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Abstract

Sexism is a deep rooted problem in many societies around the world. Often the struggles 

many women as a consequence face are not acknowledged and have therefore far reaching 

consequences on women's life. Offering an apology by transgressors could, in line with the 

“Needs based model of reconciliation” (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008) increase satisfaction in 

victims. Expression of emotions (i.e., empathy and guilt) and reparation would entail tending 

to victims' needs and restore the power of which the latter had been, due to the transgression, 

deprived of. In a study with 2x2 (emotion yes-no; reparation yes-no) design, we examined the 

impact of emotional and reparative offer in a fictional story of male Members of the 

European Union to women. In line with our expectations we found that both the expression of 

empathy and guilt and the expression of reparation increased women’s satisfaction. Contrary 

to our expectations, combining these two factors in one apology did not increase satisfaction 

even more. Hence, any kind of tending to women’s needs had a significant impact on their 

perception of satisfaction. Further, women’s satisfaction with men in general only increased 

when male politicians expressed emotional concerns for women. Moreover, when offering 

reparations, participants perceived politicians as more victim-focused than when reparations 

were not offered. Implications of these findings are discussed. 

Keywords: apologies, satisfaction, sexism, sexual harassment, emotion, empathy, guilt  

reparation
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Do apologetic emotions satisfy sexism victims? The influence of empathy, 

guilt and the offer to repair 

Sexist behaviour, which includes sexual harassment is a global problem in our societies 

(Latcheva, 2017). The consequences are imminent, specifically on women’s physical and 

mental health (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005; Clarke, 2014). More than half of women in the EU 

alone are expected to have experienced some form of sexual harassment (Latcheva, 2017). 

This implies a large variety of people who have been wronged. Oftentimes, these 

transgressions are however not acknowledged (Hillstrom, 2018). The request for an apology 

stems from the satisfaction the victim feels once a distressing event has been publicly 

acknowledged (MacLachlan, 2013). An apology can be perceived as a public recognition of 

wrongdoing (Minow, 1998).  If administered adequately, an apology could help heal the 

emotional trauma experienced, and offer possible closure on the transgression (Blatz & 

Philpot, 2010; Hornsey & Wohl, 2013). How could the existing suffering be adequately 

acknowledged to satisfy victims of sexism? 

Expressing emotions such as shame, guilt, empathy, or offering to repair the damage 

done have been used as possible factors to portray and accommodate victims of a wide array 

of different conflicts (Gordijn & Grundmann, 2020; Slocum et al., 2011). This research will 

examine different aspects of apologies, test their impact and efficiency on the extent of their 

influence on victims. More specifically, it will examine whether women are satisfied by 

apologies of men regarding sexual harassment.

Sexism and Sexual Transgressions

Sexism is the discrimination of a person because of their gender (European Institute 

for Gender Equality, 2020). It is the manifested covertly, through apparent benevolent deeds 
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or overtly, through hostile behaviour which includes sexual harassment (Benokraitis, 1997; 

Hyers, 2007). Women majoritively are reported to be subjects of these transgressions 

(Benokraitis, 1997; Uggen & Blackstone, 2004). According to a study by the European Union 

Agency for Fundamental Rights (2014b) most women in the EU report having experienced 

some form of sexual harassment. Sexual harassment can have far reaching consequences on 

victim’s mental and physical health (Barreto & Ellemers, 2005; Clarke, 2014). Moreover, the 

victim's health might further be impacted due to their environment's unsupportive and 

dismissive reaction to their forthcoming (Hillstrom, 2018; Sobieraj, 2018). The lack of 

adequate legislative acknowledgement and prosecution of a sexual transgression might 

further hinder any societal support (Latcheva, 2017). 

The environmental reception of victims of sexual transgression however was 

challenged when in 2017 the hashtag #metoo was revived on social media platform Twitter 

(Burke, n.d.; Nigro et al., 2019). The movement, which had been started by civil rights 

activist Tarana Burke about a decade earlier, was initiated to safely share experiences of 

sexual transgressions (Burke, n.d.; Nigro et al., 2019). The movement enabled people 

throughout the world to share their impacting wrongdoings involving sexist transgressions. 

Once dismissed, victims were now given a public platform to share experiences and be heard 

(Schumann, 2019). The global movement emphasized the profound problem in many 

societies with sexual transgressions and their handling. Namely, a lack of acknowledgement 

of thereof (Burke, n.d.; Hillstrom, 2018; Nigro et al., 2019). In the wake of the revelations, 

numerous accused transgressors had to publicly face allegations (Hillstrom, 2018; Nigro et 

al., 2019). Henceforth, the pressure on the transgressors of an acknowledgement of the 

publicly shared transgressions by the victims, increased (Hillstrom, 2018; Nigro et al., 2019). 

The need for acknowledgment by victims
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The necessity of acknowledgement of wrongdoing can be explained by the “Needs 

Based Model of Reconciliation'' (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008): The model describes the process 

of victimization as depriving victims and transgressors of their psychological needs. 

The act of the transgression seizes victims’ power and freedom of decision. For the 

transgressor on the other hand, the act results in a risk of their stance in the community. As a 

consequence, victims seek to restore their power which had been taken. The restoration or 

reallocation of power can only be achieved by a transgressors' acknowledgement of 

wrongdoing to the victim. The act of the acknowledgement offered by transgressors, in turn 

creates psychological debt to their victims. The victims then hold control over that debt. This 

results in victims being able to be in power of the outcome. Consequently, the act of 

acknowledgement reconstitutes the power victims were deprived of during the transgression. 

For victims, the reconstitution of power could increase their satisfaction. For transgressors, an 

apology could restore their need to belong and help rehabilitate the relationship with their 

victim. Applied to an intergroup context, Philip and Hornsey (2008) presented participants 

with different transgressions in which their interests had been harmed by an outgroup. An 

acknowledgement in the form of an apology was given. No increase in forgiveness in the 

presence of an apology was measured. However, the presence of an apology was perceived as 

more satisfactory than none (Philpot & Hornsey, 2008). Consequently one could argue that 

even though forgiveness was not granted, some aspects of the apologetic expression led to an 

increase in satisfaction for the victims. The reconstitution of power in the form of an 

acknowledgement could, as a result, have increased satisfaction in victims (Philpot & 

Hornsey, 2008; Shnabel & Nadler, 2008). Consequently the question arises which 

components of an apology should be included in order to satisfy victims’ needs.

Apologies



6

A wide array of research examined the portrayal of apologetic emotions during an 

apology (Howell et al., 2012; Tangney & Dearing, 2002);  Hereby it is important to highlight 

emotions which are both demanded by victims and probable to be expressed by transgressors. 

If the transgressor is not likely to offer the demanded emotions, satisfaction of the victim is 

less probable (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008). The admission of guilt in the context of an apology 

has been the subject of extensive research (B. Doosje et al., 1998; B. E. J. Doosje et al., 2006; 

Howell et al., 2012; Tangney & Dearing, 2002). It is an unpleasant feeling which arises out of 

a negative evaluation and therefore acknowledgement of wrongdoing. Expressing guilt to 

victims could allow for the redistribution of emotional distress (Baumeister et al., 1994). The 

transgressor, caused either directly or indirectly distress to the victim. As a result, admitting 

to guilt, they are feeling some degree of distress, too. It might have a positive effect on 

victims as the negative feelings are directed towards the person who has caused them 

(Shnabel & Nadler, 2008). Experiencing guilt, as a result, signals to victims that the 

transgressors understand their wrongdoing, are willing to understand the victim’s pain and 

able to feel with them (Baumeister et al., 1994). The feeling and expression of guilt therefore 

signals an acknowledgement of the wrongdoing and entails empathy: it shows concern 

towards the victim. Henceforth the process of feeling and expressing guilt could show 

empathetic behaviour (Tangney & Dearing, 2002). An acknowledgement of wrongdoing, 

with the expression of emotions such as guilt and empathy, could therefore be seen as 

reducing the probability of reoffending (Baumeister et al., 1994). Gordijn and Grundmann 

(2020) examined the victim's perception of acknowledgement of their suffering by comparing 

expressions of self-critical emotions such as guilt, and victim focused emotions such as 

empathy. British participants were offered different kind of apologies by Germans, whose 

fathers had allegedly participated in the Blitz bombings. Participants perceived expression of 

empathy to be more victim-focused, warm and were subsequently happier and more thankful 
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compared to the expression of self critical emotions. On the other hand, transgressors 

expressing self-critical emotions such as guilt were seen as more guilty. When guilt was 

combined with empathy, the apology resulted in more positive perceptions of the outgroup, in 

more positive feelings, and in forgiveness. This suggests that victims feel more satisfied 

when guilt is accompanied by empathy. Similarly, expressing empathy resulted in victims 

feeling the apology was directed at them. Research by Berndsen et al. (2015) tackled the 

difference in perception by victims of self and other focused apologies.  In line with Gordijn 

and Grundmann (2020) findings, other-focused apologies accounted for an increase in 

perception of remorse, perceived empathy -of and trust -in the transgressors. An application 

of the self and self-other focused apologies was researched by (Nigro et al., 2019). Actual 

public apologies made by transgressors in the Art, Media and Entertainment industries were 

recorded and separated according to an adapted apologetic scheme by Slocum et al. (2011). 

The apologies were separated by self and self-other focused responses. Apologies were 

classified as self- focused when they dealt with transgressors offering accounts of how the act 

had impacted their life. Self-other focused responses however dealt with more victim focused 

effects of the transgression. The results showed that self-other focused apologies, although 

less prevalent (26 apologies compared to 62 self-focused), were seen as more sincere, and 

more likely, to meet the victim's needs (Nigro et al., 2019). 

Even though the emotional needs of the victims might be addressed through emotion 

expression, once the transgression is being acknowledged, the apology might still be 

perceived as incomplete (Pettigrove, 2003). Victims demand an action which solidifies the 

expressed emotions and implements their expressed intent to them (Scher & Darley, 1997; 

Slocum et al., 2011). Two variables which have been mentioned in literature addressing 

implementation of intentions in apologies are restitutions and reparations (Slocum et al., 

2011). Restitution is described as a physical deed e.g. a gift. It can be perceived as insincere 
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or insulting: victims might perceive that the focus of the transgressors is only on relieving the 

guilt. Henceforth, the act of reconquering the person i.e expecting reconciliation in return as a 

response to the act of restitution is the purpose, and not the victim's compensation. 

Reparation however is perceived as focussing more on the victim’s needs. To be able to offer 

reparations, one has to firstly acknowledge the harm done (Scher & Darley, 1997). Only then, 

tending to victims such as emphasizing, listening to and offering requested demands is 

possible. Going to great lengths to tend to the victim by listening could as a result show 

physical efforts of non-repeatability of the act. As a result, restitution is perceived as a self-

focused action, whereas reparation is perceived as a self-other focused action (Slocum et al., 

2011). The perception of the focus of the compensation seems to be essential in the 

effectiveness and consequential assimilation of the apology (Slocum et al., 2011).  

Current study 

The basis for our study is the longstanding deprivation of victims' needs (Shnabel & 

Nadler, 2008) in a sexism context. Sexual discrimination of women, concerns a prevalent 

conflict between two parties: regressors being often male and victims, often female 

(Benokraitis, 1997; Uggen & Blackstone, 2004). Our research will therefore focus on 

women’s response to men apologising for sexual misconduct and the way in which the 

apology is presented. Response satisfaction will hereby be used as a measure to analyse the 

impact of the response on women’s well-being. In our current study, we aim to therefore 

replicate and extend Gordijn and Grundmann (2020) findings regarding emotional 

expressions of apologetic emotions. Overall we will expect expression of empathy in 

combination with guilt to have a positive effect on victims satisfaction. Moreover, given 

previous research by Gordijn and Grundmann (2020) and Hornsey and Wohl (2015), we will 

expect expressions of empathy and guilt to be perceived as being focused on the victim. Due 

to the studies on reparative measures by Slocum et al. (2011), we will add reparations as an 
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additional variable. As a result we hypothesize, in line with Hornsey and Wohl (2013) and 

Slocum et al. (2011), that offering solely reparations could also increase victims' satisfaction. 

Similarly as Nigro et al. 2019 and Slocum et al. 2011 we expect it to be perceived as focusing 

on the victim. The combined effects of the expression of empathy, guilt and reparation has, to 

our knowledge, not been studied yet. However, taking the literature (Scher & Darley, 1997; 

Okimoto & Tyler, 2007; Slocum et al., 2011) into account, we believe that adding reparations 

to the expression of apologetic emotions such as empathy and guilt could increase victims’ 

satisfaction significantly. The combination of emotion and reparative expression could 

further signal concern for victims, willingness to change and prevent further possibilities of 

similar transgressions. Henceforth, we hypothesise that offering reparations along with 

apologetic emotions will yield an even stronger effect on victims’ satisfaction than without. 

In order to explore the generalisability of our research, we will measure victim’s satisfaction 

of men’s response to sexual harassment in general. Similar generalisations of variables in this 

context have, again, to our knowledge, not been recorded yet. We will therefore keep the 

results explorative. 

Method

Participants And Research Design

The study was pre-registered on AsPredicted (see Appendix A for complete pre-

registration). The power analysis performed showed that our sample had to contain at least 

128 participants to find an effect of F = 0.25 with an alpha level of α = 0.05 and a power of 

80%. A total of 305 subjects participated in the study, of whom 157 were excluded because 

of: not correctly filling in the items that measure the attention of the participants during the 

questionnaire, too often filling in the same answer by the participant or not fully filling in the 

questionnaire, being under the age of 17, not answering truthfully, being male. The final 
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sample contained 149 participants. Two identical studies were run online on qualtrics 

simultaneously: The participants in the first copy, were female first-year psychology students 

of the University of Groningen, invited to participate in order to obtain partial course credits. 

Participants in the other study were recruited through acquaintances and online sampling. 

Age ranged between 17 and over 30 years with an average age range of 19-21 with a standard 

deviation of 1 year. This study has a 2x2 design (expression of emotion: yes or no; 

reparation: yes or no). Given previous research about word ambiguity, especially in the 

perception  among foreigners, we decided to include several aspects of expression of 

emotions, additionally to empathy. Through randomization, the participants were assigned to 

one of four different conditions. This concerned one of the two conditions in which 

expression of emotions (e.g. guilt, empathy, embarrassment) or a reparation was shown, one 

condition in which both were shown or one control condition in which neither was shown.

Procedure and Independent variables 

The Ethical Committee on Psychology (ECP) granted permission for the study to be 

carried out. The questionnaire was taken online via qualtrics (see Appendix B for full 

questionnaire).  Participants gave their informed consent for participation in the experiment. 

This briefed the participants about the possible risks and benefits of the study. First, we 

collected some general demographic data of the participants. Gender was measured on a 3-

item scale, 1=male; 2= female; 3= other. Age was asked on a 6-item range scale: (5-item 

scale; 1= younger than 17 years;  2=17-19 years ; 3=19-21 years; 4=22-24 years; 5=older 

than 30 years). Furthermore, information had to be disclosed about whether subjects are 

members of the European Union (2-item scale; 1=yes; 2=no). Participants were consequently 

asked on a 7-item-Likert scale (ranging from 1= strongly disagree  to 7 =  strongly agree) to 

what extent they followed the #metoo movement and their identification as a woman. Then 

participants were asked to read a manipulated article, set up by the researchers, supposedly 
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from the EUobserver.com, a real online non-profit European newspaper. The article 

presented results of an actual study, which showed that a large percentage of women in 

different European countries had experienced (a form of) sexually transgressive behavior.  By 

means of quotes, some of these experiences were then recounted by women who had become 

victims. It was mentioned that the committee 'Women's rights and Gender Equality' of the 

European Parliament had discussed the figures of this study. The statements of three male 

members of the committee as a result of the discussion of the study were quoted. The various 

manipulations of the study were incorporated in the newspaper article that the participants 

had to read. In the article, three male Members of the European Parliament (MEP) (Jacob 

Mulder, David Johansson and Peter O'Sullivan) make statements about sexual harassment of 

women. The four conditions were kept as comparable as possible.

In the repair condition they offer all kinds of solutions. An example of a statement from the 

repair condition is:

Another member of the committee, David Johansson adds: "The stories that were 

disclosed during the last few weeks on social media, in newspapers, talk shows and on 

the radio are actual accounts from real women. Only talking about the issue is not 

enough. This needs to be tackled practically. We as male politicians who are part of 

the system need to act. Conclusively, we need to think about the female victims but 

also about future preventative measures. Thus, our proposal will entail a wide range 

of practical implications which will help change systematic injustice."

In expressing emotion condition, the three male parliamentarians show a lot of compassion 

for women and also make them feel ashamed or even guilty about the behaviour of men. An 

example of David Johansson's statement in this condition is:

Another member of the committee, David Johansson, adds: "The stories that were 

disclosed during the last few weeks on social media, in newspapers, talk shows and on 
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the radio are actual accounts from real women. I am deeply saddened and ashamed by 

this. We are aware of the facts by now, and that this has been a horrible reality for the 

majority of women. We can't look away anymore, the suffering women have had to 

endure, due to our neglect as politicians but especially as men is devastating. We can 

never understand the immense pain women must have felt and still feel, caused to our 

blatant facilitation of sexual discrimination".

For the manipulations for the combined condition (reparation and expression of emotion), the 

statements of the two separate conditions were mixed, so that both conditions were present. 

An example of this is as follows:

Another member of the working group, David Johansson, adds: "The stories that were 

disclosed during the last few weeks on social media, in newspapers, talk shows and on 

the radio are actual accounts from real women. I am deeply saddened and ashamed by 

this. We are aware of the facts by now, and that this has been a horrible reality for the 

majority of women. Only talking about the issue is not enough. This needs to be 

tackled practically. Conclusively, we need to think about the female victims but also 

about future preventative measures which will help change systematic injustice."

The control condition did not include any of the manipulations and the statements were kept 

as neutral as possible. An example of this is as follows:

Another member of the committee, David Johansson, adds: "The stories that were 

disclosed during the last few weeks on social media, in newspapers, talk shows and on 

the radio are actual accounts from real women".

In order to communicate the manipulations effectively, at least 17 statements separating the 

different conditions are included. See the appendix for full descriptions. 

Dependent variables1
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After reading the story, participants were presented with the dependent variables. 

Response satisfaction was measured by adapting a three item measure from Philpot and 

Hornsey (2008) (α = .81). All measures asked participants to fill in the following question 

stem “I think that Mulder's, Johansson's, and O'Sullivan's response to sexual harassment is 

…”. The response items consisted of the terms “adequate, unsatisfactory, and sufficient” and 

had to be rated on a 7-point Likert scale that ranged from 1= strongly disagree  to 7 =  

strongly agree. The item measuring “dissatisfaction” was reverse coded in the analysis to 

align with other positive items (e.g adequate, sufficient). Items were checked for reliability, 

Cronbach's alpha .844 and subsequently combined into a single satisfaction item.

Response satisfaction regarding men in general was also measured, with participants 

having to answer on a 7-point Likert scale that ranged from 1= strongly disagree  to 7 = 

strongly agree to the following statement: “I think in general men's response to sexual 

harassment of women is sufficient.” 

Participants were consequently presented with manipulation checks. Perceived 

empathy was recorded: “I believe that Mulder, Johansson, and O'Sullivan expressed empathy 

towards women”;  Perception of reparation was measured with the following statement: “I 

believe that Mulder, Johannson, and O'Sullivan offered measures to reduce sexual harassment 

of women”; Finally, perception of guilt was presented depicting the following statement: I 

believe that Mulder, Johannson, and O'Sullivan expressed feelings such as shame, guilt, and 

embarrassment about sexual harassment of women. All manipulation checks had to be 

consequently rated on a 7-point Likert scale that ranged from 1= strongly disagree  to 7 =  

strongly agree. 

1 The study was performed in a Bachelor-Thesis collaboration. Further variables which were 
used and analysed by respective parties include: perceived remorse, meta perceptions, trust 
and forgiveness.
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Perception of self- and other focus was measured. Notably, other focused was 

recorded “I believe that Mulder, Johannson, and O'Sullivan are focused on victims of sexual 

harassment”. Self focus was measured with “I believe that Mulder, Johannson, and 

O'Sullivan are focused on men and/or on themselves”. Again, both variables were rated on a 

7-point Likert scale that ranged from 1= strongly disagree  to 7 = strongly agree.  

Concluding, participants were asked whether they had responded truthfully and given 

space to comment on the study. Furthermore the aim of the study was questioned. A 

debriefing followed which emphasized the fictionailty of the study. Given that accounts of 

sexual harassment were discussed, the dutch national helpline for victim support was 

included. 

Results

Analyses were conducted on alpha level of .05 for all statistical tests. 2x2 (emotion: 

yes, no; reparation: yes, no) Analyses of Variance (ANOVA’s) were carried out on different 

dependent variables (perceived empathy, guilt, reparation, self/-other focus, satisfaction of 

politicians, satisfaction of men in general).

Manipulation checks 

Empathy check 

ANOVA revealed a main effect of emotion on the empathy check, F(1, 149) = 

14.624, p < .001, ηp
2 = .092. Interestingly, reparation was also perceived as empathetic as the 

result suggests a significant main effect of reparation on empathy, F(1, 149) = 8.560, p = 

.004, ηp
2 = .056. Also, an interaction effect between emotions and reparation was found, F(1, 

149) = 10.597, p < .001, ηp
2 = .068. To test which means differed from each other, a Least 

Significant Differences post hoc test (LSD) was conducted. When either emotions were 

expressed (M = 5.256, SD = .219) or reparations were offered (M = 5.073, SD = .194), or both 
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(M = 5.189, SD = .204), more empathy was perceived than when no emotions and a 

reparation offer were present (M = 3.812, SD = .219), all ps < 0.05, (M = 5.189, SD = .204) 

Guilt check 

The 2 (emotion yes, emotion no) x 2 (reparation yes, reparation no) analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) revealed a main effect of emotion on the guilt check , F(1, 149) = 33.965, 

p < .001, ηp
2 = .190, as participants perceived more guilt when emotions were expressed 

(M=4.938, SE=.153) than when no emotions were expressed (M=3.657, SE=158). 

Interestingly, there was also a main effect of reparation, F(1, 149) = 10.311, p < .002, ηp
2 = 

.066, as participants perceived more guilt when reparations were offered (M=4.65, SE=0.151) 

than when no reparations were offered (M=3.944, SE=0.159). The interaction effect was not 

significant, F(1, 145) = 3.645, p >.05, η2
p=0.25.

Reparation check 

The main effect of offering reparations was significant, F(1, 149) = 23.666, p < .001, 

ηp
2 = .140, indicating that the politicians were indeed perceived to offer more reparations 

when reparations were offered (M=4.227, SE=0.161) than when no reparations were offered  

(M=3.087, SE=0.17). The main effect for emotions was not significant, F(1, 149) = 1.600, p 

= .208, ηp
2 = .011, and neither was the interaction effect, F(1, 149) = .066, p = .798, ηp

2 = .001. 

Satisfaction 

Politicians 

The 2 (emotion yes, emotion no) x 2 (reparation yes, reparation no) analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) revealed a main effect of emotion on satisfaction, F(1, 145) =9.017, p 

=.003, η2
p=0.059 (small). Further, reparation was also perceived as more satisfactory as the 

results revealed a significant main effect of reparation on satisfaction, F(1, 145) = 11.744, p 

=.001, η2
p= .75 (medium). Also, an interaction effect between emotions and reparation was 

found, F(1, 145) = 6.965 , p = .009, η2
p= 0.046. To test which means differed from each other, 
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a Least Significant Differences post hoc test (LSD) was conducted. When either emotions 

were expressed (M = 4.256, SD = 1.19076) or reparations were offered (M = 4.342, SD = 

1.205), or both (M = 4.414, SD = 1.273), more satisfaction was perceived than when no 

emotions and a reparation offer were present (M = 3.125, SD = 1.206), all ps < 0.001).  

There was no evidence for an additive effect as the combined condition was not more 

satisfying that when either emotions or reparations were offered (all ps > …).

Satisfaction about men in general

The main effect of emotions was significant, F(1, 149) = 4.585, p = .034, η2
p= .031 

(small), indicating that the participants were more satisfied with men in general when 

emotions were expressed (M=2.984, SE=0.157) than when no emotions were expressed 

(M=2.501, SE=0.162). 

The main effect for reparations was not significant, F(1, 149) = 0.083, p =.774, ηp
2 = 

.001, and neither was the interaction effect, F(1, 145) = 1.226, p=.270, η2
p= .008.

Perception of Focus 

Perception of other-focus (towards victim)

The main effect of reparation was significant, F(1, 149) = 6.638, p = .011, η2
p= .044 

(small), indicating that the politicians were perceived to focus more on victims when 

reparations were offered (M=4.744, SE=0.157) than when no reparations were offered 

(M=4.158, SE=0.164). The main effect for emotions was not significant, F(1, 149) = 1.353, p 

< .247, ηp
2 = .009, and neither was the interaction effect, F(1, 145) = 1.109, p=.294, η2

p= .008.

Perception of self-focus (towards transgressors)

The main effect of reparation was significant,  F(1, 145) = 0.216, p = .033, η2
p= .031  

indicating that the politicians were perceived to focus more on themselves when no 

reparations were offered (M=4.433, SE=0.17) than when reparations were offered (M=3.928, 
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SE=0.16). The main effect for emotions was not significant, F(1, 149) = 2.879, p = .092, ηp
2 = 

.019, and neither was the interaction effect, F(1, 145) = 1.109, p  = .216, η2
p= .001 

Discussion 

The focus of this research was to tend to sexism victims' needs which had been 

previously deprived through the act of a transgression (Philpot & Hornsey, 2008; Shnabel & 

Nadler, 2008). We used women as representatives for victims of sexual transgressions. Male 

Members of the European (MEP) parliament served as representatives for male transgressors. 

Hereby we examined whether the expressions of emotions and/or expression of reparations 

by male MEP would increase satisfaction in women. The reported satisfaction by women 

served as a reference for the extent to which the women’s needs would be acknowledged and 

met. More specifically, we hypothesized, that women would feel more satisfied with 

politician’s response to sexual harassment when they would be presented with either an 

emotional expression of empathy and guilt or reparation. In line with our hypothesis, we 

found that women were more satisfied when they were shown an apology, which contained 

emotions such as empathy and guilt and/or reparations. Furthermore we also predicted that 

combining expressions of empathy, guilt and reparations would have a stronger impact on 

response satisfaction. Surprisingly, contrarily to our initial hypothesis, combining the 

variables did not have the most impact on satisfaction. Therefore emotion expression and 

reparations combined did not increase satisfaction levels more than offering the 

manipulations of emotions and reparations independently. We also hypothesized that 

expressing emotions and reparation independently would be perceived as focusing on the 

victim. As opposed to our initial expectation however, women did not perceive emotional 

expression of guilt and empathy to be focusing on victims. Women did however perceive 

reparations as focusing on victims. That is, only when reparations were expressed, did 
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women perceive that the politicians were focusing their efforts on victims and less on 

themselves. 

 Our exploratory analysis involved asking women whether they were satisfied with 

men in general’s response to sexual harassment. Surprisingly, women were only more 

satisfied with men in general when emotions such as empathy and guilt were expressed. 

Offering reparations did not increase women’s satisfaction with men in general. 

Theoretical Implications 

Women perceived the acknowledgement in the form of emotion expression as more 

satisfying than no emotion expression. As a result, it could be argued that the admission of 

emotions of empathy and guilt was perceived as an acknowledgement of a transgression. 

Contrary to studies by Gordijn and Grundmann (2020) and Hornsey and Wohl (2015) 

however, women did not think that expressing emotions would be focused on the victim. 

Indeed public apologies can also be perceived by victims as tending more to the restoration of 

transgressors' own integrity than addressing victims (Shnabel & Nadler, 2008; Wohl et al., 

2011). Another plausible reasoning could be that women, even though women were more 

satisfied, demanded an actual implementation of politicians' expressed intentions (Slocum et 

al., 2011). While emotion expression was not perceived as focusing on victims, expressing 

reparations, was. Surprisingly, women perceived the reparations to be empathetic and an 

admission of guilt, even though we had specifically excluded any admission of emotion in the 

reparation manipulation article. According to (Slocum et al., 2011), implementation of intent 

in the form of reparations is demanded as proof of the aforementioned intentions. Hereby it is 

possible that the mere act of expressing tangible reparative measures which focus both on the 

current state of victims and on the prevention of further transgressions, precede with empathy 

and guilt. That is, women think that a transgressor has to be able to have empathy and feel 

guilty towards victims in order to focus on the victims' needs: The needs being reparative 
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measures (Scher & Darley, 1997). One could argue reparations were a more tangible 

acknowledgement of the suffering of victims. The reparations not only acknowledged the 

impact the past transgression had had, but also saw the structural problem that facilitated the 

transgression in the first place. 

Given that the research on expression of emotions (Baumeister et al., 1994; Gordijn & 

Grundmann, 2020; Slocum et al., 2011; Tangney & Dearing, 2002) and reparations (Nigro et 

al., 2019; Scher & Darley, 1997; Slocum et al., 2011) resulted in a similarly positive impact 

on the  acknowledgement of a transgression; we hypothesized that combining the variables 

together would result in even more satisfaction in women. Contrary to our hypothesising, 

women were not more satisfied with an apologetic expression and an offer of reparation. A 

possible explanation for the outcome could be the perception of the meaning for the different 

apologetic expressions. Apologetic emotions were previously perceived as an 

acknowledgement of wrongdoing and suggestive of non-repeatability of a similar act (Scher 

& Darley, 1997; Slocum et al., 2011). Similar meanings have been alluded to in the 

expression of reparations (Scher & Darley, 1997; Slocum et al., 2011). Hereby one could 

argue that both apologetic expressions were perceived to have similar meanings and were as a 

result perceived similarly. 

 An interesting finding was that women were more satisfied when the male politicians 

expressed any apologetic expression, but satisfaction for men in general only increased when 

emotions were expressed. To understand this effect we need to look at our study design: 

participants were presented with information about three MEP, which were used as figurative 

representatives for the creation of an intergroup conflict between men and women. Women 

were consequently first asked about their opinion on the aforementioned politicians, and then 

about men in generals' response to sexual harassment. Only when politicians expressed 

emotions did the effects generalize to men. It could be that only emotion expressions are 
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generalized to men because men in general would also be able to express these emotions. 

That is, men could express guilt and empathy for the victims as a response to sexual 

harassment. The reparations the politicians offered on the other hand consisted of legislative 

measures only politicians would be able to enforce. That is, men who are not politicians can’t 

implement awareness or prevention programs. As a result, the legislative changes were 

probably less likely to generalise to men in general. 

Limitations and directions for future research

The first limitation we encountered while analysing our data is participants' reading 

time. We observed that some participants only spent mere seconds on the article before 

continuing with the study. Even if the participants were classified as “fast readers”, they 

would have not been able to read the article in the short amount of time they spent with the 

article (Fry, 1975). We did not include a time reading restriction in the pre-registration of our 

study and did therefore also not exclude said participants. Further studies should therefore 

include a previously set and studied timespan to ensure that participants actually read the 

manipulations. 

According to observations of Gordijn and Grundmann (2020), in order for variables to 

have an effect on participants they have to be repeatedly stated. For expressions of emotions 

we resorted to include empathy and guilt in the title and text at least four times. Repetition 

also ensured that a distinction between the manipulations was more visible and thus reactions 

to them more distinguishable. However, lamentable, due to repetitive wording, significant 

word count differences emerged. Even though we tried to adjust the texts accordingly, 

constructing a control condition with non emotive words resulted in a dilemma: to waive 

control over comparable length to content-accuracy or vice versa? For our study we 

prioritised variable-repetition while still accounting for text-length. Whereas the control/no-
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apology condition only included 639 words, the combined condition consisted of 928 words. 

Therefore, the combined condition was roughly longer by a third. Reparation (855 words) 

and emotional expression (806 words) contained respectively between 20 % and 25 % more 

text content than the control condition. Comparably, Philpot and Hornsey (2008) only used 

83 words for their group-based emotional apology. Subsequently, less emotive expressions 

were included. A longer apologetic expression could, similarly as (Berndsen et al., 

2015)Berndsen et al. (2015) noted, be seen as more elaborative and therefore more satisfying 

by default. Therefore, future research should explore possibilities of adjusting the 

manipulation’s word lengths. Hereby one could possibly eliminate a variable which could 

impact or account for certain results. 

A third limitation refers to asking women about their perceptions of the politicians. 

These included evaluations of two roles: as representatives for men in general but also as 

politicians. The impact of the difference of these roles unravels in the allocation of 

reparations: The general population is unable to implement the reparative proposals included. 

Thus realistically, they lack a possibility to enforce the reparative measures. The objective of 

a politician ideally is however to tend to their population and execute their legislative power, 

in favour of the greater good. Replicating the study including reparations which would also 

generalise to men in general and their behaviour, would be necessary in order to accurately 

compare generalisability. Hereby we could exclude the factor of influence of the perception 

of the profession, which might have had an impact on the results. 

Conclusion 

What do women who have suffered a transgression demand and how can the latter be 

satisfied? The question, which spurred our research, directed us to emphasise victims' needs 

(Shnabel & Nadler, 2008): The need to receive an adequate acknowledgement for a suffered 

transgression (Slocum, Allan and Allan, 2011). Our research revealed promising effects and 
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important implications for both victims of sexism and victims of other conflicts. Despite the 

constraints, expressing emotions and/or reparations increased women’s satisfaction.  

Reparative measures were perceived as tending to victims' needs whereas emotional concern 

increased overall satisfaction with men. Reparations and emotional expressions, individually 

and combined, had positive effects on women's satisfaction with politicians. Acknowledging 

the prevalence of sexual harassment therefore not only emphasised the damage done, but also 

offered a possible approach to help tend to those who have been affected by it. Most 

importantly however, our results indicate that,  despite its limitations, apologetic expressions 

and reparative measures can have a positive effect on victims and thus, as a result, on 

society's dealing with similar conflicts. 
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