settings most often cited by seminary respondents.

· Perpetrators are most often church members (58.9%). Clergy were reported as committing 35% of the offenses. In fact, two notable increases from 1990 involved lay perpetrators: laity harassing other laity (45.2% to 67.7%) and laity harassing clergymen (51.9% to 82.1%).

· Formal action has increased among clergy (5% to 17.8%) and employees (1 employee to 66, or 15.8%), but it has gone down among students (8.2% to 6%).

· The most common response remains “Ignored it” (64.2%), but this was the most likely response that led to the effect of “Made No Difference.” “Avoiding the Person” was the second most common response and it was more likely to make things better.

· The most common response to formal complaints varied by setting. Local churches were most likely to trivialize the complaint, whereas reports to seminaries and UM offices were more likely to result in the offender being reprimanded.

· Most who did not take formal action cited their reason as “I saw no need to report it” and many explained these incidents as minor and/or isolated.

· Personal friends and relatives were most helpful to victims, whereas officials, such as District Superintendents, Personnel Officers, and Seminary Administrators, depending on the setting, were among the least helpful.

· The ability to work with the offender remains the most common lasting negative effect (47.5%).

· One’s relationship with God was cited as equally likely to worsen or improve as a result of sexual harassment and its aftermath.

Familiarity with Policies, Procedures, Programs and Services


The 1990 survey instrument opened with questions about the definition of sexual harassment so as to assess general knowledge about the topic. It was discovered that awareness was relatively low, especially among older respondents, those with less education, and those with lower incomes. The 2005 survey began with the now well established definition of sexual harassment, based on that which appears in the Social Principles, found in the 2004 Book of Discipline ¶161I, including examples of specific behaviors. The questions then followed, beginning with those regarding familiarity with the denomination’s policy, knowledge of how to report an incident, and awareness of any educational programs and/or services to victims.


Figure 1 shows the overall results for these questions for all respondents.

Figure 1
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Not surprisingly, simple awareness of the denomination’s policy is greater than knowledge about specific programs and services. 


When respondents claimed to be familiar with the denomination’s policy, they might have been referring to one of at least three documents. The basic United Methodist position on sexual harassment is found in the Social Principles, ¶161I. This brief statement defines sexual harassment and condemns it as “abusive” and “wrong,” saying that it “interferes with the moral mission of the Church.” While to the point and accessible, the Social Principles do not constitute official denominational policy, as they are “intended to be instructive and persuasive,” calling United Methodists to “prayerful, studied dialogue” (Preface, Social Principles). Longer statements are found in the 2004 Book of Resolutions, specifying more detail about not only sexual harassment in general, but clergy sexual ethics as well. Again though, these statements are used as teaching documents by Annual Conferences and local churches, and they also include directives to the General Boards and Agencies of the church, but they do not constitute official policies, per se.


Instead, respondents should have been referring to familiarity with the policies found in their Annual Conferences and local churches, where they exist. Although the 1996 General Conference called for every local church to have a sexual harassment policy, they are not yet present in all churches. The local church survey of 2000 found that only 57% of churches had policies in place, and another 21% were in the process of writing or enacting them. That leaves 22% with no policy in place or in process. In any case, we cannot know exactly what “policy” respondents had in mind, but it does seem that a large majority of respondents are at least aware that sexual harassment policies exist at some level of the United Methodist Church. 


This awareness was greater among clergy (92.7%) than laity (75.9%), and slightly less significantly (p ≤ 0.014) greater among men (87.6%) than women (81.4%)
. Overall, knowledge about where to report an incident was less than the reported familiarity with denominational policy. Clergy (82.2%) reported more awareness than laity (66.4%) and men (82.4%) reported more awareness than women (70.8%). Again, awareness drops among all categories of respondents regarding knowledge of educational programs (clergy at 70% and laity at 44%; men at 65.2% and women at 52.2%) and then again regarding knowledge of agency services for victims (50.7% of clergy and 28.6% of laity; 55.4% of men and 34.1% of women). Table 1 combines these categories for all four questions.

Table 1: Awareness of Policies, Procedures, Programs and Services

	
	Familiar with Policy
	Know Where to Report
	Know of Educational Programs
	Know of Agency Services
	TOTAL*

	Clergymen
	95.2% (180)
	88.4% (167)
	78.8% (425)
	67.2% (127)
	100% (189)

	Clergywomen
	91.6% (482)
	79.8% (420)
	66.5% (350)
	44.5% (234)
	100% (526)

	Lay Women
	76.6% (725)
	66.3% (628)
	44.9% (425)
	28.8% (273)
	100% (947)

	Lay Men
	68.8% (53)
	68.8% (53)
	32.5% (25)
	27.3% (21)
	100% (77)

	TOTAL*
	82.8%(1440)
	72.9%(1268)
	54.6% (949)
	37.7% (655)
	100%(1739)


p ≤ 0.001

*These totals include only those who specifically identified themselves as clergy or laity.

Harassment Experienced


About two thirds (62.2%) of respondents reported having experienced sexual harassment. Well over half of clergy (81.6%; 82.8% of clergywomen and 77.8% of clergymen) and about half of laywomen (50.4%) reported having experienced sexual harassment in the Church. Laymen were the least likely (37.7%) to report harassment. Table 2 summarizes these findings.

Table 2
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The 1990 data was divided into the categories of clergy, laity, students and employees. When using these categories, the 2005 data indicated increases across the board. Especially notable is that men now report sexual harassment more than women. Should this be interpreted as an increase in incidents of sexual harassment or an increase in awareness, thereby leading more people to “know it when they see it” and therefore, report it more? We cannot know for sure, but since there has been so much education about the subject since 1990, both within the church and without, it is likely to be the latter: both clergy and laity are more likely to define unwanted and inappropriate sexual behaviors as sexual harassment, so the percentages reporting these experiences have gone up. In addition, since most clergy are men, and since it has been clergy who have been the focus of denominational training about sexual harassment, it should not be surprising that clergymen, in particular, have become more aware of sexual harassment, which could lead to increased reporting. It seems unlikely that increased education, not to mention lawsuits, would lead to more offenses, although this is also possible. Table 3 notes these changes.

Table 3
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Those from smaller churches were a little less likely to report sexual harassment than those from larger churches. The members and clergy of these churches are probably the least likely to be able to attend denominational educational programs due to budgetary constraints. Also, the clergy of smaller churches are more likely to be local pastors, and may therefore not be required to attend clergy sexual ethics trainings, even in those Annual Conferences where they are mandated. Figure 2 illustrates this data.

Figure 2
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Kinds of Sexual Harassment


The survey asked about nine different forms of sexual harassment. “Unsolicited sexual comments, teasing or telling of jokes with sexual content” was the most pervasive form of harassment for all groups (51.6%). Table 4 shows the total percentages of those reporting the various kinds of harassment.

Table 4: Forms of Sexual Harassment Experienced

	Which of the following happened to you?
	Percent saying “yes”

	Comments, teasing, jokes
	51.6%

	Suggestive looks or leers
	35.9%

	Touching or closeness
	35.1%

	E-mails, calls, or letters
	27.8%

	Attempt to fondle or kiss
	13%

	Pressure for dates
	12.3%

	Attempted sexual assault or rape
	3.4%

	Actual assault or rape
	2.6%

	Offer influence for sexual favors
	2.3%



Men reported much more harassment in 2005 (77.8% for clergy and 37.7% for laity) than in 1990 (45.3% and 15.7 % respectively). There was a smaller increase for laywomen (from 23% in 1990 to 29.9% in 2005), and an insignificant decrease for clergywomen (from 77.2% in 1990 to 75% in 2005). Also notable, in the two categories of comments and mail, men reported more harassment than women. Table 5 reports the results for each form of harassment by gender.

Table 5
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When broken down into the four categories that combine clergy/lay status with gender, clergywomen experience the most harassing comments while clergymen receive the most harassing mail.
 Figures 3 and 4 illustrate these findings.

Figure 3


[image: image6.wmf]Comments, Teasing and Jokes

•

Clergywomen

75.0%

•

Clergymen

63.3%

•

Laywomen

39.5%

•

Laymen

29.9%

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

CleW

CleM

LayW

LayM


Figure 4
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Sites for Sexual Harassment


The local church is the most commonly reported site for sexual harassment, and at those churches, meetings were the most commonly reported settings. Interestingly, a number of these offenses were committed while others were present. Respondents commented on the fact that no one else seemed to be offended by what s/he felt was an inappropriate joke or comment, or an unwanted touch. Because victims feel alone with their discomfort, these offenses are often very difficult to report and then if reported, complaints are often trivialized or dismissed. 

One’s own office was the place most often reported by those harassed in United Methodist workplaces, and social gatherings were most cited by those from United Methodist seminaries. Another very common place for sexual harassment in seminaries is dorm rooms and apartments. One’s own office or home should be a safe place, but it’s also often a place of privacy where actions are not witnessed and can be explained away by either party as misunderstandings. 

Figure 5 reports the percentages reporting harassment at each site. 

Figure 5
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Figure 6 breaks down the most common types of sexual harassment according to where they tend to occur. Note that harassing mail is most common from those in office settings, where e-mail is a common method of communication. Pressure for dates is most commonly reported from seminary populations. In local churches, unwanted touching and attempts to fondle or kiss are more common. Some respondents discussed being uncomfortable with prolonged hugs from fellow members, even during services of worship or in other public settings. One respondent noted that she thought this was a factor of age - that older members in her church were simply more comfortable hugging than the younger members. She and others her age didn’t want to hurt the feelings of the older members, so they put up with it. One clergywoman wrote, “I am the pastor of this person – I did not want to alienate a parishioner.” Another reported, “I simply try to distance myself physically from those men who are too touchy-feely with me. There has been at least one of those men in every congregation I have served.” 

Figure 6
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Perpetrators


Perpetrators are most often church members (58.9%) Clergy were reported as committing 35% of the offenses. Figure 7 breaks these numbers down according to the recipient of the offense.

Figure 7


[image: image10.wmf]Lay/Clergy Perpetrators in 

Church

•

For Clergy who were 

Harassed

–

A Member

73.1%

–

Another pastor

42.0%

•

For Laity who were 

Harassed

–

Another Member

67.6%

–

A Pastor

41.7%


Regarding this data, there were two notable increases from 1990 involving lay perpetrators. Laity harassing other laity grew from 45.2% in 1990 to 67.7% in 2005. Also, laity harassing clergymen went up from 51.9% to 73.1%. Figure 8 depicts these and other changes.

Figure 8
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Clergymen were even more likely to report harassment from laity than clergywomen were, but laity were the most common perpetrators for all clergy. Figure 9 reports the percentages of clergy, broken down by gender, reporting harassment by laity and by other clergy.

Figure 9
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Responses to Harassment


In response to sexual harassment, formal actions have increased among clergy, from only 5% in 1990 to 17.8% in 2005. The increase was even greater among employees of United Methodist institutions, from only one employee in 1990 to 66, or 15.8% in 2005. Formal action actually went down among students though, even if only slightly, from 8.2% to 6%. Certainly, education of clergy has been a major focus in the intervening years, so pastors should now know better how to report, and the recipients of those reports (Bishops and District Superintendents) should be better prepared to respond. Sexual harassment law and training has also increased in workplaces, and United Methodist workplaces are no exception. In other words, increases in reports in these two areas are not surprising, and are likely due to increased education as opposed to increased sexual harassment. 

On the other hand, similar awareness has been raised in higher education, including seminaries. Why would there be less reporting in those settings? It may be that seminary students are an especially vulnerable population, not only because of their status as students, but even more, because of their position in relation to their Boards of Ordained Ministry, fearing repercussions from taking formal actions. At worst, they may worry about being rejected for ordination completely, but even the possibility of more minor consequences may deter formal actions, such as being labeled as a “complainer” or someone who cannot take care of him/herself. One candidate indicated receiving “pressure that if I did not comply with sexual advances, I would meet obstacles in candidacy and ordination.” 


Among those surveyed, the most common response to sexual harassment was to ignore it. Similarly, the second most common response was to avoid the person. Figure 10 shows the percentages reporting each possible response. Note that although responses three, four, and seven represent active attempts to confront the behavior, the rest are more passive techniques created to help someone put up with the behavior rather than to stop it.

Figure 10
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When responses to sexual harassment are matched with respondents’ assessments about their effectiveness, it appears that the more active responses were more effective. Basically, situations improved where the victim was able to avoid the person or leave the position (church, job or seminary) completely, or where the person was told to stop, threatened with a report, or actually reported to a supervisor (telling a supervisor was actually equally likely to make no difference at all – probably depends on the supervisor). On the other hand, no difference was likely to occur when simply ignoring the person, making a joke of the behavior, or going along with it. Figure 11 reports the most common results of the possible responses.

Figure 11
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The most common response to formal complaints varied by setting. Local churches were most likely to trivialize complaints (35.8%), whereas reports in offices (38.5%) and seminaries (40.9%) were most likely to result in the offender being reprimanded. It may be that the intimate relationships in local churches do not lend themselves to formal reprimands. Remember too, that most perpetrators are laity, and the situation in local churches is very different from more professional settings. Specifically, unlike seminary students/faculty/staff and institutional employees, a church member cannot be expelled or fired. That intimacy makes sexual harassment in local churches particularly difficult to address. Figure 12 depicts the percentages reporting the five most common results (trivializing complaints, reprimanding offenders, perpetrators quitting the behavior, hostility, and investigations) according to setting.  

Figure 12
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Those who did not take formal action were most likely to explain this by saying they saw no need to report it because the incident was minor and/or isolated. This reason was cited by 53.1% of respondents who didn’t pursue a formal complaint. Other common responses included the idea that the complaint process itself would make life unpleasant (24%), fear of being blamed (20.3%), a desire not to hurt the person (19.9%), and the belief that nothing would be done anyway (18.3%).


Respondents said they were most likely to talk to friends and/or relatives about the sexual harassment (53.7%). These friends/relatives were also among the most helpful people, though “helpful” was not defined. Perhaps they helped the person deal with the behaviors, but they didn’t necessarily help to stop the behaviors. Unfortunately, those in supervisory positions were less likely to be helpful. Figure 13 highlights this comparison.

Figure 13
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By far, the most common overall result reported was “no change at all.” This occurred in over half of all of the situations (57.7%). In a virtual tie for the second most common result was that the person became more unpleasant (10.6%) and that the person became more pleasant (9%). The only other commonly reported result was that the victim transferred to another congregation, seminary, or quit his/her job (6.3%).


The most common immediate effect was that the victim’s ability to work with the perpetrator worsened (47.5%). The other most common things that worsened for victims  were their emotional conditions (25.2%), their feelings about themselves (21.3%), their feelings about the United Methodist Church (15.6%) and their physical conditions (12.1%). A few respondents said that although they continue to work in the United Methodist Church, they had transferred their membership elsewhere as a result of the harassment. We cannot know how many have left both as members and as employees; those people would not receive this survey. 

Ironically, respondents’ relationship with God was slightly more likely to improve as to worsen, but only very slightly. In effect, these two options were essentially equal, varying a bit by site, as shown in figure 14.

Figure 14
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Concluding Recommendations


Clearly there have been changes since 1990. The increased number of reports overall should not be surprising though, likely due to greater awareness as opposed to more offenses. Over 80% of respondents indicated their awareness of a sexual harassment policy in the church. This is good news. On the other hand, only about one in three know of the services provided for victims by the Commission on the Status and Role of Women. Therefore, educational efforts should be continued. At this point, just over half of respondents said they knew about educational programs, which doesn’t necessarily mean they attended one. Ideally, all United Methodists would be able to attend such a program, and the denomination should be working toward that lofty goal. 

In addition, education should be expanded in some circles. It seems that clergy have been reached by many of the educational efforts of the last four quadrennia, but laity have not. To begin to address the high numbers of lay perpetrators, it is essential that educational programs be offered to laity as well as clergy, even if they cannot be mandated in the same way. Efforts to reach clergy should be continued, of course, but programs aimed specifically at laity are crucial.

More work is needed on the gendered aspects of sexual harassment as well. Sexual harassment has been understood largely as an abuse of male power, most often asserted over women. Although the overwhelming percentage of perpetrators continues to be men (93.6%), the growing number of male victims is noteworthy. The United Methodist Church should continue to ask questions related to this phenomenon so as to discover what new dynamics might be in play. For example, why are perpetrators targeting male victims? How is the experience of male victims the same as or different than that of females? Is the increase in the percentage of male victims present in other denominations, and/or in institutions other than the church?

The lower number of reports from smaller churches may indicate a need to direct educational programs to them specifically. As mentioned earlier, the intimacy in local churches can make reporting particularly difficult, and then when reports are made, the responses can be inadequate. This intimacy is even more pronounced in smaller churches.

Providing the necessary resources for smaller churches will probably fall to District Superintendents, so their training has to improve as well. In response to sexual harassment complaints, some District Superintendents were quite effective, while others were woefully inadequate, and in a few cases, the District Superintendent was the perpetrator. One respondent included a particularly disturbing story. “A parishioner harassed me for three years with verbal abuse. When he started to get physical, my husband wanted to go to the police for a restraining order. I called my DS to let him know. My DS said that if I went to the police, I would never work again. I was too frightened to pursue it, too frightened to take action.” It is very important to make sure that those in authority are carefully chosen, well trained and held accountable.

Another population in need of additional attention regarding sexual harassment is seminary students and those in process for consecration and ordination. Seminaries have particular concerns that they should address, and many are doing just that. A full 40% of those who reported the sexual harassment to seminary officials stated that the person was reprimanded. This kind of response is not universal though. One respondent reported that, “It took almost 20 years of complaints from seminary students before this pastor was investigated and removed.” She then went on to say, “I was in ‘process’ for ministry and felt that I couldn’t do much more than complain to the person in charge of students placements.” This underlines the vulnerability felt by those in process and overseen by Boards of Ordained Ministry. These Boards should also undergo thorough training. The more challenging task is to hold them accountable. Candidates for ministry and probationary members don’t always know how to report sexual harassment, which is made even more difficult as they try to discern who they can trust to help them through such a process without it hindering their process toward ordination. More work is needed to determine how these channels can be built and maintained.

Finally, the General Conference, through the Commission on the Status and Role of Women, must continue to monitor sexual harassment in the United Methodist Church. As found in this data, it remains a significant problem for both men and women, lay and clergy. One respondent wrote, “I spoke with several women in my church. They assured me they have never been bothered by sexual harassment in the church.” While this may be true for the majority of United Methodists, it is not true for all. Until the United Methodist Church is a safe place for all people at every level, the work of research, education and advocacy continues.  

� Associations noted for these four questions were significant at the 0.001 level, unless otherwise noted.


� A number of respondents indicated increasing problems with anonymous e-mail of a sexual nature, received as spam. These responses were not included as “mail” though, which was limited to only that from a known sender, and directed to a known recipient.
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Site of Harassment



		Local church  51.7%



		Office	      33.2%



		Seminary	      15.1%







Local churches are the most commonly reported sites for sexual harassment.



Some who work in church offices reported the harassment as occurring in a church rather than an office – they could have reported it either way.



Some reported harassment in multiple locations, but the survey allowed only one incident per location. A future survey instrument should allow easier reporting of multiple incidents.
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Harassment of Clergy by Gender

Among Those Reporting Harassment in the Local Church



		Clergymen harassed by laity

		82.1%



		Clergymen harassed by clergy

		32.1%





		Clergywomen harassed by laity

		67.5%



		Clergywomen harassed by clergy

		41.1%





Recommendation: Education of laity is needed.
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Most Common Results of these Responses

Made things better:



Avoiding	29.5%

Stop		29.0%

Supervisor	10.6%

Threat	  5.3%

Quit		  7.4%

Made no difference:



Ignoring	36.9%

Joke		  9.4%

Supervisor	10.4%

Went along	  8.8%



Coordinate this with the previous slide.



Overall, it seems that more active responses work best.
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Who Was Helpful?

		Made things better:

		Counselors		87.8%

		Support groups		80.0%

		Friends and relatives	69.2%

		



		Made things worse:

		Sch. Administrators	31.4% (seminary)

		Personnel & EEOC	33.3% (office)

		Dist. Superintendents	21.0% (church)





How did respondents define “helpful?” I suspect it was related to making them feel better; they didn’t necessarily address the situation itself.
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Relationship with God

		Worsened



		Church		8.5%



		Office		6.0%



		Seminary	4.9%



		Improved	



		Church		9%



		Office		6.7%



		Seminary	8.9%





Interestingly, one’s relationship with God was reported as improved slightly more than not, and markedly so among seminary students.
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Among the 5 Most Common Responses



Trivial = complaint was trivialized

Reprim = perpetrator was reprimanded

Perp Quit = perpetrator quit bothering me

Hostile = others were hostile to me

Invest = an investigation was carried out
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Most Common Responses

1. Ignore it		64.2%

2. Avoid the person	57.3%

3. Told person to stop	47.3%

4. Told supervisor		26.3%





5. Made a joke of it	21.4%

6. Went along with it	19.4%

7. Threatened to tell	11.5%

8. Transferred or quit	10.2%



These are the most common responses, listed in order from most common to least common.
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Lay/Clergy Perpetrators in Church



		For Clergy who were Harassed

		A Member		73.1%

		Another pastor	  	42.0%

		





		For Laity who were Harassed

		Another Member	67.6%

		A Pastor			41.7%





For both clergy and laity, the perpetrators are primarily lay.
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Some Changes Since 1990

Regarding Harassment in the Local Church

		1990

		Laity harassed by members	45.2%

		Laywomen harassed by own pastor	17.1%

		Male clergy harassed by member	51.9%

		Clergywomen harassed by clergy	41.8%



		2005

		Laity harassed by members	67.6%

		Laywomen harassed by own pastor	15.5%

		Male clergy harassed by member	82.1%

		Clergywomen harassed by clergy	41.1%	





Note each category

	- Laity report more harassment from other members	

	- Laywomen report a bit less harassment from their clergy. This represents no change 		really, but it may be that more is reported because of awareness, and less is 			occurring. We cannot know.

	- Male clergy report more harassment from members.

	- Clergywomen report no change in harassment from other clergy. Again though, any real 		change may be masked by greater awareness.
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Most Common Types by Site



Look at each color:

	- only harassing mail is most common in office settings

	- seminary is the most common site for looks/leers,  comments,  and pressure for dates

	- local churches are most common sites for touching/closeness and fondling/kissing
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Harassment by Church Size



Least likely to report sexual harassment – those from smaller churches.



Question: Is there less harassment in these churches, or less awareness. They are more likely to be served by local pastors who may not be under the same requirements for clergy education as those who are ordained. They also may not have adequate budget to provide continuing education for their pastors and laity in leadership.













0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70


80


90


100


0-49 50-149 150-349 350+





_1198327966.ppt


 Comments, Teasing and Jokes

		Clergywomen	75.0%

		Clergymen	63.3%

		Laywomen	39.5%

		Laymen		29.9%





A majority of the clergy, both male and female, reported having received sexual harassment in the form of comments.
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E-mails, Calls and Letters

		Clergymen	51.3%

		Clergywomen	36.7%

		Laywomen	20.3%

		Laymen	



		13%



This mail refers only to that which was personally directed. Many respondents included comments about spam which they cannot seem to screen from church computers, but I did not include that in this analysis.
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Gender and Harassment

		Women

		Look/Leer		38.9%

		Touch/Close	36.6%

		Fondle/Kiss	13.9%

		Comments	51.1%

		Mail		25.8%

		Date Pressure	12.9%

		Use Influence	2.5%

		Assault Attempt	3.6%

		Assault		2.9%



		Men

		Look/Leer		22.9%

		Touch/Close	26.3%

		Fondle/Kiss	7.9%

		Comments	53.8%

		Mail		40.4%

		Date Pressure	8.7%

		Use Influence	1.9%

		Assault Attempt	1.9%

		Assault		1.5%





Comments of a sexual nature are the most common experience for men and women.

Comments are slightly more commonly reported by men than by women.

Mail is notably more commonly reported by men.
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Harassment Experienced



		Women	61.3%

		Men	66.3%



		Clergy	81.6%

		Laity	49.6%





		Clergywomen  82.8%

		Laywomen       50.4%



		Clergymen       77.8%

		Laymen	        37.7%





Note:

	- Big change since 1990: men more than women

	- clergymen are the key in this regard



I suspect these numbers are not due to more harassment of men since 1990, but of more awareness of sexual harassment, due to required sexual harassment prevention trainings in most if not all Annual Conferences.
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Change Since 1990

		    1990



Clergy	50.7%

Laity		19.9%

Students	48.2%

Employees	37.3%

		     2005



		Clergy	      81.6%

		Laity	      49.6%

		Students	      51.3%

		Employees     50.6%





Note the increase in all categories. Again, this is likely due to greater awareness, not increased harassment.
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Knowledge

		Aware of policy		82.4%

		Know where to report	72.5%

		Know of educ. programs	54.3%

		Know of agency services	37.3%





Comment on the 1990 study, that assessed knowledge about sexual harassment. This study did not ask that. This survey defined sexual harassment and then went from there. 



Knowledge:

	- of the denomination’s policy is quite good

	- about the agency that serves victims is low 



This should be an important educational effort in future years.
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