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Abstract

Background. One of the most common forms of gender‑based violence is street harass‑
ment, which takes place in public and is usually perpetrated by people who are strangers
to the victim. Its diffusion may be a result of its widespread tolerance, and victims often
do not protest, denounce, or talk about it with others. Objectives. The aim of the present
study is to examine social sharing of street harassment episodes between exposure and
its mediating effects on negative psychological consequences and behavioral changes for
the harassed person. Methods. Respondents to an online questionnaire (N = 530, 435 F,
8 nonbinary) were asked whether or not they had talked to anyone about their harassment
experiences, who they had talked to if they had, and the reasons for not doing so if they
had not. Results. The results show that one third of our respondents do not report to
anyone because the episode was not considered serious, the victim felt ashamed or embar‑
rassed, or believed that nothing would be done; however, this downsizing is associated
with increased negative consequences. The relationships between exposure and negative
psychological consequences and behavioral changes are partiallymediated by the decision
not to talk about it. A smaller but still significant mediation shows that the direct relation‑
ship between exposure and subsequent behavioral changes is attenuated by talking, while
no negative psychological consequences from talking on are observed. Conclusions. The
implications of these findings suggest that sharing about experiences of harassment can
mitigate its negative effects on victims’ quality of life, and people should be encouraged to
share and formally report the episodes.

Keywords: street harassment; gender violence; social sharing; negative consequences;
behavioral changes

1. Introduction
Gender‑based violence, often perpetrated in very extreme forms, is a dramatic phe‑

nomenon, a significant public health problem, and a serious violation of human rights [1].
One of themost pervasive—despite not being themost serious—form of gender‑based vio‑
lence is street harassment [2,3]. It is characterized by its context, as it is usually perpetrated
in public places, and by the strangeness of the relationship between the different actors in‑
volved, as it is usually perpetrated by people unknown to the victim [4,5]. The common
denominator is the inappropriate and unsolicited display of vulgar and discriminatory atti‑
tudes, mainly—but not exclusively—directed at women. Specifically, this includes verbal
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and nonverbal behaviors such as catcalling, whistling, honking, unwanted appreciation,
shouted vulgar or sexually allusive comments, exhibitionism, persistent stalking aimed at
unwanted advances, and comments thatmay be insults regarding ethnicity, religion, social
class, and disability, thus demonstrating clear discriminatory intent [6–8].

Such acts, performed in an unequal relational context without the victim’s permission,
even implicitly, are based on a sexually objectifying and derogatory view of victims [9] and
can activate negative feelings and emotions in the object who passively receives these acts,
such as embarrassment, disgust, and fear for one’s own safety [10–12]. Fredrickson and
Roberts [9] proposed a relevant and clear model on the consequences of women experienc‑
ing objectification.

They argue that street harassment, like sexual harassment in general, is the result
of a sociocultural process of sexual objectification of women, which, by dehumanizing
them through a process that Nussbaum [13] specifically calls “negative objectification”,
reduces them to parts of their bodies and aligns their value with the eroticized use
that others can make of them. The authors’ reflections highlight how “repeated expo‑
sure to sexual objectification increases the likelihood that women themselves will then
self‑objectify” (p. 343).

These phenomena, initially thought to be a peculiar experience of the female sex, is
now beginning to be intersectionally observed and studied in other groups, particularly
gay and transgender people [4,14–16]. Though studies on the experiences of sexual mi‑
norities have increased in recent years [15], they are still limited. LGBTQ+ individuals ex‑
perience higher rates of sexual harassment than their heterosexual counterparts. The num‑
ber of reports to state or official agencies points to these higher rates of victimization [17].
Street harassment particularly affects individuals whose identities or self‑presentations in‑
tersect with femininity [15]. This underscores the embedded nature of street harassment
as a form of gendered violence. Street harassment is a way in which gender norms, power
relations, and sexual objectification are expressed in public spaces.

Research on public space/street harassment suffered by men is even more scarce, de‑
spite the growing awareness that men also experience sexual harassment. The few studies
that do exist on this topic mainly considered places such as the workplace or the military
service [18]; but, to our knowledge, no studies have specifically examined men’s experi‑
ence of street harassment. A difficulty in this may be that men are less likely to define their
own experiences as sexual harassment. Franke [19] expanded the conceptualization of sex‑
ual harassment as a means of enforcing rigid gender norms for both men and women.
Therefore, the sexual harassment of men serves to punish and control men who have
stepped outside of a rigidly prescribed gender role. Men are much more likely to expe‑
rience harassment from a same‑gender perpetrator and in male‑dominated environments,
where they most commonly experience lewd or vulgar comments or negative remarks en‑
forcing traditional gender role stereotypes [20]. In addition, men are much more likely to
be harassed by someone of the same gender as them, while most women are harassed by
someone who is a man [18]. These findings all support that street harassment is a way
for men to perform their masculinity and assert their dominance over women. A study
using the vignette method [21] tested the hypothesis that street harassment may signal
dominance. The findings confirmed that male perpetrators who verbally harassed female
victims were perceived as dominant with dark personalities. Focusing again on the per‑
ceived characteristics of perpetrators, Hindes and Fileborn’s qualitative study [22] strongly
supports the impact of gender norms, gender inequality, and hegemonic masculinity on
the perpetration of gender‑based violence. However, their findings highlight the need to
exploremore dimensions of power hierarchies and power dynamics that are relational and
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context‑dependent, extending beyond the simplistic claims that street harassment is solely
a function of men’s oppression of women.

Cross‑cultural research shows that street harassment is common in many parts of the
world. More than 50%—and in some studies up to 90%—of women report having experi‑
enced at least one episode of harassment in their lifetime, with higher prevalence among
younger women and those walking or traveling alone (according to a report by the Euro‑
pean Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2015, and most surveys, or as reported in on‑
line sites such as “Hollaback!”) [23]. The prevalence of street harassment, alongside power
dynamics and historically rooted gender status differences [24], may be partly attributable
to its widespread perception as a socially tolerated and trivialized form of behavior. Be‑
cause cultural factors can shape public perceptions of its severity, such behavior is often
seen as an integral part of a cultural and social system fromwhich it is difficult to distance
oneself by adopting a critical stance.

Despite its prevalence, there are still gaps in the research on this topic. First, there
is a lack of a clear definition of street harassment, which sometimes overlaps with ‘sexual
harassment’ or ‘catcalling’. As a result, the operationalization of the phenomenon is prob‑
lematic and validated measurement scales are scarce [25]. Researchers typically propose
a list of behaviors and ask people to report whether they have been exposed to them, us‑
ing dichotomous or frequency scales that refer to different time periods (one month, three
years, lifetime, etc.; please see [8] for a review). This heterogeneity also makes it diffi‑
cult to estimate the prevalence of the phenomenon, which itself varies greatly according
to the sociocultural context. Despite the sparsity of existing studies, emerging countries
and those with a strong patriarchal component or more widespreadmachismo and sexism
tend to have a higher prevalence of street harassment [25,26] and gender‑based violence
in general.

One of the problems underlying the uncertain prevalence rate is the lack of formal
data on the number of incidents, which is related to the lack of a legal definition of the
phenomenon in many countries and the absence of structures dedicated to collecting re‑
ports. In addition, victims often do not often protest, ask for a reason, denounce, or report
incidents or talk about them with others [27,28], and/or they under‑acknowledge their sta‑
tus as victims [29]. The main reasons for this reluctance to report being subjected to street
harassment are likely to be its diffuse cultural acceptability, but also the possibility of be‑
ing singled out as responsible because of the victim’s behavior or clothing; this is espe‑
cially likely to be the case in cultural contexts strongly dominated by patriarchal patterns,
where women fear being defamed or blamed if they report incidents to their family or
others [28,30,31].

To date, with the authoritative exception of Fileborn and Vera‑Gray’s [31] mixed‑
methods study and Fileborn’s [32] study on the possibility of sharing harassment incidents
on social media, in part to fulfill a need for justice, the research on victims’ reasons for not
sharing incidents is scarce.

Trying to understand the reason for the general silence about street harassment and
the specific reluctance to report individual incidents also calls into question the aforemen‑
tioned peculiar legal “hole” around this phenomenon. Street harassment is an unwanted
sexual behavior that may or may not involve the physical dimension; together with cyber‑
bullying, it could harm personal freedom and autonomy, being “intrusive”, whether or
not the person’s corporeality is involved. Italian legislation, as in most other countries, fo‑
cuses on corporeality as a fundamental requirement of crimes against sexual freedom, and
does not extend to all cases of non‑consensual sexual offenses [33]. Street harassment there‑
fore falls ambiguously both ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ the boundaries of the legal definition of
sexual aggression. One of the consequences of this legal gap is a lack of formal authority
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to report incidents, which, along with widespread cultural acceptance, contributes to the
reluctance to talk about them.

The purpose of the present study is to contribute to filling some of the gaps that still
exist in the literature by focusing on the reasons why people do or do not talk to others
about their exposure to street harassment and, more specifically, by examining the effect
of talking or not talking to others on the subsequent negative psychological consequences
and behavioral changes and restrictions that victims put in place.

1.1. Talking with Others of Street Harassment

Most research and surveys on street harassment have been conducted in university
settings. Other recent studies have been conducted in relation to transport systems, par‑
ticularly in emerging countries, where women, in addition to LGBTQ+ or minority people,
are often subjected to harassment [26] (for a review, see [28]). These studies largely con‑
firm thewidespread prevalence of these incidents, but once again show that they are rarely
reported, not only to official figures, but even to friends and relatives [32]. In Italy [34], the
context of our study, a survey among university students confirms the trend found interna‑
tionally: incidents of harassment have relevant negative psychological consequences (such
as anxiety, anger, fear, low self‑esteem, self‑objectification) and induce behavioral changes;
a relevant aspect is that these consequences occur even when the victims do not label the
incidents as harassment.

The social acceptance of the phenomenon—although subject to cultural variations
and depending on the level of patriarchy and the prevalence of all forms of gender‑based
violence—means that street harassment is often not seen as violence, but simply as a cul‑
tural phenomenon, freedom of speech, relational interaction, or even appreciation [35];
this perception may influence the perceptions held by the victims themselves. A discourse
analysis of comments on a posted video of street remarks directed at a young woman [36]
indicated that most comments defended the street comments as civil behavior, a form
of greeting or compliment; these perceptions outnumbered comments condemning the
comments as harassment by a ratio of 2.5:1. The latter highlighted their nature as non‑
reciprocal, non‑intimate, and unwanted interactions, even in the absence of explicitly vul‑
gar or threatening words. In examining public perceptions of street harassment through
a vignette‑based study, Cullen‑Rosenthal and Fileborn [35] emphasized the importance of
context in determining whether an incident constitutes harassment; however, many par‑
ticipants set narrow boundaries for what constitutes harmful or acceptable behavior but
generally dismiss the cumulative nature of street harassment.

This ambiguity in the perception of the behavior as harassment extends to the victims
themselves, especially if they are young women, who are unable to assess the severity of
the incident, and this contributes to their silence aboutwhat happened. The individual per‑
ception of its severity is therefore subjective and influenced by the context [3]. Taking these
aspects into account, in our survey, we decided to combine the more common measure of
frequency of incidents with a measure of what victims consider to be an actual incident
of street harassment; frequency, together with an assessment of the severity of specific ha‑
rassing behaviors, allows us to obtain a more valid indicator of perceived “exposure” to
street harassment.

1.2. The Negative Consequences of Street Harassment

In stark contrast to the tendency to trivialize and normalize street harassment, there is
evidence that such experiences have a significant negative impact on the lives of those who
are harassed, including physical and emotional reactions, severe psychological symptoms,
and drastic lifestyle changes [2,25].
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Emotional distress may be expressed through feelings of embarrassment, anger,
anxiety and/or depression, decreased perceptions of safety, and decreased sleep qual‑
ity [11,37,38]. Victims often develop high levels of anxiety related to potential physical
harm. A qualitative study based on interviews with young high school and university stu‑
dents in Mexico [10] found an increased fear of crime after experiencing street harassment,
such as fear of sexual assault, fear of rape, and a generally higher level of insecurity in
public spaces.

One of the consequences of exposure to this type of judgment, expressed in the formof
catcalling, is the occurrence of self‑objectification. This process consists of the internaliza‑
tion of an objectified view of the victim’s own body [39,40]. Womenmay become intensely
concerned with how they appear in public, focus on and constantly monitor their appear‑
ance, and experience intense feelings of shame related to their body image. Not knowing
the potential aggressor increases risk perception and drastically reduces the victim’s sense
of personal safety, significantly increasing the impact and pervasiveness of this negative
emotion [12,41]. In addition, the internalization of feelings of invasion, humiliation, and
fear associatedwith harassment experiences has been shown to be a precursor to repressed
anger, depression and anxiety, low self‑esteem, and relationship problems [42].

1.3. Behavioral Consequences and Restrictions

At the behavioral level, the perception of threat and danger can leadwomen to change
their habits or restrict their behavior [4,25,43]. Regarding the strategies used to respond
to the experience of harassment, the literature shows that passive strategies are mainly
used [44]. It is understandable that victims, who are often alone when faced with one or
more harassers, may not react immediately, even in the face of fear of escalating harass‑
ment. But even afterward, they often remain passive, reverting to internalized avoidance
behaviors to prevent future exposure or to internalized strategies to copewith the negative
feelings [10]. According to Magley [45], less than 20 percent of harassed people report or
share their experiences with others, while almost all respond with avoidance behaviors:
changing routes, choosing a different time of day, avoiding public transportation, avoid‑
ing going out alone at night, changing their appearance and posture, revising or restricting
their clothing to be less attractive and more “inconspicuous”, avoiding eye contact, or ig‑
noring the street harasser altogether. The combination of these outcomes seems to push
victims of street harassment, under the pressure of fear, to find a release from the physical
and emotional exhaustion caused by their experience, thus affecting their behavior and
socialization patterns and limiting their choices, freedom of action, and movement [43].

The effects of street harassment are thus evident, with immediate physical and psy‑
chologicalmanifestations; in themedium–long term, they lead to consequential behavioral
changes that significantly reduce the well‑being and quality of life of the victims.

1.4. Repeated Exposure and the Cumulative Consequences of Street Harassment

One of the consequences of thewidespread prevalence and public acceptance of street
harassment is that victims are often exposed to repeated episodes over time, although the
cumulative effects of such exposure are often underestimated. Street harassment can be
included in the category of “non‑extreme traumatic experiences”, also called “complex
trauma” because of the nature of the victims’ experience and its dysfunctional psycholog‑
ical and behavioral consequences [46,47]. Trauma falls into this category when it is the re‑
sult of an accumulation of negative life events, chronic unresolved stress, abusive/abusive
relationship experiences, or when it is repeated over time, or when it negatively affects a
person’s sense of worth, self‑confidence, self‑esteem, and personal efficacy [47]. Such neg‑
ative experiences, which would seem to include street harassment, can subjectively lead to
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intense negative reactions such as sensitivity to emotional activation and reactivity. There
is also evidence that these conditions are exacerbated when such traumatic experiences
remain unresolved—that is, when the processing of emotions and physical sensations as‑
sociated with the trauma are impeded [48].

These emotions and bodily sensations linger due to the nature of the unprocessed
traumatic experience, creating a neurobiological stasis that activates dysfunctional neural
networks that persist beyond the conclusion of the experience, ready to be activated in
situations like the traumatic one, even if they are different and safer [49,50]. The literature
on traumatic experiences [51,52] has demonstrated the fragmenting effect that such events,
especially when repeated and prolonged over time, have on victims’ memories. Repeated
traumatic experiences carry the risk of altering memories of facts and their precise place in
time, creating dangerous states of confusion in victims, raising doubts about the veracity of
events, and leading victims to question their responsibility. By crystallizing the unresolved
nature of the trauma, such elements contribute to perpetuating the psychological distress
of those who have lived through such experiences [53,54], which also negatively affects
their academic, work, relational, and behavioral performance [55].

Research on trauma resolution [51,56] highlights how the narration of traumatic expe‑
riences allows for the verbal expression of some of the thoughts and feelings that generate
suffering, thus initiating a process of resolution through the construction of newmeanings
for the experienced suffering [57]. However, victims benefit from talking only when there
are conditions (individual and contextual) that allow them to process and integrate the ex‑
perienced pain into their subjective life experiences [32,58]. What might help explain the
reluctance of sexual harassment victims to disclose is an understanding of what happens
not only at the individual level, but also at the societal level. In the former case, it is evident
that the detailed narrative of the traumatic event re‑exposes the victim to the experience
of the emotions, cognitions, and physiological and sensory sensations associated with the
event. This results in the activation of a negative emotional response in the victim and the
defensive response of avoiding the painful reactivation of the memory and the associated
psychophysiological response, resulting in the decision not to talk [59]. This reluctance to
share can best be understood from the perspective of fear of social judgment or anticipa‑
tion of negative reactions from others; when sharing takes place in an environment/context
that minimizes, denies, reverses responsibility, or offers no solutions for intervention, the
most likely outcome is secondary victimization, i.e., the re‑traumatization of the victim [60],
which increases the risk of psychological vulnerability by activating perceptions of pow‑
erlessness, judgment, and guilt. Carretta and Szymanski [11], highlighting the potential
negative mental health effects of street harassment on victims, suggest targeting feelings
of self‑blame, shame, fear, and gender norms in clinical interventions. The pervasiveness
of these consequences seems to add a new level of severity to what Davis and Breslau al‑
ready argued in [61] to be “the invisibility of street harassment and its effects”, and what
Fileborn [32] defines as “unspeakable harm”.

1.5. The Present Study

The aim of the present study is to investigate the reasons that underlie the decision of
whether or not to talk with others about incidents of street harassment by those who have
experienced it, and the effects of talking or not talking with others on the consequences of
street harassment, taking into account both negative psychological outcomes and behav‑
ioral changes undertaken by victims.

The literature suggests a significant relationship between talking with others and the
mitigation of negative outcomes from traumatic events [57,62]. Previous studies have pri‑
marily used qualitative methods to examine the reasons for not sharing, e.g., [10,25,32],
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but to our knowledge, our study is among the first to quantitatively examine these reasons
and, in particular, their impact on outcomes.

As reviewed, a growing body of evidence suggests that street harassment is asso‑
ciated with negative psychological outcomes [2,12,32,34,38], even when not labeled as
such [34,45], and with behavioral changes [7,10,25]. In particular, repeated exposure has
negative psychological consequences and induces behavioral changes in an attempt to re‑
duce the effects or the possibility of further episodes.

In the present study, a sufficiently long period of time (three years) was identified
during which repeated exposure to such events to induce the cumulative negative conse‑
quences of polytraumatic events [11]. In addition, given the possibility of different indi‑
vidual perceptions influenced by the sociocultural context and the specific context of the
episode, a subjective rating of the severity of episodes was measured along with their fre‑
quency to provide a more reliable index of “exposure” to street harassment. For some
victims, catcalling in particular may be considered harmless, if not “just a compliment” or
greeting [35,36]. Measuring the prevalence andperceptions of street harassment separately
is also one of the final recommendations of a systematic review by Keel and colleagues [8]
on operationalizing the construct of street harassment.

Our hypotheses were as follows: First—exposure is significantly and positively as‑
sociated with outcomes, both psychological and behavioral. Second—exposure is signifi‑
cantly and positively associated with sharing or not sharing episodes of street harassment.
Third—there is a significant positive association between sharing and outcomes. Finally,
the main hypothesis is as follows: sharing or not sharing serves as a mediator of the re‑
lationship between exposure to street harassment and outcomes, including both negative
psychological consequences and/or subsequent behavioral changes and restrictions.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

An online survey was conducted in the spring of 2023. The sample was drawn
through posts on social networks (e.g., Instagram® and Facebook®) and through institu‑
tional emails to students at the university in a northwestern region of Italy that conducted
the research. The survey was administered online through Google Forms. Participants
were required to be 18 years of age or older. With adult participants and anonymous ques‑
tionnaires, ethical approval was not required according to the national guidelines of the
Italian Association of Psychology (AIP). The project was reviewed and approved by the
Data Protection Officer of the university where the research was conducted.

A total of 530 respondents (435 identified as women, 86 identified as men, 3 identi‑
fied as nonbinary, and 6 preferred not identify their gender) constituted our final sample.
Regarding sexual orientation, 450 respondents identified as heterosexual, 50 identified as
bisexual, 12 identified as gay or lesbian, 6 identified as other, and 12 did not answer this
question). Respondent age ranged from 18 to 60 years, with approximately 73% of respon‑
dents between the ages of 18 and 24; 361 were students, 142 were employed, 10 were un‑
employed, and 17 marked “other” as their occupation. Participation in the study was vol‑
untary, and before completing the online questionnaire, respondents read the disclaimer
and expressed their consent to participate anonymously and confidentially.

Given the correlational nature of our study, we aimed to collect data on a large sample
(i.e., N > 250) that would ensure the stability of the correlations tested and a power of 0.80
for a correlation as low as 0.17, as determined by an a priori power analysis using G*Power
(Version N. 3) [63].
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2.2. Measures

A questionnaire previously used in an Italian university setting [34] was adapted and
specifically expanded in the sections on sharing/not sharing harassment episodes with oth‑
ers. The questionnaire was developed using strict gender‑neutral language to avoid rein‑
forcing binary or exclusionary gender assumptions.

In addition to the sociodemographic variables (gender with which the respondent
identifies, with 4 response alternatives—man, woman, nonbinary/transgender, prefer not
to answer; sexual orientation, with 5 response alternatives—heterosexual, gay or lesbian,
bisexual, other, prefer not to answer; age group; educational level; occupation), the main
variables examined were as follows. The order of the scales and of the items within each
scale were fixed.

2.2.1. Exposure to Street Sexual Harassment

Harassment episodes were measured with 13 items describing different types of be‑
haviors and asking how often participants had experienced each behavior in the past three
years (in the absence of a validated scale specific to street harassment, the list is based
mainly on other items used in previous studies; see, e.g., [2,6]; e.g., “Someone made you
feel uncomfortable with a whistling sound”, “Someone started following you”, “Someone
touched you without your consent”). The scores for each item ranged from 1 (never expe‑
rienced) to 5 (experienced very often).

For the same items, respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which each be‑
havior could be considered harassment, again on a 5‑point Likert‑type scale (from 1 = not
at all harassment to 5 = definitely harassment).

The correlation between frequency and severity for each behavior is generally low
(ranging from 0.01 to 0.26, with an average correlation of 0.05). An overall indicator was
obtained from the relative means for the frequency (α 0.92) and severity (α 0.93) of the re‑
ported episodes. In addition, to obtain a global indicator of how the exposed respondents
felt to street harassment, the frequency of each harassment incident was weighted by its
subjectively perceived severity. For the main analyses, these weighted scores were aver‑
aged across the 13 items so that a higher score indicated greater self‑reported “exposure”
to street harassment (M = 8.09; SD = 3.06, range 1–19.23). The reliability of this overall
indicator, as indicated by Cronbach’s alpha, was high (α 0.91).

2.2.2. Negative Psychological Outcomes

To measure the psychological consequences of street harassment, respondents were
asked to indicate how often they felt different emotional and psychological states dur‑
ing/after the harassment experience, using 12 items adapted from previous research,
e.g., [34,64], and rated on 5‑point Likert‑type scales (from 1 = never to 5 = always or almost
always; e.g., “I became stressed”, “I felt uncomfortable and ashamed about my physical
appearance”, or “I had extreme difficulty starting/continuing what I was supposed to do”;
these items received the highest mean scores). An overall indicator was calculated from
the average of all responses (M = 2.21; SD = 0.94; α 0.92).

2.2.3. Changes in Behavioral Habits

Behavioral changes were measured by asking respondents whether their behavior
had been changed as a consequence of the harassment experience with a dichotomous
question (yes/no). Following the “yes” response, an ad hoc list of eleven items describ‑
ing behavioral changes was displayed. Respondents had to select the options that best
represented the changes in their lives, allowing for multiple responses. The items were
developed based on previous research using interviews and focus groups, e.g., [10,34,65],
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describing different behaviors (e.g., always telling someone about one’s movements, talk‑
ing/pretending to talk to someone on the phone, not taking transportation after a certain
time; these are the three most commonly reported behaviors). An overall indicator was
calculated from the sum of all responses, quantitatively indicating the number of changed
behaviors (M = 5.79; SD = 2.45, α 0.92;ω = 0.90).

2.2.4. Sharing

A dichotomous variable (yes/no) examined whether respondents had talked to some‑
one about their harassment experiences. Following a “yes” response (N = 374), a list of
items created ad hoc based on previous research, e.g., [30,66], was displayed that indi‑
cated six possible individuals with varying degrees of intimacy (parent or guardian, part‑
ner, close friend, relative, doctor and/or counselor, law enforcement). Respondents were
asked to select the identifiers for the people they had spoken to, allowing for multiple re‑
sponses. An overall indicator of sharing was calculated from the sum of all responses,
quantitatively indicating of the number of people with whom the respondent shared
(M = 2.24; SD = 1.01, range 1–5; α 0.71;ω = 0.53).

2.2.5. Reasons Not to Share

In the case of a “no” response to the dichotomous question of whether or not respon‑
dents had spoken with someone about their experiences with harassment (N = 156), a list
of ten possible reasons was displayed, asking why they had decided not to talk about it.
The list was created ad hoc and was partly based on previous surveys mainly conducted
at U.S. colleges (Stop Street Harassment, [65]; e.g., “I wanted to forget what happened”;
“It is a private matter that I wanted to handle alone”) and qualitative studies, e.g., [10]. Re‑
spondents were asked to select the options that best represented their reasons, allowing
for multiple responses. An overall indicator was calculated from the sum of all responses,
quantitatively indicating the number of reasons not to share (M = 2.07; SD = 1.38, range 1–9;
α 0.86;ω = 0.78).

2.3. Data Analysis

The data were analyzed using SPSS Statistics for Windows, version 27.0. Preliminary
descriptive analyses were conducted on the frequency and severity of harassment, then
subgroups by gender and sexual orientation were compared using a Manova followed
by post‑hoc t‑tests. The same t‑test comparisons were also conducted to examine overall
exposure to street harassment, behavioral and psychological outcomes, and sharing or rea‑
sons for not sharing. Correlations between the study variables were examined. To test the
study’s main hypothesis regarding the effects of sharing on behavioral and psychological
outcomes, mediation analyses were conducted with a series of regressions based on Baron
and Kenny’s [67] guidelines. Three equations were tested separately for the two subsam‑
ples of respondents who shared and those who did not share the harassment episodes.
First, negative psychological outcomes were regressed on exposure to harassment to es‑
tablish a mediating effect. Second, the measure of sharing was regressed on exposure to
establish the chain of mediation. In the third equation, negative psychological outcomes
were regressed on both the exposure and sharing measures. To demonstrate that sharing
was functioning as a mediator, the strength of the relationship between the predictor (ex‑
posure) and the outcome (negative psychological outcomes) should either be eliminated
(a full mediator) or significantly reduced (a partial mediator). Baron and Kenny [67] dis‑
cussed that it would be unusual, especially in psychological research, for statistical signif‑
icance to be reduced to zero. Thus, the degree to which the effect was reduced (i.e., the
change in the regression coefficients) serves as an indicator of the power of the mediator,
and the statistical significance of this reduction in predictive power can be tested using the
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Sobel test [68] for indirect effects inmediation analysis. The same stepswere repeatedwith
behavioral changes as outcome variables.

3. Results
Respondents reported that the three most frequent forms of harassment they expe‑

rienced in the past three years were the following: being looked at in a sexually sugges‑
tive way; being whistled at, honked at, or praised unwantedly; being yelled at or called
names. The three most severe forms of harassment were the following: someone showing
their private parts; being touched without consent (e.g., touching the waist, caressing the
breast/chest with the hand, holding the hand, etc.); sexually explicit gestures (e.g., mim‑
icking oral sex, touching the breasts, touching the chest, etc.). Mean values (and standard
deviations) are reported in Table 1 in descending order for the total mean values for fre‑
quency and perceived severity; these results indicate that the most severe events are likely
to be the least frequent.

MANOVAs were conducted on all the scores related to the frequency and perceived
severity of the episodes, comparing gender and sexual orientation as independent factors
(given the small numbers, participants were grouped as heterosexual, N = 444, 375F, or
homosexual/bisexual, N = 68, 49F). The results revealed that the global profiles of respon‑
dents who identified as women or men (Wilks’ lambda = 0.57, F(479,13) = 28.5, p < 0.001),
ηp

2 = 0.43) and who identified as heterosexual or homo‑/bisexual (Wilks’ lambda = 0.91,
F(486,13) = 3.6, p < 0.001), ηp2 = 0.087) significantly differed. On the perceived severity judge‑
ments, the global profile of respondents who identified as women or men significantly
differed (Wilks’ lambda = 0.89, F(479,13) = 4.1, p < 0.001), ηp2 = 0ilia.10), while the results
were not significantly different between respondents who identified as heterosexual or
homo‑/bisexual (Wilks’ lambda = 0.96, F(477,13) = 1.5, p ns, ηp2 = 0.038).

Examining the appropriate univariates and applying the Bonferroni correction, it
emerged (as synthetically reported in Table 1) that harassment episodes were always re‑
ported more frequently by women respondents, except for exhibitionism (someone show‑
ing their private parts), where the difference was not significant.

A similar trend emerged for the severity scores, with participants who identified as
women reporting significantly higher scores, except for two behaviors (“Someone criti‑
cized your appearance”; “Someone called you and/or sent you messages of a sexual na‑
ture”), where the difference, although always in the direction of higher scores for women
respondents, did not reach significance.

Regarding sexual orientation, the differences for the frequency of harassment episodes
were almost always significant, with higher frequencies reported by homosexual/bisexual
respondents, except for harassment of being followed in the street, which, although in
the same direction, was not significant. The situation is different for severity, where the
significant differences are far fewer, albeit always in the direction of higher scores for bi‑
sexual/homosexual respondents.

Similar results emerged from the t‑test comparisons of total frequency and sever‑
ity scores, as well as the weighted indicator of exposure to street harassment, for both
gender and sexual orientation (see Table 2). These overall indicators were used in
subsequent analyses.
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Table 1.Mean values of frequency and perceived severity of street harassment episodes.

Mean SD Mean SD

Frequency of street harassment Severity of street harassment
Someone looked at you in a
suggestive, sexual way. 2.8 1.1 Someone showed you their private

parts. 4.8 0.7 o

Someone made you feel
uncomfortable by whistling,
honking, or making unwanted

comments.

2.8 1.1 Someone touched you without your
consent. 4.8 0.7 o

Someone shouted obscenities at you. 2.3 1.0
Someone made sexually explicit
gestures (e.g., mimed oral sex,

touched their private parts, etc.).
4.7 0.7 o

Someone criticizing your
appearance. 2.2 1.0

Someone asked you to perform
sexually explicit acts or offered you

money in exchange for sex.
4.7 0.9 o

Someone touched you without your
consent. 2.0 1.0 Someone started following you. 4.6 0.8

Someone slowing down or stopping
their car to get closer to you. 2.0 1.0 o Someone has made calls and/or sent

messages of a sexual nature to you. 4.5 0.9 g o

Someone has repeatedly attempted
to arrange an unwanted meeting

with you.
1.8 1.0 Someone shouted obscenities at you. 4.3 1.0 o

Someone has made calls and/or sent
messages of a sexual nature to you. 1.8 1.0

Someone has repeatedly attempted
to arrange an unwanted meeting

with you.
4.2 1.1

Someone started following you. 1.7 0.9 o Someone slowing down or stopping
their car to get closer to you. 4.2 1.0

Someone has repeatedly attempted
to arrange an unwanted meeting

with you.
1.6 0.9 Someone looked at you in a

suggestive, sexual way. 4.1 1.1 o

Someone made sexually explicit
gestures (e.g., mimed oral sex,

touched their private parts, etc.).
1.6 0.9

Someone made you feel
uncomfortable by whistling,
honking, or making unwanted

comments.

4.0 1.2

Someone asked you to perform
sexually explicit acts or offered you

money in exchange for sex.
1.3 0.7

Someone has repeatedly attempted
to arrange an unwanted meeting

with you.
3.9 1.2

Someone showed you their private
parts. 1.3 0.7 g Someone criticizing your

appearance. 3.7 1.2 g

Note. The mean values are reported in descending order for the total mean values, respectively, for frequency
and perceived severity. In the third column, non‑significant values are reported for the t‑test comparisons: g
indicates a non‑significant difference according to gender; o indicates a non‑significant difference according to
sexual orientation.

Table 2.Mean values and t‑test comparisons for gender and sexual orientation on overall frequency,
perceived severity, and exposure.

Total Mean (SD) Mean F Mean M t‑Test Hetero Homo/Bisex t‑Test
(N = 530) (N = 435) (N = 86) (N = 450) (N = 68)

Overall frequency 25.2 7.8 26.6 7.5 18.2 5.5 <0.001 24.6 7.5 28.9 8.8 <0.001
Overall severity 4.3 0.7 4.4 0.6 4.0 1.0 <0.001 4.3 0.7 4.5 0.6 0.029

Exposure 8.2 3.1 8.7 3.0 5.7 2.2 <0.001 8.0 2.9 9.8 3.4 <0.001
Note. Nonbinary individuals and those who preferred not to answer were excluded from the analyses.

3.1. Negative Psychological Outcomes and Behavioral Changes

From the t‑test comparison by gender, we found that negative psychological out‑
comes are more relevant for women (MFemales = 2.32, DSFemales = 0.91 vs. MMales = 1.61,
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DSMales = 0.82; t (515) = 6.57, p < 0.001), and for respondents who self‑identify as bi‑ or ho‑
mosexual (MHomo = 2.72, DSHomo = 0.89 vs. MHetero = 2.15, DSHetero = 0.89; t (506) = 4.43,
p < 0.001).

Similar resultswere found for behavioral changes, which aremore common inwomen
than in men (MFemales = 6.02, DSFemales = 2.35 vs. MMales = 3.27, DSMales= 2.23; t (363) = 6.05,
p < 0.001). In contrast, there was no significant difference in behavioral change by
sexual orientation.

3.2. Sharing Street Harassment

Figure 1 shows the multiple responses of participants (N = 374; 70.6% of our sample)
who reported talking to someone about episodes of street harassment. It shows that almost
all reports were made to friends, followed by parents and partners. Virtually no reports
were made to counselors or law enforcement.

 

Figure 1. Responses indicating whom the victims chose to share the episodes of street harassment
with (N = 373) (question allowed multiple responses).

Figure 2, on the other hand, shows multiple responses regarding the reasons theat
people identified for choosing not to talk to anyone about the incidents (N = 156; 29.4%).
The most common reasons for not talking about it were that the episode was not consid‑
ered serious enough, that the victim felt ashamed or embarrassed, that they believed that
nothing would be done, or that it was a private matter.

 

Figure 2. Reasons identified for not sharing the episodes of street harassment (N = 156) by those
respondents who chose not to share (question allowed multiple responses).

https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129

https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129


Brain Sci. 2026, 16, 129 13 of 23

From the t‑test comparisons for the sum of the total numbers of people telling some‑
one about episodes of street harassment, we found that women were significantly more
likely to tell people compared to men (MFemales = 2.29, SDFemales = 1.01 vs. MMales = 1.86,
SDMales = 0.87; t(365) = 2.22, p < 0.05). Similarly, women reported significantlymore reasons
for not talking about it (MFemales= 2.29, SDFemales = 1.01 vs. MMales = 1.86, SDMales = 0.87;
t(115) = 2.33, p < 0.05). There were no significant differences when sexual orientation
was considered.

We then compared the t‑test results for the two subsamples of people who decided to
share or not to share the episodes they experiencedwith others. Here, the differences were
found to be significant when comparing the total score of their frequency and theweighted
score of exposure; higher values were identified for the subsample of people who shared
with others; meanwhile, a non‑significant difference emerged for the total score related
to the assessment of the severity of episodes (see Table 1). The subsample of people who
shared also reported significantly higher scores for negative psychological consequences
and behavioral changes.

Table 3 presents the overall means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations be‑
tween exposure, frequency, and severity of street harassment, whether the person shared
with others or not, and the psychological and behavioral outcomes; these are separated
into in the two subsamples of sharing/non‑sharing individuals. As expected, there are pos‑
itive, significant, andmoderate/high correlations between exposure to harassment and out‑
comes, particularly with negative psychological outcomes; meanwhile, correlations with
behavioral changes are lower in the sharing subsample. The correlations of the severity
ratings with outcomes are instead lower and comparable in both subsamples (although
they are significant in the larger sharing subsample).
Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and t‑test between sharing/non‑sharing subsamples for the
study variables.

Sharing
N = 373

Not Sharing
N = 153

Mean SD Mean SD p

Frequency 26.95 7.56 20.94 6.85 0.001
Severity 4.36 0.76 4.27 0.71 ns
Exposure 8.88 3.03 6.78 2.65 0.001

Negative psychological consequences 2.31 0.91 1.97 0.96 0.001
Behavioral changes 6.06 2.43 4.81 2.31 0.001

Also, we found that, the more a person is exposed to these incidents, the more likely
they are to talk about them with others; however, this correlation is modest. The corre‑
lation between exposure and reasons for not sharing is high. In addition, having many
reasons for not sharing is highly and positively correlated with the consequences. On the
other hand, the correlations between talking with others and the consequences are modest,
though significant (Table 4).

To test for the psychological and behavioral consequences of sharing, four separate
mediation analyses were conducted in the two groups of participants who did or did not
talk about the harassment episodes; here, exposure to harassment was set as the indepen‑
dent variable and behavioral changes or negative psychological consequences were set as
the dependent variables.

Following the steps outlined earlier for testingmediation, we first determined that the
predictors were related to the outcome variables. As shown in Table 1, exposurewas signif‑
icantly associated with both negative psychological consequences and behavioral changes,
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satisfying the condition for mediation in Step 1. Exposure was also significantly associated
with sharing and reasons for not sharing, satisfying the condition for Step 2.
Table 4.Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables in the sharing/non‑
sharing subsamples.

MEAN SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Exposure b 8.19 3.06 – 0.88 0.49 a 0.40 0.57 0.41

2. Frequency c 25.2 7.85
a 0.88 – 0.09 a 0.36 0.58 0.45

3. Severity 4.33 0.72 0.56 0.17 – a 0.20 0.17 0.20
4. Spoken c 2.24 1.00 0.18 0.19 0.05 – a a a

5. Reasons not to talk about it c 2.07 1.38 a a a a – 0.57 0.44
6. Negative psychological outcomes c 2.21 0.94 0.57 0.55 0.27 0.20 a – 0.48

7. Behavioral changes c 5.79 2.45 0.30 0.26 0.24 0.17 a 0.32 –
Note. Correlations above the diagonal are for the non‑sharing subsample; correlations below the diagonal are
for the sharing subsample. Correlations in bold are significant at p < 0.005. a. Impossible to compute because
of the two different subsamples of respondents. b. Ponderation between frequency and severity. c. Sum of the
multiple responses.

To test whether sharing was related to outcome in the first subsample of respondents,
we simultaneously regressed negative psychological outcomes on both exposure and shar‑
ing (Step 3). This third regression equation also provided an estimate of the indirect path,
the relationship between exposure and negative psychological outcomes, controlling for
sharing. The direct path was significant (β = 0.57, p < 0.001), but the indirect path was still
significant (β = 0.55, p < 0.001). To assess whether this reduction in the unstandardized
regression coefficients (i.e., from the direct path to the indirect path) was statistically sig‑
nificant, the Sobel test estimated the significance of the products of the unstandardized
regression coefficients a (between predictor and mediator) and b (between mediator and
outcome) and their standard errors. The Sobel test for reduction in indirect mediation be‑
tween exposure, sharing, and negative psychological outcomes was not significant.

A similar multiple regression was conducted with the other outcome, behavioral
changes. The direct path was significant (β = 0.35, p < 0.001) and the indirect path was
still significant, although smaller than the direct path (β = 0.28, p < 0.001), suggesting par‑
tial mediation. In this case, the Sobel test was significant (p < 0.05).

For the subsample of respondentswhopreferred not to share the harassment episodes,
the direct path between exposure and negative psychological outcomes was significant
(β = 0.59, p < 0.001). We found regression for the negative psychological outcomes on both
exposure and the reason not to share simultaneously, which yielded an indirect path; this
was still significant but lower (0.37), and this reduction emerged as significant on the Sobel
test (p < 0.001). When behavioral change is the dependent variable, the direct path was
significant (β = 1, p < 0.001), and the indirect path was still significant (β = 0.27, p < 0.001),
but this reduction emerged as being significant under the Sobel test (p < 0.001).

Figure 3 synthetically depicts the results of the mediation tests with negative psycho‑
logical consequences and behavioral changes as the outcome variables, respectively, in
the subsample of respondents who shared the street harassment episodes, where the par‑
tial mediation resulted significant in the Sobel test only for behavioral changes. Figure 4
shows the same mediation tests in the subsample of respondents who did not share the
episodes, where the Sobel tests were significant for both psychological consequences and
behavioral changes.
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     (a) 
 

(b) 

Figure 3. Mediation effects of sharing the details of street harassment episodes with others be‑
tween exposure to street harassment and negative psychological consequences (a) and behavioral
changes (b). Standardized beta coefficients are reported. The Sobel test for the indirect effect on neg‑
ative psychological consequences (a) does not reach statistical significance, suggesting that there
is no mediation effect. The Sobel test for the indirect effect on behavioral changes is significant
(p = 0.012), suggesting a mediation effect of sharing.

In summary, sharing is a partial mediator of the relationships between exposure and
behavioral changes; meanwhile, having many reasons not to share is a partial mediator
of the relationship between exposure and both negative psychological consequences and
behavioral changes.

 
(a) 

Figure 4.Cont.
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(b) 

Figure 4. Mediation effects of not sharing between exposure to street harassment and negative
psychological consequences (a) and behavioral changes (b). Standardized beta coefficients are re‑
ported. The Sobel test for the indirect effect on negative psychological consequences (a) is significant
(p < 0.001). The Sobel test for the indirect effect on behavioral changes (b) is significant, suggesting
in both cases a mediation effect of not sharing.

4. Discussion
The main aim of the current study was to examine the social sharing of street harass‑

ment episodes experienced by victims, identifying whom the victims chose to share with,
or, alternatively, the reasons for not sharing. More specifically, the main hypothesis was
to test the possible mediating effect of sharing or not sharing on the negative psycholog‑
ical consequences suffered by victims, and the behavioral changes induced by exposure
to harassment. To our knowledge, our study is one of the first to specifically address the
quantitative impact of sharing or not sharing about experiences of street harassment on a
victim, and its negative consequences for them.

Ourfirst finding confirmswhat has regularly emerged in the literature, e.g., [4,13], that
women report more frequent episodes of harassment than men; moreover, we identified
that this is also the case for respondents with a non‑heterosexual orientation. Similar evi‑
dence was found in a US national survey [66], where people who identified as lesbian, gay,
bisexual, or transgender were more likely to report experiencing street harassment than
people who identified as heterosexual, and these differences were primarily found among
men; a systematic review of street harassment surveys found similarly higher prevalence
rates among LGBTQI respondents [8]. Due to low numerosity, we could not estimate the
mediation effect of sharing on the consequences of street harassment separately for gender
identity/diverse sexual orientation. However, in addition to supporting previous evidence
on frequency, our findings indicate that people with diverse or non‑heterosexual orienta‑
tions report perceptions of greater severity of street harassment episodes compared to their
heterosexual counterparts. They also reported experiencing more severe negative psycho‑
logical consequences, though their subsequent behaviors and sharing of episodes did not
significantly change.

Our results also confirm that exposure to harassment is significantly and strongly
associated with both negative psychological consequences and behavioral changes, sup‑
porting previous evidence [2,11,25,37,38,43,45]. In the current study, both women and ho‑
mosexual/bisexual individuals reportmore severe negative psychological outcomes, while
behavioral changes are higher for women but not for homosexual/bisexual persons.

Talking publicly about catcalling or street harassment often results in people being
subject to victim‑blaming [59,69,70], the mechanism by which people, when confronted
with an incident of violence (and especially gender‑based violence), place some of the
blame for the event on the victim. The results show that most of our respondents (about
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70%) talked about the harassment almost exclusively with friends, followed by parents,
rarelywith their partners, and almost neverwith law enforcement or authorities. A similar
finding was found in a study about sexual harassment on public transport in Lahore [26],
where 38% of respondents reported to friends and only 21% reported to family; qualitative
group discussions suggested that formal reporting was impossible or avoided for fear of
shame or argument. A study of the impact of a campaign to report unwanted sexual be‑
havior on London’s transport system [27] found that only 15% of victims of sexual crime
reported incidents to the police, with an increase after the first wave of the campaign. The
reasons for not reporting, according to aggregated national police statistics, were “embar‑
rassment”, whichwas also one of themost relevant in our sample, and people “didn’t think
the police could do much to help”.

About a third of our respondents reported that they did not talk to anyone about the
harassment they suffered; it is important to analyze their underlying reasons for choosing
not to share their experience. We found that, when episodes are not shared with others, it
was because they are considered embarrassing or shameful, not particularly serious, or a
private and personal matter; another reason for not sharing was that victims felt nothing
could be done. It is worth noting that people who reported that they do not share incidents
with anyone also reported significantly fewer episodes in the past three years, but their
ratings of episode severity did not differ from those reported by the sharing subsample.

However, a lower frequency of exposure—operationalized in this study as a weight‑
ing of frequency with the severity of episodes—alone does not seem to be one of the main
motivations for not sharing. The reasons for not sharing reported by these individuals all
point to a reduction in the salience of street harassment and the adoption of passive avoid‑
ance strategies. However, at the same time, the number of reasons given for not sharing is
strongly associated with both exposure on the one hand and an increase in negative out‑
comes on the other. Thus, the more one is exposed to street harassment, the more reasons
one has not to share, and the more negative the consequences.

In contrast, exposure to harassment is less correlated with the number of people to
whom the incidents are reported, and sharing itself is also modestly directly related to
negative consequences.

Testing our main hypothesis—that sharing or not sharing with others mediates the
relationships between exposure and negative outcomes of street harassment—it emerged
that sharing was a partial mediator of the relationship between exposure to street harass‑
ment and subsequent behavioral changes (such as always telling someone about one’s
movements; talking/pretending to talk to someone on the phone; not taking transporta‑
tion beyond a certain time) in the subsample of respondents who chose to talk about street
harassment. Here, there was a significant, albeit modest, reduction in themagnitude of the
relationship between exposure and behavioral change. On the contrary, sharing was not
a mediator of the relationship between exposure and subsequent negative psychological
consequences (e.g., feeling stressed, feeling discomfort and shame about one’s appearance,
having extreme difficulty starting or continuing to do what one is supposed to do). There‑
fore, themore victims talk about their experience, themore the direct relationship between
being harassed and subsequent changes in behavior is attenuated; meanwhile, no reduc‑
tion in negative psychological consequences is observed.

In contrast, in the subsample of people who choose not to share the episodes, both
the relationships with the behavioral and psychological negative consequences of harass‑
ment are partially mediated by having many reasons not to talk to others about harass‑
ment episodes. In this case, the direct relationships between exposure and both negative
psychological consequences and behavioral changes are significantly reduced by having
many reasons not to share.
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The episodes of street harassment can be ambiguously interpreted as aggression or
not, and the subjectivity of this interpretation, together with the public perception and
widespread acceptance of it, can lead to the victim not recognizing that they are a vic‑
tim. A qualitative study with an online survey and focus groups that specifically explored
participants’ reasons for and experiences with disclosing their encounters with street ha‑
rassment suggested that victims want their experiences to be taken seriously and listened
to by others [32].

We can conclude that the widespread social acceptance of phenomena such as catcall‑
ing and the tendency to blame the victims of gender‑based violence have a clear influence
on victims, who downsize the importance of these incidents and are reluctant to report
them in the face of a feeling of helplessness. The findings of our study add to the exist‑
ing evidence that highlights that this downsizing is associated with increased negative
consequences; at the same time, it contributes to partially reducing the direct relationship
between exposure and the same negative consequences, at least in the medium term.

However, especially in caseswhere people experience repeated episodes, this avoidant
coping [60]may lead to the typical consequences of posttraumatic stress disorder [49,58,70]
by crystallizing the non‑resolution of the trauma and maintaining the psychological dis‑
tress of those who have lived through such experiences [53,54]. Evidence on the negative
consequences of traumatic events suggests a significant relationship between talking with
others and their mitigation [52,62]. Specifically for street harassment, as Fileborn [32] re‑
marks, disclosure is essential to making its harms visible and working to change social
and cultural attitudes. As Carretta and Szymanski [11] suggest, women and victims in
general should be encouraged to engage in activism, which can help prevent self‑blame
and shame. In addition to the possible resulting empowerment of women and minority
groups, activism can be directed towards achieving social justice [31,32].

Victims are thus doubly victimized: by the street harassment episodes themselves
and by the social pressure that leads them to adopt an attitude of trivializing, forgetting,
and ignoring the episodes. It is important to emphasize that, based on our results, when
victims decide to talk about these incidents with others, it at least leads to a mitigation of
subsequent behavioral changes with an improvement in the victims’ quality of life.

4.1. Limitations and Future Research Directions

This study has limitations. One of these is inherent in the nature of any online survey
and the relative sampling process, which results in an unrepresentative sample of the popu‑
lation exposed to harassment. Our sample is limited in the number ofmen and peoplewho
identify as nonbinary, aswell as in the number of peoplewho report a non‑heterosexual ori‑
entation. At the same time, these are the subgroups that the literature and our ownfindings
suggest are most likely to experience street harassment, along with women. Therefore, the
generalizability of our findings may be limited to heterosexual women, while future stud‑
ies could focus on subpopulations of different gender identities and incorporate nonbinary
and intersectional perspectives into research on street harassment [15,22]. Another limita‑
tion is the lack of validated questionnaires about the sharing of harassment; the present
study and its findings constitute a step in this direction.

The cross‑sectional nature of the study also hinders the possibility of causal explana‑
tions. Our mediational analyses highlight the possible effects of sharing and, in particu‑
lar, of not sharing on negative outcomes. Although the reasons for not sharing partially
mediate the relationship between exposure and outcomes, with a reduction in negative
psychological and behavioral consequences, at least in the medium term, our study does
not allow us to determine whether the long‑term consequences of repeated exposure that
may lead to PTSD are present or even more relevant in people who did not share their
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episodes. Future longitudinal studies would support a better understanding of the under‑
lying mechanisms.

Despite its limitations, the present study offers at least two original and innovative
contributions. First, it highlights the opportunity to consider both the frequency and per‑
ceived severity of street harassment episodes contemporaneously, which is especially im‑
portant because, often, the victims themselves do not recognize or admit that such episodes
constitute a formof gender violence. Second, it is a first attempt at quantitatively investigat‑
ing the understudied phenomenon of sharing street harassment experiences. The decision
of whether or not to share themmay impact the negative consequences of this widespread
gender violence, and this should be considered in prevention interventions.

4.2. Practical Implications

The implications of our findings lead us to consider how creating conditions that fa‑
cilitate the sharing of harassment could reduce its negative impact on victims. People who
experience street harassment may benefit from reporting it; this seems to be especially the
case for those who do not feel compelled to change their behavior as a result of the harass‑
ment. So, the focus should be on the difficulties victims have in sharing the episodes with
others and the reasons they have for not doing so. In addition, although most of our re‑
spondents talked to someone, they almost never publicly or formally reported the episodes
to law enforcement, counselors, or support professionals.

Cultural differences and sociopolitical practices affect attitudes toward this type of
gender‑based violence and the varying likelihood that victims will recognize and report
harassment as such. In more aware contexts, victims may receive social support that facili‑
tates identification and formal reporting. In Italy, as in other European and non‑European
countries, street harassment is not yet considered a crime [33] and therefore there are no
specific penalties for it, but depending on the specific case, it can constitute two different
crimes: stalking or “harassment or annoyance of persons”. In the latter case, it is an of‑
fence that punishes whoever, in a public place or a place open to the public, or bymeans of
the telephone, for petulance or any other blameworthy motive, harasses or annoys some‑
one. What abstractly distinguishes catcalling from the crime of harassment or annoyance
is the legal right protected by the norm: traditionally, it is believed that this crime is in‑
tended to punish the disturbance of public tranquility, not the dignity of the offended per‑
son being harassed. The absence of specific regulations against this type of conduct may
therefore be one of the reasons for its trivialization, since there is no “crime” for which a
harasser can be reported. This lack of institutional response increases the possibility of sec‑
ondary victimization: the victims, confused by the helpless reaction of the context, come
to formulate self‑denigrating and destructive thoughts, identifying themselves as respon‑
sible, experiencing negative emotions of anxiety and fear, combined with feelings of guilt
that should instead belong to the harasser [71]. The worst element is that victims, dis‑
couraged from speaking openly about the distressing situation, give up on asserting their
rights. This resulting secondary victimization is often doubly linked to gender prejudices
and stereotypes.

Public activism can play an important role against incidents of street harassment. In
fact, much information and mobilization are effectively carried out through blogs and so‑
cial channels [32], as acting in community and confronting one’s experiences generates
effects of recognition and support and can play a function of informal justice. Recently,
collectives promoted by women university students on Twitter and Instagram (#Chalk‑
Walk; @HeartMob) have invited the sharing of messages denouncing offensive approaches
and have encouraged making them public. For instance, writing them in colored chalk, in
block letters, and in the places where they occurred. This is a useful and courageous exper‑
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iment that also configures a successful tool for the strategic therapy of posttraumatic stress
disorder: the externalization of memories, images, and flashbacks, and the reclaiming of
a physical space that has tended to be avoided because it is associated with unpleasant
moments, can increase a person’s confidence in their resources.

5. Conclusions
The negative consequences of street harassment are often overlooked, and recogniz‑

ing its explicit nature as gender‑based violence is an important societal task. Previous
evidence [2,37,38,43,45] and our findings show that victims are generally severely affected
by the behavioral and psychological consequences of street harassment.

Street harassment is an “unspeakable” harm that is usually silenced, and victims’ ex‑
periences are trivialized [32]. Our study is one of the few to examine the effects of sharing
or not sharing episodes of street harassment on negative behavioral and psychological out‑
comes. Based on our findings, the decision to report to others at least attenuates subsequent
behavioral changes. On the other hand, one third of the victims reported that they do not
share their experience of street harassment with anyone. This decision seems to be made
in a logic of ignoring the episodes as much as possible because they are perceived as not
being serious, being private, or being embarrassing, or because the victim is under the im‑
pression that nothing would be done to help them. This downsizing of street harassment,
which induces people not to talk about the incidents, is associated with increased nega‑
tive consequences. Some of our results indicate that it may have positive consequences,
reducing both the psychological and behavioral consequences of the exposure, at least in
the short term.

We can conclude that more education about the feelings and experiences of victims of
street harassment could significantly reduce dysfunctional communication, confusion, and
the downsizing and passive strategies often adopted by victims. Opportunities should be
created where victims of street harassment can feel welcome and talk about the violence
they have experienced, especially in formal contexts and with authority figures, to help
create a social context that no longer considers these forms of gender‑based violence to be
normal and acceptable.

Author Contributions: All authors contributed to the study conception and design. Material prepa‑
ration, data collection and analysis were performed by L.F. and L.S. The first draft of the manuscript
was written by M.G.M. and all authors commented on previous versions of the manuscript. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study procedure was in accordance with the ethical
standards of the institutional and/or national research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki decla‑
ration. In particular, with adult participants and anonymous questionnaires, ethical approval was
not required, in line with national guidelines of the Italian Association of Psychology (AIP). The
project was reviewed and approved by the Data Protection Officer (DPO) of the University of Valle
d’Aosta where the research was conducted, and participants provided explicit consent to participate.
UNIVDA‑Prot n.0001301 Document dated 23 January 2024.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in
the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data that support the findings of this study are available from the
corresponding author upon reasonable request. Since these data are protected under the university’s
data protection regulations, they cannot be permanently exported from the university’s IT platforms
except upon a specific and justified request; in all cases, the anonymity of the respondents and the
non‑identifiability of the individuals involved must be ensured.

https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129

https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129


Brain Sci. 2026, 16, 129 21 of 23

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Gaudi, S.; Bailo, P.; Barbara, G.; Bertuccio, P.; Tabano, S.; Piccinini, A. Epigenetica della violenza sulle donne: Lo studio pilota.

Not. Dell’istituto Super. Di Sanità 2023, 36, 7–11.
2. Fairchild, K.; Rudman, L.A. Everyday Stranger Harassment and Women’s Objectification. Soc. Justice Res. 2008, 21, 338–357.

[CrossRef]
3. Fileborn, B.; O’Neill, T. From “Ghettoization” to a Field of Its Own: A Comprehensive Review of Street Harassment Research.

Trauma Violence Abus. 2023, 24, 125–138. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Volpato, C. Raccontare le Molestie Sessuali: Un’indagine Empirica; Rosenberg & Sellier: Turin, Italy, 2023. [CrossRef]
5. Wesselmann, E.D.; Kelly, J.R. Cat‑Calls and Culpability: Investigating the Frequency and Functions of Stranger Harassment. Sex

Roles 2010, 63, 451–462. [CrossRef]
6. Sullivan, H.B. Hey Lady, You’re Hot!: Emotional and Cognitive Effects of Gender‑Based Street Harassment onWomen. Doctoral

Dissertation, Indiana University of Pennsylvania, Indiana, PA, USA, 2011.
7. Farmer, O.; Smock Jordan, S. Experiences of Women Coping with Catcalling Experiences in New York City: A Pilot Study.

J. Fem. Fam. Ther. 2017, 29, 205–225. [CrossRef]
8. Keel, C.; Stewart, R.; Mellberg, J. Operationalizing Street Harassment Using Survey Instruments: A Systematic Review of Mea‑

suring Harassment in Public Spaces Using Surveys. Trauma Violence Abus. 2024, 25, 2609–2621. [CrossRef]
9. Fredrickson, B.L.; Roberts, T.‑A. Objectification Theory: Toward UnderstandingWomen’s Lived Experiences andMental Health

Risks. Psychol. Women Q. 1997, 21, 173–206. [CrossRef]
10. Almanza Avendaño, A.M.; Romero‑Mendoza, M.; Gómez San Luis, A.H. From harassment to disappearance: Young women’s

feelings of insecurity in public spaces. PLoS ONE 2022, 17, e0272933. [CrossRef]
11. Carretta, R.F.; Szymanski, D.M. Stranger Harassment and PTSD Symptoms: Roles of Self‑Blame, Shame, Fear, Feminine Norms,

and Feminism. Sex Roles 2020, 82, 525–540. [CrossRef]
12. Macmillan, R.; Nierobisz, A.; Welsh, S. Experiencing the Streets: Harassment and Perceptions of Safety among Women. J. Res.

Crime Delinq. 2000, 37, 306–322. [CrossRef]
13. Nussbaum, M.C. Objectification. Philos. Public Aff. 1995, 24, 249–291. [CrossRef]
14. Hebl, M.R.; King, E.B.; Lin, J. The Swimsuit BecomesUsAll: Ethnicity, Gender, andVulnerability to Self‑Objectification. Personal.

Soc. Psychol. Bull. 2004, 30, 1322–1331. [CrossRef]
15. Kolysh, S. Everyday Violence: The Public Harassment of Women and LGBTQ People; Rutgers University Press: New Brunswick, NJ,

USA, 2021.
16. Nowakowski, A. Calling Out Street Harassment of Women and LGBTQ People: A Review of Kolysh’s Everyday Violence. Qual.

Rep. 2022, 27, 1239–1242. [CrossRef]
17. Whitfield, D.L.; Kattari, S.K.; Langenderfer‑Magruder, L.; Walls, N.E.; Ramos, D. The crossroads of identities: Predictors of

harassment among lesbian, gay, bisexual, and queer adults. J. Soc. Soc. Work Res. 2019, 10, 237–260. [CrossRef]
18. Street, A.E.; Gradus, J.L.; Stafford, J.; Kelly, K. Gender differences in experiences of sexual harassment: Data from a male‑

dominated environment. J. Consult. Clin. Psychol. 2007, 75, 464–474. [CrossRef]
19. Franke, K.M. What’s wrong with sexual harassment? Stanf. Law Rev. 1997, 49, 691–772. [CrossRef]
20. Stockdale, M.S.; Visio, M.; Batra, L. The sexual harassment of men: Evidence for a broader theory of sexual harassment and sex

discrimination. Psychol. Public Policy Law 1999, 5, 630–664. [CrossRef]
21. Nitschke, F.T.; Lam, M. Does verbal street harassment signal perpetrator dominance to male and female observers? Adapt. Hum.

Behav. Physiol. 2021, 7, 281–306. [CrossRef]
22. Hindes, S.; Fileborn, B. “Why did he do it? Because he’s a fucking bloke”: Victim insights into the perpetration of street harass‑

ment. Br. J. Criminol. 2023, 63, 668–686. [CrossRef]
23. European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights. Fundamental Rights: Challenges and Achievements in 2014. 2015. Avail‑

able online: https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2015/fundamental‑rights‑challenges‑and‑achievements‑2014‑annual‑report
(accessed on 15 October 2025).

24. Del Greco, M.; Ebesu Hubbard, A.S.; Denes, A. Communicating by Catcalling: Power Dynamics and Communicative Motiva‑
tions in Street Harassment. Violence Against Women 2021, 27, 1402–1426. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Contreras‑Merino, A.M.; Farhane‑Medina, N.Z.; Castillo‑Mayén, R. Unmasking Street Harassment in Spain: Prevalence, Psy‑
chological Impact, and the Role of Sexism in Women’s Experiences. Sex Roles 2024, 90, 1136–1153. [CrossRef]

26. Awan, S.Z. Studying Public Transport in Lahore: An Analysis of Harassment of Women Passengers. J. Soc. Sci. Humanit. 2020,
28, 43–71.

27. Solymosi, R.; Cella, K.; Newton, A. Did they report it to stop it? A realist evaluation of the effect of an advertising campaign on
victims’ willingness to report unwanted sexual behaviour. Secur. J. 2018, 31, 570–590. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-008-0073-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211021608
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34098825
https://doi.org/10.4000/books.res.9968
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9830-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/08952833.2017.1373577
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380231219258
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1997.tb00108.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272933
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01073-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427800037003003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1088-4963.1995.tb00032.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204264052
https://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2022.5447
https://doi.org/10.1086/702262
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.75.3.464
https://doi.org/10.2307/1229336
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8971.5.3.630
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40750-021-00161-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azac029
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2015/fundamental-rights-challenges-and-achievements-2014-annual-report
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220927085
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32567540
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-024-01500-2
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41284-017-0117-y
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129


Brain Sci. 2026, 16, 129 22 of 23

28. Useche, S.A.; Colomer, N.; Alonso, F.; Faus, M. Invasion of privacy or structural violence? Harassment against women in public
transport environments: A systematic review. PLoS ONE 2024, 19, e0296830. [CrossRef]

29. Spitzberg, B.H. Acknowledgment of unwanted pursuit, threats, assault, and stalking in a college population. Psychol. Violence
2017, 7, 265–275. [CrossRef]

30. Bautista, A.M. Student Voices: Student Survey on Sexual Assault & Harassment. Santa Monica College Institutional Re‑
search. 2017. Available online: https://admin.smc.edu/administration/institutional‑research/documents/Student‑Voices‑Sexual‑
Assault‑Survey.pdf (accessed on 20 October 2025).

31. Fileborn, B.; Vera‑Gray, F. I Want to be Able to Walk the Street Without Fear: Transforming Justice for Street Harassment. Fem.
Leg. Stud. 2017, 25, 203–227. [CrossRef]

32. Fileborn, B. Naming the Unspeakable Harm of Street Harassment: A Survey‑Based Examination of Disclosure Practices. Violence
Against Women 2019, 25, 223–248. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Botto, M. Le molestie sessuali “dentro” e “fuori” dal confine dell’art. 609 bis c.p. Un’indagine sulla distinzione tra molestia e
aggressione sessuale a partire dalla “doppia narrazione” degli «atti repentini». Arch. Penale 2023, 2, 1–55.

34. Valtorta, R.R.; Sparascio, C.; Cornelli, R.; Volpato, C. Street harassment and its negative psychological outcomes in an Italian
university population. Psicol. Soc. 2022, 17, 245–276. [CrossRef]

35. Cullen‑Rosenthal, E.; Fileborn, B. ‘Merely a Compliment’? Community Perceptions of Street Harassment in Melbourne, Aus‑
tralia. Int. J. Crime Justice Soc. Democr. 2023, 11, 83–96. [CrossRef]

36. Bailey, B. Greetings and compliments or street harassment? Competing evaluations of street remarks in a recorded collection.
Discourse Soc. 2017, 28, 353–373. [CrossRef]

37. Davidson, M.M.; Butchko, M.S.; Robbins, K.; Sherd, L.W.; Gervais, S.J. The mediating role of perceived safety on street harass‑
ment and anxiety. Psychol. Violence 2016, 6, 553–561. [CrossRef]

38. Del Greco, M.; Christensen, J. Effects of Street Harassment on Anxiety, Depression, and Sleep Quality of College Women. Sex
Roles 2019, 82, 473–481. [CrossRef]

39. Fisher, S.; Lindner, D.; Ferguson, C.J. The Effects of Exposure to Catcalling on Women’s State Self‑Objectification and Body
Image. Curr. Psychol. 2019, 38, 1495–1502. [CrossRef]

40. Szymanski, D.M.; Feltman, C.E. Experiencing and Coping with Sexually Objectifying Treatment: Internalization and Resilience.
Sex Roles 2014, 71, 159–170. [CrossRef]

41. Fisher, B.S.; Sloan, J.J. Unraveling the fear of victimization among college women: Is the “shadow of sexual assault hypothesis”
supported? Justice Q. 2003, 20, 633–659. [CrossRef]

42. Chhun, B. Catcalls: Protected speech or fighting words? Thomas Jefferson Law Rev. 2011, 33, 273–295.
43. Kearl, H. Always on guard: Women and street harassment. Am. Assoc. Univ. Women 2009, 103, 18–20.
44. Gruber, J.E. How women handle sexual harassment: A literature review. Sociol. Soc. Res. 1989, 74, 3–9.
45. Magley, V.J. Coping with sexual harassment: Reconceptualizing women’s resistance. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 2002, 83, 930–946.

[CrossRef]
46. Herman, J.L. Trauma and Recovery: The Aftermath of Violence—From Domestic Abuse to Political Terror; Basic Books: New York, NY,

USA, 1997.
47. Van Der Kolk, B.A.; Roth, S.; Pelcovitz, D.; Sunday, S.; Spinazzola, J. Disorders of extreme stress: The empirical foundation of a

complex adaptation to trauma. J. Trauma. Stress 2005, 18, 389–399. [CrossRef]
48. Cicchetti, D. The impact of social experience on neurobiological systems: Illustration from a constructivist view of child mal‑

treatment. Cogn. Dev. 2002, 17, 1407–1428. [CrossRef]
49. Ehlers, A.; Clark, D.M. A cognitive model of posttraumatic stress disorder. Behav. Res. Ther. 2000, 38, 319–345. [CrossRef]
50. Schauer, M.; Neuner, F.; Elbert, T. Narrative Exposure Therapy: A Short‑Term Treatment for Traumatic Stress Disorders; Hogrefe

Publishing GmbH: Göttingen, Germany, 2011.
51. Lanius, R.A. Trauma‑related dissociation and altered states of consciousness: A call for clinical, treatment, and neuroscience

research. Eur. J. Psychotraumatology 2015, 6, 27905. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
52. Ogden, P.; Goldstein, B.; Fisher, J. Brain‑to‑brain, body‑to‑body: A sensorimotor psychotherapy perspective on the treatment

of children and adolescents. In Current Applications: Working with Young Persons Who Are Victims and Perpetrators of Sexual Abuse;
NEARI Press: Holyoke, MA, USA, 2013; pp. 229–258.

53. Shalev, A.Y.; Liberzon, I.; Marmar, C. What is posttraumatic stress disorder? J. Clin. Psychiatry 2001, 62, 4–10. [PubMed]
54. Van der Kolk, B.A. The Body Keeps the Score: Brain, Mind and Body in the Healing of Trauma; Penguin Books Ltd.: London, UK, 2014.
55. Saunders, B.A.; Scaturro, C.; Guarino, C.; Kelly, E. Contending with Catcalling: The Role of System‑justifying Beliefs and Am‑

bivalent Sexism in Predicting Women’s Coping Experiences with (and Men’s Attributions for) Stranger Harassment. Curr. Psy‑
chol. 2017, 36, 324–338. [CrossRef]

56. Levine, L. Risking Intimacy and Creative Transformation in Psychoanalysis; Routledge: London, UK, 2023. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0296830
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0040205
https://admin.smc.edu/administration/institutional-research/documents/Student-Voices-Sexual-Assault-Survey.pdf
https://admin.smc.edu/administration/institutional-research/documents/Student-Voices-Sexual-Assault-Survey.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10691-017-9350-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801218768709
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29759041
https://doi.org/10.1482/104812
https://doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.2218
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926517702979
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039970
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01064-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-017-9697-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-014-0392-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820300095641
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.930
https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.20047
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2014(02)00121-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7967(99)00123-0
https://doi.org/10.3402/ejpt.v6.27905
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25994026
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11495095
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-016-9421-7
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003367475
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129


Brain Sci. 2026, 16, 129 23 of 23

57. Ogden, P.; Minton, K.; Pain, C. Trauma and The Body: A Sensorimotor Approach to Psychotherapy (Norton Series on Interpersonal
Neurobiology); WW Norton & Company: New York, NY, USA, 2006.

58. Nachar, N.; Lavoie, M.E.; Marchand, A.; O׳Connor, K.P.; Guay, S. The effect of talking about psychological trauma with a
significant other on heart rate reactivity in individuals with posttraumatic stress disorder. Psychiatry Res. 2014, 219, 171–176.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

59. Binder, R.L. Why women don’t report sexual assault. J. Clin. Psychiatry 1981, 42, 437–438.
60. Pineles, S.L.; Mostoufi, S.M.; Ready, C.B.; Street, A.E.; Griffin, M.G.; Resick, P.A. Trauma reactivity, avoidant coping, and PTSD

symptoms: A moderating relationship? J. Abnorm. Psychol. 2011, 120, 240–246. [CrossRef]
61. Davis, G.C.; Breslau, N. Post‑Traumatic Stress Disorder in Victims of Civilian Trauma and Criminal Violence. Psychiatr. Clin.

North Am. 1994, 17, 289–299. [CrossRef]
62. Shore, J.T. Setting Boundaries that Stick: How Neurobiology Can Help You Rewire Your Brain to Feel Safe, Connected, and Empowered;

New Harbinger Publications: Oakland, CA, USA, 2023.
63. Faul, F.; Erdfelder, E.; Lang, A.‑G.; Buchner, A. G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral,

and biomedical sciences. Behav. Res. Methods 2007, 39, 175–191. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
64. Kyriazos, T.A.; Stalikas, A.; Prassa, K.; Galanakis, M.; Yotsidi, V.; Lakioti, A. Psychometric Evidence of the Brief Resilience Scale

(BRS) and Modeling Distinctiveness of Resilience from Depression and Stress. Psychology 2018, 9, 1828–1857. [CrossRef]
65. Stop Street Harassment. A National Study on Sexual Harassment and Assault, UC San Diego Center on Gender Equity

and Health—April 2019. 2019. Available online: https://stopstreetharassment.org/wp‑content/uploads/2012/08/2019‑MeToo‑
National‑Sexual‑Harassment‑and‑Assault‑Report.pdf (accessed on 22 October 2025).

66. Stop Street Harassment. Unsafe and Harassed in Public Spaces: A National Street Harassment Report. 2014. Available online:
http://www.stopstreetharassment.org/ourwork/nationalstudy/ (accessed on 26 October 2025).

67. Baron, R.M.; Kenny, D.A. The moderator–mediator variable distinction in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic,
and statistical considerations. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1986, 51, 1173–1182. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Sobel, M.E. Asymptotic confidence intervals for indirect effects in structural equationmodels. Sociol. Methodol. 1982, 13, 290–312.
[CrossRef]

69. Finkelson, L.; Oswalt, R. College Date Rape: Incidence and Reporting. Psychol. Rep. 1995, 77, 526. [CrossRef]
70. Frazier, P.; Seales, L. Acquaintance Rape Is Real Rape. In Researching Sexual Violence Against Women: Methodological and Personal

Perspectives; Schwartz, M., Ed.; SAGE Publications, Inc.: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 1997; pp. 54–64. [CrossRef]
71. Fitzgerald, L.F. Sexual harassment: The definition andmeasurement of a construct. In Ivory Power: Sexual Harassment on Campus;

SUNY Press: Albany, NY, USA, 1990; pp. 21–45.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual au‑
thor(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2014.05.006
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24857563
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022123
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0193-953X(18)30115-1
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17695343
https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2018.97107
https://stopstreetharassment.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/2019-MeToo-National-Sexual-Harassment-and-Assault-Report.pdf
https://stopstreetharassment.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/2019-MeToo-National-Sexual-Harassment-and-Assault-Report.pdf
http://www.stopstreetharassment.org/ourwork/nationalstudy/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3806354
https://doi.org/10.2307/270723
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1995.77.2.526
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483327907.n4
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci16020129

	Introduction 
	Talking with Others of Street Harassment 
	The Negative Consequences of Street Harassment 
	Behavioral Consequences and Restrictions 
	Repeated Exposure and the Cumulative Consequences of Street Harassment 
	The Present Study 

	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Measures 
	Exposure to Street Sexual Harassment 
	Negative Psychological Outcomes 
	Changes in Behavioral Habits 
	Sharing 
	Reasons Not to Share 

	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Negative Psychological Outcomes and Behavioral Changes 
	Sharing Street Harassment 

	Discussion 
	Limitations and Future Research Directions 
	Practical Implications 

	Conclusions 
	References

