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Bullying and Harassment in the British Rail Sector: an intersectional analysis 

Hazel Conley, Mostak Ahamed and Tessa Wright 

Introduction 

The transport sector has been identified as a site where violence takes place both on transport users 
and on transport workers (Essenberg, 2003; Burrell, 2007).  Violence takes many forms, from large 
scale terrorist attacks to micro-aggressions on crowded public transport where the mass collection 
of people, often in a rush and under stressful conditions, brings out the worst in human nature.  The 
rail sector, because it often exemplifies many of these characteristics, is a particular site of concern 
(Van Barneveld and Jowett, 2005).  

Bullying and harassment is a manifestation of violence that seems to find an outlet in transport sectors 
and which takes on sexual, racial, homophobic, abelist and ageist forms.  It is no coincidence that the 
Montgomery, Alabama, US and Bristol, UK bus boycotts of the 1960s were the result of racial 
harassment and discrimination experienced by passengers and staff respectively.  The transport sector 
has also been the site of sexual violence including the rape, murder and sexual harassment of 
countless women (e.g. Infante-Vargas and Boyer, 2020; Lewis, 2018; Mazumder and Pokharel, 2019).  
Although violence and bullying and harassment have clear equality dimensions, very few academic 
studies have taken an intersectional perspective that looks at the combined effects of categories such 
as gender, ethnicity or disability on worker or passenger experience. Whilst most of the research on 
this topic has examined violence against transport workers or passengers by passengers or non-
employees, there is less research on how working in the stressful conditions that give rise to violence 
in the transport sector results in an environment where bullying and harassment between transport 
workers occurs and whether and how it might take intersectional forms. 

The focus of our chapter is intersectional bullying and harassmenti in the rail sector in Britain, where 
the workforce is male-dominated, gender-segregated and ethnically diverse. There have been 
significant gender and race equality issues in the sector that have resulted in a number of high profile 
legal cases over issues such as discriminatory promotion requirements, equal pay and the entitlement 
of same-sex partners to benefits, indirect discrimination in relation to working time and victimisationii.  
Most of these cases highlight that, in common with other male-dominated sectors, women are 
vulnerable to intersectional discrimination. However, the British legal system has not adopted 
principles of intersectionality in relation to discrimination. 

We draw on data from a survey of members of the Transport and Salaried Staffs Association (TSSA). 
TSSA is one of the three main rail sector trade unions in Britain, which represents higher graded rail 
and travel sector employees who range from senior managers to supervisory staff. The union recruits 
across rail, transport, travel and port employees but by far the largest number of its members work in 
the rail sector. All of the rail sector trade union memberships are male-dominated, but the TSSA has 
the largest percentage of female members at around 28 per cent.  

The data is largely quantitative, based on a survey of union members focussing on their experiences 
of equality, their views as to how their interests may best be represented and the barriers that they 
face in achieving equality at work.  The survey received 1,054 useable responses. We have used both 
additive and multiplicative data analysis methods to capture the methodological debates concerning 
intersectional analysis. The analyses provided some varied responses, depending on the methods 
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used, but an enduring factor was that older, ethnic minority women were the group who were most 
likely to feel that they had suffered bullying and harassment.  We discuss these findings in relation to 
the limited legal interventions for intersectional bullying and harassment. We argue that employers 
and trade unions must develop proactive institutional responses to mitigate its damaging 
consequences. 

Bullying and Harassment in the Rail Sector 

Burrell (2007:5) describes transport hubs, such as bus and train stations, as “generators or attractors 
of crime” because they are often poorly lit but busy during hours of darkness. Passengers are often 
travelling with valuables and may be travelling to or from sporting and entertainment events fuelled 
by alcohol, which give rise to environments that provide opportunities for violence (Essenberg, 2003). 
The political context of privatization, staff shortages, declining service standards and public frustration 
have also been noted as adding to tensions that lead to violent situations (Essenberg, 200; Van 
Burneveldt and Jowett, 2005; Chappell and Di Martino, 2006). 

Whilst these observations are usually made in relation to the use of transport hubs by travellers and 
less in relation to bullying and harassment between transport workers, it should be remembered that 
these are high stress working environments for transport workers that give rise to “cycles of fear” 
(Essenberg, 2003:8) where norms of behaviour and civility are distorted and bullying and harassment 
are likely to emerge between co-workers (Goncalves et al. 2020). Drawing on Essenberg, (2003), Van 
Barneveldt and Jowett (2005) draw distinctions between external violence (from opportunist 
perpetrators who are not travellers or transport workers), service related violence (perpetrated by 
frustrated travellers), organizational violence (where employees are placed in dangerous and violent 
situations) and internal violence (physical and mental, largely in the form of bullying and harassment). 
Most of the data presented in this chapter refers to internal bullying and harassment but, whilst no 
relationship between these different forms of violence is drawn, they are likely to overlap and 
together they form a context where violence becomes almost an everyday fact of working life.  Indeed 
Burrell (2007:25) identifies harassment as the most prevalent form of violent behaviour on railways.    

Railways are conceptually and occupationally masculine and most authors on violence in the rail sector 
highlight the gendered and sexualised nature of certain forms of violence.  Burrrell (2007), in her study 
of violence on public transport in the West Midlands, notes that sexual assault on trains has a higher 
prevalence than in the general population.  In a study of sexual assault on London Underground, Lewis 
(2018) argues that the cramped physical conditions with strangers and limited opportunities to escape 
give rise to hard to control situations that offer opportunities for sexual assault.  Whilst Lewis’s study 
relates largely to female passengers, these are the same working conditions for female railway 
workers who have even more limited opportunities for escape because they cannot simply get off at 
the next stop.  Furthermore, although Lewis argues that women travellers have the right to be private 
in public, women transport workers are often in a public facing role.    

Van Barneveldt and Jowett (2005) highlight that gender-based bullying occurs where women move 
into occupational roles traditionally held by men, and others have found that sexual harassment can 
be a way of signalling that women are unwelcome in male environments (Cockburn, 1991; DiTomaso, 
1989; Wright, 2016a). Chappell and Di Martino (2006) also note the extent of sexual harassment and 
bullying for working women, arguing that it is often related to lower paid, low status and insecure 
jobs, which they also argue affects immigrant workers or people from ethnic minority backgrounds.  
These arguments raise the possibility of intersectional bullying and harassment where workers share 
more than one protected characteristic. The following section explores the particular issues that relate 
to intersectional bullying and harassment. 
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Intersectional Bullying and Harassment 

The concept of intersectionality was developed to understand how multiple categories of inequality  
interact to produce distinct experiences that cannot be captured by examining gender, race or other 
social categories separately.  

The majority of studies discuss single categories of workers’ experiences of, or grounds for, bullying 
and harassment, although some qualitative studies recognise sexual harassment has a racial 
dimension (Bannerji, 1995, cited in Berlingieri, 2015; Calafell, 2014; Yoder and Aniakudo, 1997). Other 
studies suggest that occupational class differentiates experiences of sexual harassment, with 
harassment more common for those who are in front-line, operational or customer-facing roles than 
those in professional, office-based jobs (Paap, 2006; Wright, 2016a). Lesbian sexuality can represent 
either a separate or an additional ground for harassment of women in male-dominated work (Wright, 
2016b). TUC research has shown that sexual harassment is more prevalent for younger women, 
women with disabilities, those from BME backgrounds, from the LGBT community and those in 
precarious work such as zero hours contracts (TUC, 2016; 2018; 2019). 

We find only a handful of academic articles that provide quantitative intersectional analyses of 
bullying or harassment at work. These include an examination of the effects of racial and sexual 
harassment on the wellbeing of African-American women (Buchanan and Fitzgerald, 2008); the 
intersections of race, age and gender in disability harassment (Shaw et al., 2012). Buchanan and 
Fitzgerald explore additive and interactive effects of workplace racial and sexual harassment, finding 
that African-American women are at increased risk of multiple forms of harassment, although they 
are unable to ascertain whether the women experienced ‘multiple forms of harassment separately or 
whether they experienced events that fused characteristics of both’ (Buchanan and Fitzgerald, 2008: 
143). However Shaw et al’s (2012: 89) findings support the idea that in the case of disability 
harassment, race, age and gender are not simply additive but may interact to create specific 
circumstances that result in much higher (or lower) levels of risk. 

 Intersectionality and the Law 

The concept of intersectionality has its roots in the work of black feminist lawyer Kimberle Crenshaw 
(1989, 1991) who argued that the approach in US equality legislation to treat each strand of 
discrimination separately (single-axis) denies black women a legal remedy to the forms of 
discrimination that they encounter: 

This single-axis framework erases Black women in the conceptualization, identification and 
remediation of race and sex discrimination by limiting inquiry to the experiences of otherwise-
privileged members of the group. In other words, in race discrimination cases, discrimination 
tends to be viewed in terms of sex- or class-privileged Blacks; in sex discrimination cases, the 
focus is on race- and class-privileged women. (1989:140) 

Crenshaw goes on to argue that back women cannot be adequately accommodated by adding them 
to a single-axis conceptualisation of discrimination “[b]ecause the intersectional experience is greater 
than the sum of racism and sexism” (ibid.).  Crenshaw draws on three cases where she shows that to 
claim sex discrimination black women have to show that all women are discriminated against and to 
claim race discrimination they have to show how all black people are discriminated against.  In both 
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sex and race discrimination black women, therefore, have to show treatment in line with the dominant 
group, white women or black men. 

Crenshaw’s arguments are important and relevant to the UK case since the Equality Act 2010 provides 
legal remedies for workers in Great Britain who suffer discrimination at work under nine separate 
strands (sex, race, disability, sexual orientation, gender reassignment, age, religion or belief, 
marital/civil partnership status and pregnancy and maternity).  The original Act contained provision 
for dual discrimination (s.14), which allowed claimants to combine two from the first seven of these 
strands. The addition of dual discrimination was a first legislative step towards acknowledging the 
concept of intersectional discrimination.  However, the provision was not brought into force in 2010 
and was postponed indefinitely following the 2011 Budget.  The issue of intersectional discrimination 
is, therefore, left to the vagaries of case law that have invariably resulted in some conflicting findings.   

A legal recourse for sexual harassment has also encountered a difficult path, particularly in relation to 
intersectional forms (Jackson, 2021).  Harassment, including sexual harassment, is now incorporated 
into s26 of the Equality Act 2010, but this provision relates to separate protected characteristics and 
therefore does not recognise intersectional forms of harassment that may arise from a combination 
of grounds. The law is, therefore, seriously lagging behind conceptual and theoretical developments 
in intersectional research, which we consider in further in relation to quantitative research data in the 
following section. 

Although there is no specific law that outlaws bullying at work, bullying or unwanted behaviour may 
amount to harassment when it is on any of the grounds of the protected characteristics, such as 
gender or ethnicity.  

 

Quantitative Analysis of Intersectional Research Data 

Extensive debates have taken place on intersectionality and its methods.   There is a particular tension 
between the concept of simultaneous, interactive oppression on multiple dimensions of race, 
ethnicity, class, gender, sexuality, disability and that of additive or accumulated oppression on one or 
more of these dimensions over the life cycle (Bowleg, 2008).  

Whilst there are a number of distinct intersectional methodologies (Nash, 2008), most have engaged 
with the question of how far a categorical approach to inequality aids or hinders intersectional 
analysis. McCall (2005) offers perhaps the most influential analysis, distinguishing between inter, intra 
and anti-categorical approaches to analysing intersectional data. An ‘anti-categorical’ methodological 
approach means that the researcher does not aim to operationalise one particular social category in 
the course of data collection. The intra-categorical approach typically focuses on experiences at the 
intersection, such as those who might have been neglected in previous studies, such as disabled 
women, or black lesbian women, while the inter-categorical approach examines multiple groups and 
the relationships of inequality between them. This method has the benefit of examining ‘both 
advantage and disadvantage explicitly and simultaneously’ (McCall, 2005, p.1787). 

Intersectionality has proven to be a particularly powerful methodological tool in qualitative research, 
since individual narratives are often constituted in terms which do not necessarily differentiate or 
disentangle class, gender, age, race, ethnicity, sexuality or disability The utility of intersectionality is 
less established in quantitative research (Hinze et al., 2012), which assumes a categorical approach to 
collecting data, and the stability of categories such as gender. In fact Bowleg questions whether ‘the 



5 
 

positivist assumptions implicit in quantification are compatible with intersectionality research’ (2008, 
317). This has been challenged by others (McCall, 2005; Hancock, 2007; Spiering, 2012; Rouhani, 2014) 
who have distinguished between unitary or additive and multiplicative approaches to intersectional 
analysis. 

An additive approach is considered ‘antithetical to the theoretical fidelity of intersectionality’ (Bowleg; 
2008: 317) because it seeks relationships between categories but not within them. There are 
arguments that it is possible to do quantitative research on intersectionality that is not additive by 
developing a statistical analysis that requires interaction terms and effects (Bowleg, 2008). At the 
same time it is conceded that an additive approach is a starting point in identifying the impact of each 
category of inequality separately. In fact, a two-stage approach is advocated by Rouhani starting with 
the unitary or additive, which identifies independent influences, and followed by multiplicative 
analysis (Rouhani, 2014).  

The multiplicative route assumes that outcomes are based upon intersecting identities and thus 
requires interaction terms combining demographic categories (Spiering, 2012; Dubrow, 2008). This 
means collecting data on multiple categories, but also ensuring that the sample is large enough and/or 
specific groups are oversampled (Rouhani, 2014). A multiplicative analysis tests how far interaction 
between variables has significant effects beyond their individual influence. 

Following a review of the methodological issues in relation to intersectional quantitative analysis we 
focus in the next section on what McCall (2005) has defined as inter and intra-categorical analyses by 
testing two methodological approaches: ‘additive’ and multiplicative. 

 

Data and methods 

The data is drawn from a survey of union members conducted in 2014 that explored a broad range of 
experiences in relation to equality including bullying and harassment. We received 1,054 useable 
responses to the survey – a response rate of 5.4 percent.  Our sample reflected the union membership 
in that it was male dominated (70%), largely white (83%), older (63% 45-55+), heterosexual (93%) and 
non-disabled (80%). One of the key findings from our survey of union members in the rail sector was 
that they experienced high rates of bullying and harassment, with one in five respondents saying they 
had been bullied. Among women, black and minority ethnic (BME) and disabled respondents in our 
survey, approaching one in three of each group reported that they had experienced bullying or 
harassment in the workplace.  These findings support those of Van Barneveldt and Jowett (2005) that 
women working in the male dominated environment of the rail sector are likely encounter bullying 
and harassment, but our findings show clear intersectional differences in relation to gender, ethnicity, 
disability and age. 
 
As highlighted in our review above there are two main statistical approaches in the literature to 
investigate intersectionality, namely an additive approach (unitary) and a multiplicative (interaction) 
approach. In the former, researchers make use of regression analyses to examine the impact of 
individual categories separately and exclusively (e.g., ethnicity, gender, education, age) on an outcome 
or dependent variable while controlling for other factors in the model. As with other authors, we 
consider that this is not an intersectional approach, but is an essential first step to understanding 
differential outcomes. We thus operationalise both additive and multiplicative models to understand 
how inequalities are reproduced in the rail sector.  We first use the additive model using a logistic 
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regression model and then introduce interaction terms to examine conditional effects of intersecting 
categories to report experiences of bullying or harassment (Schnabel (2016). The interactions are 
between gender, race, disability, and age. In this model, odds ratios reported are proportional changes 
in the outcome associated with a one-unit increase in the dichotomised dependent variable.  If the 
sample size is not large enough, using interaction terms to find empirical support for intersectional 
differences becomes challenging as it often reduces the chances of higher significance levels (see 
Dubrow, 2008; Rouhani, 2014). As intersectional analysis involves the interaction of two or more 
intersecting identities, interpretation of the interaction terms of higher order is problematic 
(Braumoeller, 2004). Since we are unable to increase the sample size, to make interpretation of the 
direct effects as well as the interaction effects easier, we have calculated predicted probabilities while 
keeping all covariates at their means (see Long, 1997; Long and Freese, 2014; Schnabel, 2016). The 
post-estimation predictive probabilities are effective in comparing the effects of any intersecting 
identities, such as gender, ethnicity, disability, and age (Schnabel, 2016).   
 

Dependent variable: bullying  

The dependent variable is bullying, which takes value 1 if survey respondents felt they were subject 
to bullying or harassment at work while employed by their current employer in the three years prior 
to the survey. Table 1 shows the variables, coding, and sample summary statistics. After list-wise 
deletion of missing values in the dependent variables, the final sample n is 779, which is 74 percent of 
the initial sample of 1,054. It shows that 1 in 5 (20 percent) respondents felt that they had been subject 
to bullying at work. 

Independent variables: gender, ethnicity, age, and disability 

In this study, our primary independent variables of interest are gender, ethnicity, age and disabilityiii. 
Gender is a dichotomised variable where 1 is female or else zero (male as the reference category). Of 
our sample, 25 percent of our respondents are women, and 8 percent of our sample are BME iv. There 
are four age groups:  18-34 years (used as reference category), 35-44 years, 45-54 years, and 55+ 
years, which consist of 15 percent, 20 percent, 41 percent, and 24 percent, respectively.v To see the 
effect of disability, we have used a dichotomised variable that takes a value 1 if the respondent is 
disabled; 10 percent of respondents defined themselves as having a disability. 

 
Additional covariates: education, caring and management responsibility 
  
We have controlled for the educational qualification of the respondents: less than or equal to GCSE, 
A-level, and higher than or equal to Degree, where lowest education group is used as the reference 
category. Almost 41 percent of respondents have a degree or above compared to 30 percent with less 
than or equal to GCSE and 29 percent with A-levels. Caring is a dichotomised variable that takes 1 if 
someone has childcare/caring responsibility or else zero; 31 percent of the respondents reported have 
a caring responsibility. Our final variable is also a dichotomised variable that takes 1 if the respondent 
has either supervisory or line management responsibility.   
 
Results 
 



7 
 

Model 1 – the Unitary or ‘Additive’ approach 
 
Table 2 reports odds ratio from logistic regressions with 95 percent confidence interval and p-value in 
brackets. While Model 1 shows the results of our additive approach, Model 2 shows the results of our 
multiplicative approach, which draws upon Dubrow (2008). The direct effect of gender shows that 
women have a significantly higher odds (OR = 1.93; p-value < 0.01) of being bullied compared to men. 
The predictive probability shows that women, on average, are 11 percent more likely to be bullied 
compared to men (see Appendix A). The result also shows that BME respondents have significantly 
higher odds (OR = 2.08; p-value < 0.01) of being bullied, which translates to, on average, almost 13 
percent more likelihood of being bullied if someone is BME compared to white. In relation to age, 
younger respondents are significantly less likely to be bullied and the predictive probability shows that 
employees aged 55+ years are, on average, almost 9 percent less likely to be bullied. Finally, the direct 
effect of disability shows that disabled employees are significantly more likely to be bullied compared 
with non-disabled employees, exhibiting 2.54 (p-value <0.01) higher odds of being bullied, which 
translates to, on average, a 17 percent higher probability of bullying for disabled employees. 

 
Model 2 – the Multiplicative Approach  
 
Model 2 is the augmented version of the additive model with interaction terms in order to undertake 
an intersectional analysis.vi Two-way interactions show an intersectional relationship between gender 
and ethnicity and between age and gender. The significant three-way interactions in Model 2 
demonstrate that patterns of bullying in relation to gender and ethnicity vary by respondent’s age. In 
particular, BME women aged 55+ years have higher odds (OR = 51; p-value < 0.1) of being subject to 
bullying or harassment. Predicted probabilities show that BME women aged 55+ years are, on average, 
71 percent more likely to be bullied (see Appendix Table A1). vii 

In Model 1 we observed that disabled employees are significantly more likely to be bullied compared 
with non-disabled employees.  However, in Model 2 using a multiplicative approach we found no 
significant three-way interacting effect between disability, gender and ethnicity (unreported; available 
from the authors). On the two-way interaction effect, there is an intersectional relationship between 
disability and age, reported in Table 3.  It shows that older disabled employees are more likely to be 
subject to bullying and harassment. In particular, disabled employees aged 55+ years have higher odds 
(OR = 5.35; p-value < 0.1) of being subject to bullying or harassment, which translates to almost 34 
percent more likelihood of being subject to bullying if all covariates are constant at their means.  
 
The multiplicative intersectional approach suggests that bullying and harassment of women, BME, and 
disabled workers differs according to age. The difference between Models 1 and 2 in Table 2 shows 
that for women the effects of bullying significantly increases when other intersectional characteristics 
are added – namely ethnicity and being aged 55+. Taking covariates, the results show that the level of 
education, caring responsibility, and management responsibility do not have any effect on 
bullying/harassment in either of the models.  
 
The nature of the small cross-sectional analysis limits this study to merely indicate correlation rather 
than causation, although the latter may be tenable with large-scale longitudinal studies in future. 
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Despite the limitations, it is a first step to understanding how intersecting identities of employees may 
influence experiences of bullying and harassment in the workplace. 
 
Discussion 
 
The research reported on in this chapter identifies that an intersectional analysis is vital to 
understanding who is likely to be affected by bullying and harassment in the British rail sector. Our 
analysis shows that bullying in the rail sector is significantly impacted by gender, race and ethnicity, 
age and disability, but the results differ depending on which model of analysis is adopted.  In Model 
1, a single category approach provides a clear picture of bullying for women, ethnic minority, and 
disabled workers. An additive approach would assume an equal intersectional effect for each of these 
categories.  To address the criticisms of an additive approach to intersectional analysis, in Model 2 we 
adopted a multiplicative approach (McCall, 2005; Bowleg, 2008; Dubrow, 2008; Spiering, 2012; 
Rouhani, 2014). When we test for an intersectional effect using this model, the multiplicative two-way 
interactions show significance for intersections of gender and ethnicity and intersections of age and 
gender. 
 
The difference in the results on age in Models 1 and 2 illuminate the importance of utilising a more 
sensitive intersectional approach.  In Model 1 the 55+ age group shows less likelihood of being bullied.  
It needs to be remembered that this group reflects the numerical dominance of older males in the 
sample and, within the female gender category, by white women.  These findings have resonance with 
Crenshaw’s (1989) arguments that single-axis reasoning in legal proceedings results in the obscuring 
of minority voices by those of the privileged majority. By comparison, in Model 2 by using interaction 
terms, we find that ethnic minority women aged 55+ years were more likely to be bullied.  Therefore, 
additive approaches may not remove the statistical and social effects of dominant groups. 
 
Our results also demonstrate the limitations of multiplicative approaches.  In relation to disability, the 
multiplicative three-way analysis delivers no significant results with only a significant two-way 
relationship between age and disability.  Therefore, the results show no intersectional effect between 
disability, gender or ethnicity. Here our outcomes reflect the sample size in relation to minority groups 
and stands in contrast to other studies using much larger samples (e.g. Shaw et al. 2012). In our 
sample, once a higher order of interaction between categories is introduced, the total number of 
observations become so small that one/two interaction terms are dropped.  Our sample of minority 
groups was too small to stratify in the way that Hinze et al. (2012) did. For example, there was only 
one disabled BME employee aged 35-44, and none aged 55+ and these two groups were therefore 
dropped from the regression analysis. These results confirm concerns in the literature on the numbers 
required to produce the meaningful quantitative intersectional analysis. It means that significant 
results from additive or unitary analysis may not translate into multiplicative outcomes and may even 
seemingly contradict them.   
 
It should be noted that our sample is drawn from a union membership belonging to senior grades and 
it does not fit the demographic identified by Chappell and Di Martino (2006) of lower paid, low status 
and insecure jobs. Indeed our finding that younger workers were less likely to have experienced 
bullying or harassment contrasts with other research (TUC, 2018), possibly reflecting sectoral 
differences and a higher prevalence of young workers in insecure positions in sectors such as 
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hospitality which increases the likelihood of harassment. Our data indicate that intersectional bullying 
and harassment clearly does take place within senior grades.  This is not to deny that power relations 
and vulnerability are not a significant factor in bullying harassment. Indeed, in relation to our 
particular sample, our data identify that women, particularly black women, in this group are less likely 
to hold managerial positions with control over others.  Our research, in keeping with most quantitative 
research, does not examine causation.  In-depth qualitative research would be required to establish 
the details of specific examples of bullying and harassment in practice. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Our research data and analysis contribute to extant international literature, finding that bullying and 
harassment is a cause for concern in the UK rail sector. Our findings are empirically and 
methodologically innovative in highlighting the intersectional dimensions of bullying and harassment 
and the forms of analysis that are likely to reveal intersectional relationships between equality strands. 
From a conceptual and theoretical perspective, our analysis highlights that the concerns that gave rise 
to Crenshaw’s (1989) seminal research on intersectional discrimination in the US legal system is still 
pertinent both to methods of analysing intersectional research data and to single-axis legal models of 
equality and harassment. The lack of an intersectional perspective in the UK legal system means that 
the older, black women who were most likely to report suffering from bullying and harassment in our 
research in the rail sector would struggle to be adequately protected by the Equality Act 2010.  We 
therefore add support to calls to revisit the concept of intersectional discrimination initiated in the 
original Act.  In the meantime, in the absence of legal protection, the corollary is that trade unions and 
employers have an added responsibility to carefully devise methods that can adequately identify 
intersectional disadvantage and to take proactive measures to protect the workers it affects.  In this 
respect our research has had some positive impact.  Since completing our research, the TSSA has 
decided to repeat the equality survey in 2021 and has developed a Bullying and Harassment 
Community of Practice. 

Our intersectional analysis of quantitative data is unable to provide insights into the more detailed 
conditions of work that are likely to give rise to the higher incidence of bullying and harassment, or 
questions about who the perpetrators are and what remedies are available. Therefore, further 
qualitative research is needed to interrogate the forms and conditions of intersectional bullying and 
harassment identified here. 
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Table 1 
Variables, coding, and descriptive statistics 

Variables Coding Mean 

Bullying/Harassment Subject to bullying or harassment: Yes==1, No==0 0.20 

Female 1 if female 0.25 

BME 1 if Black and Minority Ethnicity 0.08 

Age   

Aged 18-34 years 1 if aged 18-34 years 0.15 

Aged 35-44 years 1 if aged 35-44 years 0.20 

Aged 45-54 years 1 if aged 45-54 years 0.41 

Aged 55+ years 1 if aged 55+ years 0.24 

Disabled 1 if the respondent is disabled 0.10 

Education   

<=GCSE 1 if GCSE/No Formal Education 0.30 

A-level 1 if A/NVQ-Level 0.29 

>=Degree 1 if University Degree/Above 0.41 

Caring responsibility 1 if has childcare/caring responsibility 0.31 

Management responsibility 1 if respondent has either supervisory or line manager responsibility 0.40 

 
 
 
 

Table 2 
Logistic regression of subject to bullying 

Variables Subject to bullying/harassment 

  Model 1   Model 2 

  OR 95% Cl p-value   OR 95% Cl p-value 

Female 1.93*** [1.28-2.91] [0.00] 
 2.66** [1.07-6.61] [0.03] 
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BME 2.08** [1.16-3.74] [0.01] 
 10.15* [0.85-121.08] [0.07] 

Age (Aged 18-34 years as reference category)   
 

   
 

Aged 35-44 years 0.67 [0.37-1.20] [0.18] 
 0.66 [0.29-1.53] [0.34] 

Aged 45-54 years 0.61* [0.36-1.03] [0.06] 
 0.68 [0.34-1.38] [0.29] 

Aged 55+ years 0.50** [0.27-0.91] [0.02] 
 0.63 [0.29-1.35] [0.23] 

Two-way interactions   
 

   
 

Female x BME   
 

 0.07* [0.00-1.49] [0.09] 
Female x Aged 35-44 years   

 
 1.02 [0.29-3.61] [0.97] 

Female x Aged 45-54 years   
 

 0.76 [0.24-2.38] [0.64] 
Female x Aged 55+ years   

 
 0.24* [0.05-1.16] [0.08] 

BME x Aged 35-44 years   
 

 0.15 [0.01-2.69] [0.20] 
BME x Aged 45-54 years   

 
 0.17 [0.01-2.84] [0.22] 

BME x Aged 55+ years   
 

 0.35 [0.02-6.36] [0.48] 
Three-way interactions   

 
   

 
Female x BME x Aged 35-44 years   

 
 18.75 [0.45-785.06] [0.12] 

Female x BME x Aged 45-54 years   
 

 15.91 [0.38-666.05] [0.15] 
Female x BME x Aged 55+ years   

 
 51.01* [1.27-5,085.19] [0.09] 

Disabled 2.58*** [1.52-4.39] [0.00] 
 2.80*** [1.63-4.81] [0.00] 

Education (<=GCSE as reference category)   
 

   
 

A-Level 0.85 [0.52-1.38] [0.51] 
 0.82 [0.50-1.33] [0.42] 

University Degree/Above 0.86 [0.54-1.35] [0.51] 
 0.84 [0.53-1.34] [0.47] 

Caring responsibility 1.27 [0.85-1.89] [0.24] 
 1.31 [0.87-1.95] [0.20] 

Management responsibility 1.32 [0.90-1.95] [0.16] 
 1.28 [0.87-1.90] [0.22] 

Constant 0.24*** [0.13-0.45] [0.00] 
 0.22*** [0.11-0.44] [0.00] 

Observations 779       779     
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Table 3 
Logistic regression of subject to bullying: disability 

  Subject to bullying/harassment   

VARIABLES OR 95% Cl p-value 

Female 2.22*** [1.23-4.01] [0.01] 
BME 2.00*** [1.33-3.02] [0.00] 
Age (Aged 18-34 years as reference category)    
Aged 35-44 years 0.55* [0.29-1.04] [0.06] 
Aged 45-54 years 0.55** [0.32-0.95] [0.03] 
Aged 55+ years 0.39*** [0.20-0.76] [0.01] 
Disabled 0.82 [0.19-3.53] [0.79] 
Two-way interaction    
Disabled x Aged 35-44 years 4.59 [0.73-28.93] [0.10] 
Disabled x Aged 45-54 years 2.44 [0.43-13.95] [0.32] 
Disabled x Aged 55+ years 5.35* [1.57-30.25] [0.06] 
Education (<=GCSE as reference category)    
A-Level 0.85 [0.52-1.38] [0.51] 
University Degree/Above 0.83 [0.53-1.32] [0.44] 
Caring responsibility 1.29 [0.87-1.93] [0.21] 
Management responsibility 1.35 [0.91-1.98] [0.13] 
Constant 0.27*** [0.14-0.49] [0.00] 

Observations 779     
 

Table A1 
Logistic regression of subject to bullying (predicted probabilities) 

Logistic regression Subject to bullying/harassment 

 Model 1   Model 2 

Variables Coef. se.   Coef. se. 

Female 0.109*** [0.040]  0.167* [0.097] 

BME 0.129** [0.061]  0.466* [0.266] 

Age (Aged 18-34 years as reference category)     

Aged 35-44 years -0.057 [0.037]  -0.057 [0.052] 

Aged 45-54 years -0.074** [0.034]  -0.056 [0.047] 

Aged 55+ years -0.095*** [0.033]  -0.064 [0.047] 

Female x BME    -0.186*** [0.040] 

Female x Aged 35-44 years    0.003 [0.096] 

Female x Aged 45-54 years    -0.039 [0.075] 

Female x Aged 55+ years    -0.144*** [0.045] 

BME x Aged 35-44 years    -0.163*** [0.061] 

BME x Aged 45-54 years    -0.160** [0.064] 

BME x Aged 55+ years    -0.114 [0.111] 

Female x BME x Aged 35-44 years    0.594* [0.306] 

Female x BME x Aged 45-54 years    0.565* [0.330] 

Female x BME x Aged 55+ years    0.712*** [0.190] 

Disabled 0.173*** [0.059]  0.187*** [0.060] 
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Education (<=GCSE as reference category)     

A-Level -0.024 [0.035]  -0.029 [0.034] 

University Degree/Above -0.023 [0.033]  -0.025 [0.033] 

Caring responsibility 0.037 [0.033]  0.04 [0.033] 

Management responsibility 0.043 [0.032]  0.037 [0.032] 

Observations 779     779   

Note: standard errors are in the brackets. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1     
 

i It is often difficult for individuals to distinguish the experiences of bullying and harassment, therefore we use 
this combined term to refer to survey respondents’ reported experiences.  
ii E.g. Bayoomi v British Railways Board 1982 IRLR 431; Garland v British Rail Engineering; Grant v South West 
Trains 1998 ECR I-621; London Underground Ltd. v Edwards 1997 IRLR 157; Nagarajan v London Regional 
Transport 1999 IRLR 572, CA; Network Rail v Griffiths-Henry 2006 IRLR 865, EAT 
iii Sexuality was recorded in the survey, but a question on whether respondents were ‘out’ at work was not 
included – the numbers were very small and it was decided to exclude this category from the analysis.  
iv BME is also a dichotomised variable with 1 if Black, Asian, and others or else zero (White is the reference 
category). 
v We combine age category 18-24 years and 25-34 years to create the age category 18-34 years, as the former 
has insufficient observations in order to be used separately. 
vi An improved goodness-of-fit between the additive and multiplicative regression models has been confirmed 
through higher R2 values. 
vii Average marginal effects were calculated using the margeff command in Stata. 

                                                            


