
Received: 8 May 2025

Revised: 6 June 2025

Accepted: 8 June 2025

Published: 11 June 2025

Citation: Popa, C., Lupu, S., Nistor, F.,

& Bautu, A. (2025). Assessment of

Gender Perceptions Onboard

Maritime Ships: Case Study on Cruise

Lines Industry. Administrative Sciences,

15(6), 225. https://doi.org/10.3390/

admsci15060225

Copyright: © 2025 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license

(https://creativecommons.org/

licenses/by/4.0/).

Article

Assessment of Gender Perceptions Onboard Maritime Ships:
Case Study on Cruise Lines Industry
Catalin Popa * , Sergiu Lupu , Filip Nistor and Andrei Bautu

Romanian Naval Academy “Mircea cel Batran”, Faculty for Navigation and Naval Management,
900213 Constanta, Romania; sergiu.lupu@anmb.ro (S.L.); filip.nistor@anmb.ro (F.N.);
andrei.bautu@anmb.ro (A.B.)
* Correspondence: catalin.popa@anmb.ro

Abstract: This study explores gender perceptions and equity challenges within the maritime
cruise industry, focusing specifically on crew experiences aboard European Union-flagged
vessels. The research aims to evaluate the extent to which gender diversity, equality, and
inclusion are perceived, practiced, and institutionalized onboard. A structured Knowl-
edge, Attitudes, and Practices (KAP) survey was administered to the crew members across
various departments and ranks, investigating perceptions of discrimination, career ad-
vancement, workplace safety, and the implementation of gender-sensitive policies. Results
indicate persistent gender disparities, particularly in areas such as promotion opportunities,
emotional burden, and reporting of harassment. While overall attitudes toward diversity
appeared positive, a significant proportion of female respondents reported experiencing
bias, isolation, and unequal treatment despite possessing equivalent qualifications. Statisti-
cal analysis, including Chi-square tests and Exploratory Factor Analysis, identified three
dominant perception dimensions: structural bias, emotional strain, and safety concerns. A
notable gap emerged between institutional policies and actual behaviours or trust in en-
forcement mechanisms. The authors contribute to the field by designing a context-specific
KAP instrument, applying robust statistical methodologies, and offering actionable rec-
ommendations to maritime organizations. These include enhancing reporting systems,
improving mentorship opportunities, and institutionalizing training on unconscious bias.
This study provides empirical evidence to support policy reforms and cultural shifts aimed
at fostering gender-inclusive environments onboard maritime cruise vessels.

Keywords: human resources; gender policy; maritime business; transport policy; social
responsibility

1. Introduction
The maritime industry plays a vital role in the global economy, facilitating over 80%

of global trade (IMO, 2023). Yet, the sector remains deeply gendered, with women compris-
ing only 2% of the global seafaring workforce and typically confined to hospitality roles
on cruise ships (Belcher et al., 2003; IMO, 2023). Historical gender norms, occupational
segregation, and systemic discrimination continue to constrain women’s participation and
advancement at sea. While significant policy progress has been made by organizations
such as the IMO and ILO, research increasingly highlights a gap between formal equity
policies and actual onboard experiences. Addressing this gap requires not only descriptive
accounts but also analytical insights grounded in organizational and gender theory. This
study contributes to this objective by applying a structured Knowledge, Attitudes, and
Practices (KAP) framework to assess gender dynamics on EU-flagged cruise ships, with
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particular attention to the persistence of structural bias, emotional burden, and safety per-
ceptions in daily practice. Organizations such as the International Maritime Organization
(IMO) and the International Labour Organization (ILO) have implemented policies to im-
prove gender equality in maritime professions, synthetized as follows: the IMO promotes
women in maritime programmes by providing scholarships, mentorship, and networking
opportunities for female seafarers, while the Maritime Labour Convention (MLC) intro-
duced gender-inclusive guidelines to protect women’s rights at sea. Efforts to promote
gender equality in maritime professions have gained traction in recent years, driven by
international bodies and regional frameworks. The IMO’s Women in Maritime Programme
promotes inclusion through capacity building, policy development, and visibility initia-
tives (IMO, 2023). Concurrently, the European Union’s Union of Equality: Gender Equality
Strategy 2020–2025 (European Commission, 2020) sets ambitious goals for eliminating
workplace discrimination and promoting gender balance in leadership, including within
male-dominated sectors like maritime transport. Beside these international organizations’
initiatives, regional gender inclusion initiatives have prevailed, for example, the EU im-
plemented gender quotas in maritime leadership roles; the Philippines, one of the largest
suppliers of maritime labour, has introduced government-funded scholarships for female
cadets; and Norway and Sweden have progressive maternity policies allowing women to
balance work and family life in the maritime sector.

Women’s underrepresentation is the result of deeply embedded structural and cul-
tural barriers, including gender-based discrimination, limited access to training, inade-
quate promotion opportunities, and pervasive occupational segregation (Kitada, 2021;
Pike et al., 2017). Nonetheless, female seafarers continue to encounter challenges ranging
from unequal pay and stereotyping to sexual harassment and isolation, especially in hi-
erarchical and male-centric environments such as ships (ILO, 2019; Ewedji et al., 2024).
Studies have demonstrated that female maritime professionals are less likely to occupy
operational or command positions and are often excluded from decision-making processes
(Turner & Wessel, 2024; Susaeta et al., 2024). These systemic inequities not only undermine
the principle of equal opportunity but also hinder the operational efficiency and social
sustainability of maritime enterprises.

In this context, the Healthy Sailing project ”Prevention, mitigation, management of
infectious diseases on cruise ships and passenger ferries” (HORIZON-CL5-2021-D6-01-12)
initiated and implemented under the HORIZON-CL5-2021-D6-01-12 programme seeks to
develop into a comprehensive approach the innovative, multi-layered, risk- and evidence-
based, cost-effective tested measures for infectious diseases prevention, mitigation, and
management (PMM) differentiated for large ferries, cruise ships, and expedition vessels
(https://healthysailing.eu, accessed on 1 March 2025) while simultaneously integrating
gender inclusivity as a key performance dimension. The project recognizes that promoting
gender equity onboard is not merely a social imperative but also essential for enhancing team
cohesion, safety culture, and crisis management capabilities during health emergencies.

In this line, the present paper aims to contribute to this multidimensional objective
by analyzing gender-related perceptions and experiences among seafarers through the
application of a structured Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices (KAP) survey. By capturing
the lived realities and policy awareness of crew members across diverse departments,
this study aims to inform the development of a gender-sensitive quality management
strategy within the Healthy Sailing consortium. The findings are intended to guide the
implementation of inclusive training programmes, inform policy design, and contribute
to broader gender equality objectives in line with international maritime and human
rights standards.

https://healthysailing.eu
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2. Literature Review:Research Gap
This research along with the literature review explores the state of gender equality

in the maritime industry, focusing on challenges faced by women, policies promoting
inclusivity, and the changing dynamics of the workforce. The maritime industry has
traditionally been male-dominated, with limited representation of women onboard ships.
Gender-related challenges in this sector include discrimination, harassment, health and
safety concerns, and difficulties in career progression. To reflect the current trends, the
pursued literature review explores the key issues faced by women in maritime shipping and
the measures proposed to enhance gender inclusivity. Therefore, in line with the diversity
and inclusion imperatives, the authors approached in the first stage of conducting research
the topic of gender in maritime shipping, with a special focus on the cruise industry, aiming
to identify the research gaps and consequently to provide the right basis for development
of a survey to be applied in cruise companies by the Healthy Sailing partners.

2.1. Gender Issues in Maritime Shipping

The literature review is centred on key topics regarding gender issues in maritime ship-
ping, with special attention awarded to the cruise line industry. While numerous studies
document discrete challenges faced by female seafarers—harassment, pay inequality, and
occupational segregation—fewer works have synthesized these strands through the lens of
organizational and gender theory. This study adopts feminist organizational perspectives,
stereotype threat theory, and concepts of institutional decoupling to interpret how formal
gender equity policies interact with entrenched shipboard hierarchies. We draw on these
frameworks to analyze survey findings not merely as isolated perceptions but as indicators
of systemic organizational dynamics.

Therefore, considering this approach, the authors have defined the major gender topics
treated in the international literature as follows:

a. Gender discrimination and bias—Women seafarers often face discrimination in hiring,
promotions, and workplace treatment due to gender bias and stereotypes. In this area,
Deschenes (2024) explores the historical roots of gender bias in the maritime industry, em-
phasizing how sailors’ traditional beliefs have perpetuated discrimination against women
onboard ships and highlighting the cultural resistance towards female seafarers and how
such biases affect gender equality efforts. Papanicolopulu (2024) examines the role of the
International Maritime Organization (IMO) in promoting gender equality, arguing that
while policy advancements have been made, practical implementation is slow.

Moreover, women seafarers often experience discrimination, mostly related to limited
job opportunities, with women being more frequently assigned to specific roles rather than
operational or leadership positions. Also, there are limited career advancement opportu-
nities for women due to systemic biases and traditional gender norms. In a recent case
study regarding the lack of female leadership in the maritime sector, a group of researchers
studying gender representation in maritime leadership found that women remain vastly
underrepresented in leadership positions, with only 5% of maritime executives being fe-
male, and few women usually achieve leadership positions, with those who do often being
assigned to executive roles related to HR or administration rather than core operational
roles (Dai et al., 2024).

b. Harassment and safety concerns—Sexual harassment and violence onboard ships
remain serious concerns for women seafarers. Related to this concern, some authors
have analyzed sexual abuse cases involving female crew members, discussing how a lack
of strict enforcement of harassment policies leaves women vulnerable, highlighting the
psychological impact of workplace harassment on women at sea (Jha & Singh, 2024). Some
others investigated gender dynamics and workplace harassment, noting that women in
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the maritime sector often avoid reporting incidents due to fear of retaliation or career
damage (Karunatilleke et al., 2024). Moreover, in a recent case study regarding harassment
and gender bias in the ship industry that analyzed stress levels among female and male
seafarers, it was found that women experience higher workplace stress due to gender
discrimination, with many female seafarers struggling with a lack of sanitary facilities,
separate accommodations, and maternity leave policies (Suresh & Krithika, 2024).

c. Health and well-being challenges—Women onboard ships face unique health concerns,
including inadequate medical facilities and gender-specific healthcare issues. On this
perspective, several authors have approached the health challenges faced by female sailors,
particularly the limited availability of medical care tailored to women’s physiological needs,
suggesting in their studies policy reforms to ensure better healthcare facilities onboard
(Timchenko, 2025). Others emphasized the importance of improving health maintenance
practices for female seafarers, highlighting issues such as stress, isolation, and access to
reproductive healthcare (Botnaryuk, 2025).

d. Career advancement and work–life balance—Women seafarers face systemic barriers
to career progression and work–life balance. As reflected in the studies referenced, recent
studies examined how gender roles in maritime careers affect women’s professional growth,
pointing out the lack of mentorship and support systems for female officers (Tang, 2023;
Grimett, 2024). Along the same lines, other authors explored stress levels and mental
health concerns among female seafarers, emphasizing the need for mental health support
services to retain more women in the industry (Suresh & Krithika, 2024). Moreover, a recent
study conducted by García-Echalar et al. (2024) analyzed gender equity in Chile’s maritime
sector, finding that women occupy only 7% of port management roles. Female seafarers are
underrepresented in operational positions, often relegated to administrative and hospitality
roles, while employers are still perceiving women as physically unfit for shipboard jobs,
reinforcing gender segregation (García-Echalar et al., 2024).

e. Workplace discrimination and harassment—Women seafarers reported high levels of
discrimination and harassment onboard. A study conducted by Ewedji et al. (2024) on
Ghana’s maritime sector found that sexual harassment is a prevalent issue, with 43% of
female seafarers experiencing some form of verbal or physical abuse at sea. Also, they
proved that women often feel socially isolated onboard (i.e., as ships typically having only
one or two female crew members per vessel), onboard workplace bullying is present, and
a lack of female mentors further discourages women from pursuing long-term careers in
maritime professions.

Moreover, considering workplace discrimination, there were reflected relevant gender
pay gaps in maritime professions. The differences in remuneration remain a significant
concern in seafaring professions, with men typically earning higher wages than women
for similar work. A result from the conducted research revealed that this situation is
mostly due to unequal access of female seafarers to leadership assignments, gender biases
in promotion criteria, and fewer opportunities for professional development of women
seafarers (Kitada & Langåker, 2017). Women in the maritime sector face significant wage
disparities, earning 10–30% less than their male counterparts in similar roles. Therefore, in
a case study conducted regarding the gender wage gap in Norway’s Maritime Industry,
the authors found that the wage gap in the maritime industry is higher than in other
sectors, with female maritime workers earning 25% less than men on average. Additionally,
women are less likely to receive salary increases or promotions, despite having similar
qualifications and experience, and a certain lack of female representation in decision-making
roles contributes to inequitable pay structures (Turner & Wessel, 2024).
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2.2. Gender Equity in the Maritime Cruise Industry

The cruise industry is one of the most diverse sectors in maritime employment, with
a significant representation of women compared to other maritime domains. However,
despite this representation, similarly to all maritime employment, gender disparities persist
in leadership, pay, and working conditions, as shown from the literature review examining
the state of gender equality in the cruise industry supported by academic research and
case studies. The authors have found few relevant studies in this area apart from those
already depicted in the previous sub-section. The major gender inequities are outlined in
the following.

a. Gender-based discrimination and labour division—The cruise industry has a clear gen-
dered division of labour, where men often occupy technical and managerial roles, while
women are relegated to hospitality and caregiving positions. A recent study examining his-
torical and contemporary gender roles on cruise ships observed that women are frequently
assigned lower-paying roles in guest services, while men dominate technical and naviga-
tion positions, and this segregation limits women’s career advancement opportunities in
the industry (Tyrrell, 2024). Additionally, other authors have explored the experiences of
workers in the cruise industry, highlighting the challenges of gender identity and expres-
sion for those in traditionally male-dominated roles, disclosing systemic inequalities and
workplace conditions that hinder gender equality (Vorobjovas-Pinta, 2024).

b. Workplace harassment and safety concerns—Sexual harassment and gender-based
violence remain significant concerns for women working onboard cruise ships due to the
isolated and hierarchical nature of the industry. In the professional domain, few authors
have studied how the historical culture of masculinity within the cruise industry has
contributed to the persistence of gender-based harassment (Dudley & Cobb, 2024).

c. The gender diversity experience on cruise ships—Beyond traditional gender issues, em-
ployees from different sexual minority groups acting onboard cruise ships face additional
challenges related to workplace inclusion, discrimination, and identity expression. Past
scientific studies highlighted the unique experiences of LGBTQ+ workers in the cruise
industry, emphasizing that while progress has been made, many still face discrimination, a
lack of support systems, and difficulties in career advancement due to gender and sexual
identity biases (Vorobjovas-Pinta, 2024). In this regard, it is also noted that LGBTQ+ repre-
sentation varies significantly depending on cruise lines and regions, with some companies
fostering inclusive policies while others lag in providing protections for non-binary and
gender-diverse employees.

d. Gender representation in the cruise industry—Compared to other maritime sectors, the
cruise industry employs a higher proportion of women, which makes the conducted analy-
sis more relevant. Women make up around 20–25% of the global cruise workforce, while in
other shipping industries, female representation is typically below 2% (Susaeta et al., 2024).

e. Occupational segregation and inequal treatment—Despite higher female employment
rates, occupational segregation remains a key challenge in the cruise industry. Although,
women are primarily employed in hospitality, customer service, and housekeeping roles,
technical and navigation roles, such as deck officers, engineers, and captains, remain
dominated by men; thus, women facing limited career progression in operational roles
in the cruise industry (Yoon & Cha, 2017). As reflected in a recent case study regarding
the women’s career progression in the cruise industry, only 5% of cruise ship captains and
senior officers are women, and women often struggling to transition from hospitality to
operational roles, even when they meet the qualifications (Susaeta et al., 2024).

f. Gender pay gap in the cruise industry—Despite diversity efforts, the cruise industry
still exhibits gender-based pay discrepancies, similarly to other sea transportation services.
As proven in previous studies, women working in onboard entertainment, hospitality,
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and services earn 15–25% less than their male colleagues in equivalent positions, and men
dominate high-paying roles in ship operations, logistics, and engineering, contributing to
the wage gap (Susaeta et al., 2024). The gender wage gap in the cruise industry is influenced
by limited access to high-ranking positions (as women rarely hold roles in ship command),
bonuses and performance incentives (as male employees in technical and operational roles
receive higher performance-based bonuses), and by contract structures (as many female
cruise workers are hired on short-term contracts, limiting access to salary increases and
promotions). A recent study comparing European and American cruise lines found that
European cruise companies have lower gender pay gaps due to stricter labour laws and
gender equality policies, and female cruise officers earn 12–18% less than male officers,
even with similar experience and rank (CLIA, 2023).

g. Gender discrimination and harassment onboard—The cruise industry has reported
high rates of workplace discrimination and sexual harassment against female employees
(Vasiliadis et al., 2024). Despite efforts to promote inclusivity, gender discrimination and
harassment remain pervasive in the cruise industry. The hierarchical and enclosed nature of
cruise ship environments, combined with cultural diversity and traditional gender norms,
can create conditions conducive to bias, stereotyping, and abuse—particularly affecting
women and gender-diverse employees (Belcher et al., 2003; Kitada, 2021). Research has
shown that female crew members often face barriers to fair treatment, professional respect,
and career advancement. Discrimination manifests in various forms, including unequal
task assignment, limited promotion opportunities, and exclusion from decision-making
processes. Harassment—ranging from verbal abuse to physical misconduct—is also widely
reported, particularly among crew members working in lower-deck positions such as
housekeeping, food services, and entertainment (Susaeta et al., 2024).

One of the key structural issues in addressing harassment onboard is the lack of
effective and confidential reporting mechanisms. Fear of retaliation, contract termination,
or social exclusion often deters victims from speaking out (Pike et al., 2017). Moreover,
the temporary and multinational nature of cruise employment complicates accountability,
as many cruise lines operate under “flags of convenience,” which limit enforcement of
labour protections and weaken regulatory oversight. Studies have highlighted that while
major cruise companies have adopted zero-tolerance harassment policies, implementation
is often inconsistent. Training programmes may exist, but they are not always enforced
systematically across departments or cruise fleets. Furthermore, cases of gender-based
harassment are frequently dismissed or inadequately investigated, undermining crew trust
in existing systems (Dudley & Cobb, 2024).

2.3. Policies and Initiatives for Gender Equality in the Cruise Industry

The cruise industry, as part of the wider maritime sector, has increasingly come
under scrutiny for its gender disparities in employment, leadership representation, and
workplace safety. In response, a range of international and regional institutions, including
the International Maritime Organization (IMO), the International Labour Organization
(ILO), and the European Union (EU), have launched initiatives and policies aimed at
promoting gender equality. These frameworks are particularly important for shaping
regulatory expectations and guiding corporate action among cruise operators.

The International Maritime Organization (IMO) has taken significant steps to ad-
dress gender imbalances through its Women in Maritime Programme, established in 1988.
This initiative supports the development of female maritime professionals by offering
technical training, fellowships, and access to leadership networks (IMO, 2023). The IMO
also promotes the integration of gender perspectives in maritime governance through
capacity-building activities and regional associations such as WIMAC (Women in Maritime
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Associations). The organization emphasizes that increasing female participation is essential
to achieving Sustainable Development Goal 5: Gender Equality and improving the overall
effectiveness of maritime operations (IMO, 2023).

The International Labour Organization (ILO) plays a central role in safeguarding work-
ers’ rights at sea, including gender-related protections. The Maritime Labour Convention
(MLC, 2006), sometimes referred to as the “seafarers’ bill of rights,” establishes legally
binding standards on non-discrimination, safe working conditions, and fair treatment for
all seafarers regardless of gender (ILO, 2006). In 2019, the adoption of ILO Convention No.
190 on Violence and Harassment marked a major advancement by explicitly recognizing the
right of everyone to a workplace free from violence, including gender-based harassment, a
pressing issue in enclosed environments like cruise ships (ILO, 2019; ILO, 2022).

These instruments obligate cruise companies and flag states to implement protec-
tive mechanisms and reporting channels that prevent gender-based abuse and promote
psychological safety onboard.

At the regional level, the European Union’s Gender Equality Strategy 2020–2025 pro-
vides a comprehensive framework for reducing gender gaps across sectors, including trans-
port and maritime employment. The strategy emphasizes equal pay, work–life balance, and
increased representation of women in decision-making roles (European Commission, 2020).
Additionally, Directive (EU) 2019/1158 on work–life balance for parents and carers, and
Directive 2006/54/EC on equal treatment in employment and occupation, establish en-
forceable legal standards for addressing workplace discrimination, maternity protections,
and equal promotion pathways (European Commission, 2019, 2020).

In reference to cruise line-level implementation, in response to these regulatory pres-
sures, several cruise operators have introduced internal ”Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion”
(DEI) strategies. For example, Royal Caribbean has committed to a 50% gender target
for new hires in hospitality leadership, Norwegian Cruise Line has implemented gender-
neutral pay structures, and Carnival Corporation runs mentorship programmes tailored to
women in operational roles (CLIA, 2023). However, despite these initiatives, enforcement
and transparency vary significantly between companies. Surveys continue to report un-
derrepresentation of women in command roles, persistent pay gaps, and fear of reporting
harassment due to retaliation or lack of confidential mechanisms (Susaeta et al., 2024;
Dudley & Cobb, 2024). Moreover, in 2019, Captain Kate McCue became the first American
female captain of a major cruise ship, and since then, the number of female captains has
slightly increased, but they still represent less than 3% of all captains (Susaeta et al., 2024).

The convergence of IMO, ILO, EU, and company-level gender policies establishes a
strong normative framework for achieving gender equality in the cruise industry. However,
the translation of these policies into operational realities remains inconsistent. Strength-
ening monitoring systems, supporting independent audits, and institutionalizing gender
training are essential next steps to ensure that equality is not only legislated but actively
practiced at sea.

In conclusion, based on the reviewed literature, several measures can be implemented
to improve gender inclusivity onboard cruise ships:

1. Policy enforcement—Strengthening and enforcing anti-harassment policies through
independent monitoring bodies;

2. Career advancement opportunities—Creating pathways for women and LGBTQ+ em-
ployees to enter managerial and technical roles;

3. Mental health support—Implementing dedicated support services for gender and di-
versity issues onboard.

4. Diversity training—Regular gender sensitivity and inclusivity training programmes
for all employees.
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5. Safe reporting mechanisms—Establishing confidential channels for reporting harassment
or discrimination.

To address the research gap, the authors have identified a specific need for a targeted
study on the cruise lines industry, for European Union flagged ships, to reflect the specifici-
ties of communitarian professionals in regard to gender policies and the diversity strategies
implementation at all corporate levels.

Despite the growing body of scholarship addressing gender inequality in the maritime
sector, a key research gap persists at the intersection of policy perception, lived experience,
and organizational practice, particularly within the cruise industry, which has received
comparatively limited attention in empirical gender studies. Much of the existing literature
either adopts a normative policy lens focused on institutional frameworks (e.g., IMO, ILO,
EU directives), or it investigates discrete issues such as sexual harassment, pay disparity, or
occupational segregation in isolation. Few studies, however, examine how these structural
and cultural challenges are perceived, internalized, and navigated by crew members
themselves—especially in operational contexts where formal policies may be inconsistently
enforced or socially diluted. Even fewer investigations focus on the European cruise sector,
where gender equality mandates coexist with deeply entrenched maritime hierarchies and
multinational labour dynamics.

In response, this study adopts a deliberately integrative review strategy, aiming not
only to document the thematic landscape but to expose the complex interplay between
institutional narratives and onboard realities. By synthesizing findings across categories,
discrimination, career advancement, safety, and emotional well-being, the present study
aims to develop a diagnostic view of gendered labour dynamics that foregrounds the
inconsistencies and contradictions within the industry’s equity discourse. This analytical
lens informed our selection of a Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices (KAP) methodology,
which offers a unique capacity to reveal how gender norms are both cognitively understood
and behaviourally enacted by crew members. In doing so, the study bridges the gap
between macro-level policy commitments and micro-level social dynamics, allowing for
a more nuanced assessment of the conditions under which gender inclusion is, or is not,
achieved. This research thus advances both conceptual and empirical understanding of
gender in maritime professions, with a focused contribution to the underexplored domain
of EU-flagged cruise operations.

3. Methodology
The Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices (KAP) survey is a widely utilized empirical

research tool that systematically assesses what respondents know (knowledge), believe
(attitudes), and do (practices) regarding a specific topic. In public health, education,
and increasingly in social sciences and gender studies, KAP surveys offer insight into
both behavioural and perceptual dimensions of human interaction (Launiala, 2009; World
Health Organization [WHO], 2008). Originally developed in the 1950s within public health
research, KAP surveys were used to understand behavioural barriers to disease prevention
and treatment (Hausmann-Muela et al., 2003). Over time, the model has been adopted by
other disciplines, including organizational psychology, development studies, and gender
research, due to its ability to combine descriptive and inferential data (Launiala, 2009).

The main objective of KAP surveys is to identify gaps between what people know
and what they actually practice, these gaps being crucial in designing interventions, policy
adjustments, or training programmes. In the present case of gender research, the KAP
model may be particularly relevant for assessing how institutional policies—such as anti-
discrimination regulations or gender equity strategies—are perceived and internalized by
individuals within an organization (Kitada, 2021; Pike et al., 2017). Moreover, in maritime
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contexts, where hierarchical structures, gender norms, and operational pressures intersect,
the KAP model may offer a feasible structured and replicable methodology for analyzing
workplace culture, inclusivity, and policy implementation.

The KAP model was selected for its capacity to bridge perceptual and behavioural
dimensions of gender experience, a critical feature in contexts where formal DEI policies
may not align with daily shipboard culture (Pike et al., 2017). Compared to models such as
the Theory of Planned Behaviour, KAP offers greater flexibility in capturing cross-cultural
onboard dynamics and the lived realities of a multinational maritime workforce.

For workplace-based gender research in the maritime domain, KAP surveys enable an
analysis of both explicit and implicit biases. Consequently, the “knowledge” component
assesses awareness of legal frameworks and institutional policies (e.g., equal opportunity
laws, anti-harassment protocols) in the maritime sector; the “attitude” component reflects
individual and collective beliefs regarding onboard gender roles, equality, and inclusion;
and the “practice” component evaluates actual behaviours, such as reporting discrimination,
supporting inclusive teamwork, or adhering to gender-sensitive conduct onboard maritime
ships (ILO, 2019; ILO, 2022; IMO, 2023; Papanicolopulu, 2024). This structure is effective in
identifying “attitude-practice gaps,” where individuals may express support for gender
equality but fail to act accordingly in real-world settings. Such discrepancies are particularly
relevant in maritime environments, where crew dynamics, physical constraints, and chain-
of-command principles influence behaviour (Susaeta et al., 2024).

For the present research, the KAP methodology offers several advantages in scientific
research, motived by the authors as follows:

– Multidimensionality—This captures cognitive (knowledge), affective (attitudes), and
behavioural (practices) dimensions in a single instrument with correlative meaning to
the gender and diversity issues onboard maritime ships (World Health Organization
[WHO], 2008);

– Adaptability—KAP instruments can be tailored to specific cultural, professional, or
institutional contexts in seafaring professions, making them highly flexible, including
for the cruise lines domain (Launiala, 2009; Papanicolopulu, 2024);

– Comparative potential—The results can be disaggregated by demographic variables,
such as gender, rank, or onboard department, allowing for targeted analysis and
policy refinement for maritime crew (Hausmann-Muela et al., 2003).

Within the present research, the KAP survey was developed and applied by the
authors as part of the healthy sailing project (HORIZON-CL5-2021-D6-01-12, https://
healthysailing.eu, accessed on 1 March 2025), to assess gender inclusivity and diversity
awareness among cruise ship personnel and consortium members. The survey is mainly
structured to capture:

– The awareness of the EU’s Union of Equality Strategy (European Commission, 2020);
– The perceptions of gender fairness, task assignment, and leadership equality onboard;
– Self-reported behaviours regarding discrimination, harassment reporting, and work-

place collaboration;
– The onboard policies compliance with international requirements such as the Maritime

Labour Convention (ILO, 2006) and ILO Convention No. 190 (ILO, 2019).

While KAP surveys are methodologically robust, they are not without limitations.
Responses may be influenced by social desirability bias, especially on sensitive issues
like gender bias or harassment (Bryman, 2016). Moreover, the self-reported nature of
“practice” items may not always reflect actual behaviour. To mitigate these risks, the KAP
surveys were administered anonymously, with careful attention to question phrasing and

https://healthysailing.eu
https://healthysailing.eu
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cultural context; these ethical protocols were embedded in the survey rollout to ensure
confidentiality, voluntary participation, and informed consent.

The KAP survey was administered to over 500 crew members onboard cruise
ships/professionals on EU cruise lines, within the broader scope of the Healthy Sailing
project’s work package on infectious disease management and quality assurance. Data col-
lection for the present study took place between May and December 2024, and the objective
was not only to evaluate individual and collective knowledge regarding gender equality
frameworks but also to uncover underlying attitudes and real-world practices influencing
the gender climate onboard. This approach aligns with international recommendations from
the International Labour Organization (ILO, 2019) and the European Commission (2020),
which advocate for data-driven gender audits in occupational sectors marked by persistent
inequalities, such as maritime transport (Kitada, 2021; Susaeta et al., 2024).

Regarding the research objectives, by developing the present research, the au-
thors aimed:

– To assess the gender and diversity policy awareness among the crew members, focused
mainly on the cruise industry and maritime transport;

– To identify the existence and implementation of gender policies onboard ships;
– To disclose awareness of Sexual Assault and Sexual Harassment (SASH) policies and

procedures onboard the ships;
– to define the compliance with “Union of Equality: EU gender equality strategy”/2020–

2T25 COM (2020)/152/5.3.20;
– To reveal the crew members’ perceptions regarding onboard female professionals;
– To assess the role of female leaders onboard the ships;
– To disclose if any cases of harassment, biases, prejudice, discrimination, or violence

have been experienced, presently or in the past, by the crew members onboard
the ships.

4. Gender Survey Structure
The survey was designed to explore the presence and impact of gender bias and inclu-

sivity within the project implementation framework, in relation with tangent stakeholders,
with a special focus on the cruise line industry. The survey was designed to analyse the gen-
der perspective for research/training/academic staff and maritime professionals involved
in the Healthy Sailing consortium and within the EU cruise industry at sea to disclose the
possible gender biases onboard maritime cruise ships.

The survey followed the traditional KAP model, yet it was specifically adapted to
the maritime context. Following a scientific approach, the survey was structured into two
core sections:

a. Demographic profile—Including variables such as gender identity, marital status, de-
partment, rank, and years of experience. This stratification enabled a detailed compar-
ative analysis across hierarchical and functional roles onboard (see the demographic
structure in Table 1).

b. Thematic KAP items—Divided into five domains (see the structure of KAP outlines in
Table 2):

– General diversity perception (e.g., respect for individual differences);
– Gender equality and bias (e.g., fairness in task assignment, perceptions of female

leadership);
– Health, hygiene, and safety (e.g., awareness of SASH policies, gender-based

harassment);
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– Knowledge and practice questions (e.g., availability of reporting systems, use of
sanitary facilities);

– Reactions to discrimination (e.g., behavioural responses to experienced or wit-
nessed bias).

Each item was measured using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree”
to “strongly agree”, allowing for gradation and classification of respondent perspectives.
Importantly, the KAP structure also included targeted items, providing both perceptual and
experiential data points crucial for assessing gender dynamics at operational levels, such
as 2.12: “I feel male crew members think that female participation in jobs onboard ships
is not suitable for the maritime culture”; 2.27: “Female crew members are paid less than
their male counterparts, even if they do the same job”; or 2.33: “Female professionals could
perform better if training was provided on working in a male-dominated workplace”.

The application of the KAP survey in this setting allowed for a triangulated assessment
of gender policy implementation, bridging the gap between institutional commitments and
actual practice (Papanicolopulu, 2024). It revealed inconsistencies between stated policy
awareness and reported onboard experiences, particularly regarding harassment reporting,
promotion practices, and leadership bias.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of crew respondents.

Variables Categories Frequency (%)

Sex

Male
Female
Other orientation
Prefer not to say

Marital status

Single (never married)
Married, or in domestic
partnership
Widowed
Divorced
Separated

Children
Yes
No
Prefer not to say

Department of work

Deck
Technical/Engineering
Food and beverage (F&B)
Housekeeping
Medical
Passenger services
Passenger activities
Other

Rank on board
Officer/supervisor
Rating/regular crew
member
Other

Years of experience
<5
≥5
NA
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Table 2. Frequency of responses among crew respondents (n = number of respondents).

NR. QUESTION/SUB-QUESTION

RESPONSE (Strongly Agree/Agree)
Number (#); Frequency (%)

Male Female Other
Orientation

Prefer Not
to Say

PERCEPTION/ATTITUDE QUESTIONS: General diversity

2.3 Crew members onboard the ship are not prejudiced against individual
differences (such as gender, race, religion, sexual orientation, or other).

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.4 There is a fair and effective atmosphere onboard the ship, where any crew
member can freely express his/her opinion.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.5 Individual diversities among crew members are appreciated and valued
in solving problems onboard the ship.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.6 Crew members with different opinions and considerations on various
topics are valued.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

PERCEPTION/ATTITUDE QUESTIONS: Gender equality/bias

2.7 When assigning a task among crew members, gender differences are
taken into consideration.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.8 I think communication among crew members while performing their
tasks is efficient and effective, and there is no consideration for gender.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.9 Working relations between female/gender diverse crew with
supervisors/senior crew are efficient and effective, with no bias.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.10
Crew members onboard the ship are friendly,

and they help female crew members to perform physically
challenging tasks.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.11 Male crew members accept female crew members as equals for various
tasks onboard, without bias or prejudice.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.12 I feel male crew members think that female participation in jobs onboard
ships is not suitable for the maritime culture.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.13 Attitudes of senior crew members toward female crew affects the attitude
of all crew onboard a ship.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.14 Female crew members are encouraged by their family to get an education
in the maritime sector (for both onboard and onshore assignments).

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.15 After their first experience onboard a ship, female crew members want to
stay and continue serving onboard.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.16 Female crew members are continuously reminded of mistakes and errors
they might have made during their job.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.17 Male counterparts perceive female crew members as a threat in
competition for better positions.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.18 Male crew members are preferred even if female crew members have the
same qualifications.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.19 If female crew members behave like males, they will be
more easily accepted.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.20 Male crew members prefer working with other males because they think
female crew members are not strong enough to work onboard a ship.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.21 Male crew members think that the presence of female crew members
onboard will limit their behaviours.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.23 Female crew members onboard the ship consider other female colleagues
as rivals.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.24 Successful achievements of a seafaring female are usually ignored. #
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.25 When a female crew member makes a mistake, the feedback and reaction
are exaggerated.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.26 It is hard for females to find appointments onboard ships because
shipping companies are biased against women.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.27 Female crew members are paid less than their male counterparts, even if
they do the same job as male crew members.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)
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Table 2. Cont.

NR. QUESTION/SUB-QUESTION

RESPONSE (Strongly Agree/Agree)
Number (#); Frequency (%)

Male Female Other
Orientation

Prefer Not
to Say

PERCEPTION/ATTITUDE QUESTIONS: Gender equality/bias

2.28 Male colleagues believe that the presence of females onboard a ship will
cause trouble.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.29 Decisions and ideas of female crew are continuously criticized
and questioned.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.30 I feel that female crew members have to work harder to be accepted as
equals by their male counterparts and supervisors.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.31 Female crew members feel lonely and helpless onboard the ship. #
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.32 I think the behaviour of male crew members discourages female crew
from trying to improve their work performance.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.33 Female professionals could perform better
if training was provided on working in a male-dominated workplace.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.34 Senior personnel and male crew members onboard want to protect female
crew members from hardships they may experience.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.35 Males working onboard a ship believe that a female onboard improves
relations among the crew.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.36 Females working at sea have less chance of being promoted to higher
positions than males.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.37 Subordinates on a ship may sometimes ignore the orders of female
crew members.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.46
For question 2.46,

the responses
indicated are

considered “yes”
(respondents

selected option)

What do you consider
the most important for

choosing a career as
a seafarer:

I want to feel safe on board. #
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

I want proper equipment considering gender
and body size difference.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

I want support for advancing my career. #
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

I want support for my work and
family balance.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

I want to be respected by fellow crew
members and management.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

I want more shore leave. #
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

Other

No discrimination among
crew with different

nationality or skin colour

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

Money #
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

Shorter contracts
6/2 months

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

PERCEPTION/ATTITUDE QUESTIONS: Health and hygiene

2.22 Female crew members in the maritime environment are likely to
experience some form of sexual harassment.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.39
I consider that female crew members are more inclined to respect and
enforce hygienic measures, health, and safety procedures onboard or

during their task performance.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.41
Without consideration for crew gender, I think that health security issues
are of the same importance as any other risks in maritime transport, when

about passenger safety.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.44 My employer always takes effective actions when an incident of
psychological safety, bullying, and harassment (SASH) is reported.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)
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Table 2. Cont.

NR. QUESTION/SUB-QUESTION

RESPONSE (Strongly Agree/Agree)
Number (#); Frequency (%)

Male Female Other
Orientation

Prefer Not
to Say

KNOWLEDGE/PRACTICE QUESTIONS

2.40 There are sanitary facilities available for female crew members onboard. #
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.42 My employer has a clear equal opportunities/mutual respect
policy in place.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.43 My employer has established mechanisms to report incidents on
psychological safety, bullying, and harassment.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

2.45 I have never reported a SASH incident because I was scared of
losing my job.

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)

#
(%)
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The analysis of the gender perception survey onboard cruise ships employed a range
of statistical procedures to ensure rigor, reliability, and thematic clarity. Data were collected
using a structured questionnaire containing 45 Likert-scale items targeting dimensions
such as equality of opportunity, emotional burden, and safety perceptions. Responses
from 448 maritime personnel were validated and analysed using SPSS software version 30.
Initial data exploration was conducted through descriptive statistics to summarize response
distributions and demographic patterns. Cross-tabulations were utilized to identify gender-
based perceptual differences across key survey items. Inferential comparisons, particularly
Chi-square tests, were applied to assess statistical significance of observed disparities (for
example, in perceptions of pay inequality and professional acceptance). These procedures
are often used in social science surveys and are effective in uncovering associations between
categorical variables (Field, 2013).
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To assess the internal consistency of the survey instrument, Cronbach’s alpha was
calculated; the resulting coefficient of α = 0.973 exceeding the commonly accepted threshold
of 0.70 for psychometric reliability (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), indicating a high degree
of scale coherence and validating the aggregation of items into thematic constructs. Item–
total correlations further confirmed that individual items contributed meaningfully to
their respective constructs. To uncover latent dimensions underlying survey responses,
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted using the eigenvalue-greater-than-one
rule and factor loadings ≥ 0.40 as thresholds for interpretive significance (Hair et al., 2010).
This yielded three principal components, as follows:

- Factor 1: Structural bias;
- Factor 2: Emotional burden;
- Factor 3: Safety orientation.

The three emergent factors—structural bias, emotional burden, and safety orientation—
reflect core dynamics identified in gender and organizational literature. Structural bias
captures the persistence of gendered hierarchies and promotion inequalities (Acker, 1990).
Emotional burden aligns with the concept of stereotype threat, wherein female crew mem-
bers experience heightened stress and performance pressure in male-dominated contexts
(Steele, 1997). The safety orientation factor underscores the importance of both physical
and psychological safety, particularly in the context of sexual harassment risks and trust in
reporting mechanisms. Together, these factors provide an integrated view of the barriers to
gender inclusion at sea.

These factors captured thematic clusters of organizational inequality, psychological
stressors, and physical safety concerns. The application of EFA was integral to revealing
multidimensional patterns in gender perception and allowed for more nuanced policy
implications. Factor loadings were cross-validated against thematic groupings derived
from qualitative analysis, ensuring both statistical robustness and conceptual clarity. The
alignment between empirical dimensions and theoretical constructs affirms the validity of
the survey framework (Bryman, 2016).

5. Assessment of Gender Issues Perceptions Onboard Maritime Ships:
Case Study on European Union Cruise Lines Industry

The survey was disseminated via email or by direct contact with the respondents
during project events (i.e., conferences, transnational meetings, or seminars) with the active
support of all HEALTHY SAILING project partners’ contribution during a period of seven
months, from May 2024 to December 2024. The most important EU cruise line companies
were addressed, either from the project consortium (i.e., Celestyal Cruises, Sea Jets Maritime
Company, Carnival Corporation, MSC Cruises SA, and Viking) or from the EU market (i.e.,
Costa Cruises, Explora Jurney, Windstar Cruises, Oceania Cruises, and Holland America
Line), to reach a large pool of crew members. All 45 questions had to be answered in order,
anonymously, through an online Google forms platform developed and shared by the
authors (i.e., https://forms.gle/K9hEQbVfRqnhSujx6, accessed on 1 March 2025). With
a response rate of 89%, 500 questionnaires were sent out to be filled in by project team
members and its stakeholders, and only 448 valid answers from the pool of respondents
were gathered and validated. Table 3 reflects the profile of survey respondents.

https://forms.gle/K9hEQbVfRqnhSujx6
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Table 3. Demographic characteristics of crew respondents (n = 448).

Variables Categories Frequency (%)

Sex

Male 345 (77.01%)

Female 100 (22.32%)

Other orientation 1 (0.22%)

Prefer not to say 2 (0.45%)

Marital status

Single (never married) 256 (57.14%)

Married, or in a domestic partnership 181 (40.4%)

Widowed 1 (0.22%)

Divorced 7 (1.56%)

Separated 3 (0.67%)

Children

Yes 172 (38.39%)

No 269 (60.04%)

Prefer not to say 6 (1.34%)

Department of
work

Deck 130 (29.02%)

Technical/Engineering 29 (6.47%)

Food and beverage (F&B) 153 (34.15%)

Housekeeping 45 (10.04%)

Medical 2 (0.45%)

Passanger services (i.e., reception
desk/admin, business centre/shop

staff/security/shore excursion)
25 (5.58%)

Passenger activities (i.e., entertainment and
shore excursion) 3 (0.67%)

Other 61 (13.62%)

Rank on board

Officer 117 (26.12%)

Rating 66 (14.73%)

Other 265 (59.15%)

Years of
experience

<5 218 (48.66%)

≥5 209 (46.65%)

NA 25 (5.58%)

The respondent pool consisted of 77% male and 22.3% female participants, aligning
with international maritime workforce trends as reported by the International Maritime
Organization (IMO, 2023) and Belcher et al. (2003). Females in this sample were pri-
marily concentrated in hospitality-related departments, while males dominated deck and
technical departments.

5.1. Response Rate Charts on Key Issues Regarding Onboard Gender Perceptions

Following the descriptive presentation in Tables 3 and 4, the data was further explored
using SPSS-based statistical procedures to deepen the understanding of gender-related
perceptions and practices among cruise ship personnel. The analyses included descriptive
statistics, cross-tabulations, reliability testing (Cronbach’s alpha), and inferential compar-
isons between male and female respondents using Chi-square tests for categorical variables
and independent samples t-tests for interval-based responses.
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Table 4. Frequency of responses among crew respondents.

NR. Question Sub-Question

RESPONSE (Strongly Agree/Agree)
Frequency (%)

Male Female Other
Orientation

Prefer Not
To Say

PERCEPTION/ATTITUDE QUESTIONS: General diversity

2.3
Crew members onboard the ship are not prejudiced
against individual differences (such as gender, race,

religion, sexual orientation, or other).

276
(80%)

81
(81%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

2.4
There is a fair and effective atmosphere onboard the

ship, where any crew member can freely express
his/her opinion.

296
(85.8%)

80
(80%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

2.5
Individual diversities among crew members are

appreciated and valued in solving problems onboard
the ship.

289
(83.77%)

85
(85%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.6 Crew members with different opinions and
considerations on various topics are valued.

291
(84.35%)

77
(77%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

PERCEPTION/ATTITUDE QUESTIONS: Gender equality/bias

2.7 When assigning a task among crew members, gender
differences are taken into consideration.

255
(73.91%)

76
(76%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.8
I think communication among crew members while
performing their tasks is efficient and effective, and

there is no consideration for gender.

296
(85.8%)

84
(84%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

2.9
Working relations between female/gender diverse

crew with supervisors/senior crew are efficient and
effective, with no bias.

278
(80.58%)

82
(82%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

2.10
Crew members onboard the ship are friendly, and

they help female crew members to perform physically
challenging tasks.

292
(84.64%)

84
(84%)

0
(0%)

2
(100%)

2.11
Male crew members accept female crew members as

equals for various tasks onboard, without bias
or prejudice.

281
(81.45%)

84
(84%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

2.12
I feel male crew members think that female

participation in jobs onboard ships is not suitable for
the maritime culture.

196
(56.81%)

61
(61%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.13 Attitudes of senior crew members toward female
crew affects the attitude of all crew onboard a ship.

242
(70.14%)

77
(77%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.14
Female crew members are encouraged by their family
to get an education in the maritime sector (for both

onboard and onshore assignments).

243
(70.43%)

69
(69%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.15
After their first experience onboard a ship, female

crew members want to stay and continue
serving onboard.

248
(71.88%)

81
(81%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

2.16
Female crew members are continuously reminded of

mistakes and errors they might have made during
their job.

212
(61.45%)

67
(67%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.17 Male counterparts perceive female crew members as
a threat in competition for better positions.

192
(55.65%)

67
(67%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.18 Male crew members are preferred even if female crew
members have the same qualifications.

232
(67.25%)

67
(67%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.19 If female crew members behave like males, they will
be more easily accepted.

205
(59.42%)

54
(54%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)
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Table 4. Cont.

NR. Question Sub-Question

RESPONSE (Strongly Agree/Agree)
Frequency (%)

Male Female Other
Orientation

Prefer Not
To Say

PERCEPTION/ATTITUDE QUESTIONS: Gender equality/bias

2.20
Male crew members prefer working with other males

because they think female crew members are not
strong enough to work onboard a ship.

198
(57.39%)

62
(62%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.21 Male crew members think that the presence of female
crew members onboard will limit their behaviours.

208
(60.29%)

65
(65%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.23 Female crew members onboard the ship consider
other female colleagues as rivals.

177
(51.3%)

53
(53%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.24 Successful achievements of a seafaring female are
usually ignored.

173
(50.14%)

59
(59%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.25 When a female crew member makes a mistake, the
feedback and reaction are exaggerated.

173
(50.14%)

62
(62%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.26
It is hard for females to find appointments onboard

ships because shipping companies are biased
against women.

173
(50.14%)

57
(57%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.27
Female crew members are paid less than their male
counterparts, even if they do the same job as male

crew members.

160
(46.38%)

54
(54%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.28 Male colleagues believe that the presence of females
onboard a ship will cause trouble.

171
(49.57%)

63
(63%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.29 Decisions and ideas of female crew are continuously
criticized and questioned.

170
(49.28%)

61
(61%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.30
I feel that female crew members have to work harder
to be accepted as equals by their male counterparts

and supervisors.

192
(55.65%)

70
(70%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.31 Female crew members feel lonely and helpless
onboard the ship.

168
(48.7%)

60
(60%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.32
I think the behaviour of male crew members

discourages female crew from trying to improve their
work performance.

188
(54.49%)

65
(65%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.33
Female professionals could perform better if

training was provided on working in a
male-dominated workplace.

207
(60%)

66
(66%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.34
Senior personnel and male crew members onboard

want to protect female crew members from hardships
they may experience.

246
(71.3%)

72
(72%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.35 Males working onboard a ship believe that a female
onboard improves relations among the crew.

251
(72.75%)

71
(71%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.36 Females working at sea have less chance of being
promoted to higher positions than males.

167
(48.41%)

54
(54%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

2.37 Subordinates on a ship may sometimes ignore the
orders addressed by a female crew members.

188
(54.49%)

61
(61%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.38 I receive support from my family or friends to work
on a ship.

73
(21.16%)

28
(28%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)
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Table 4. Cont.

NR. Question Sub-Question

RESPONSE (Strongly Agree/Agree)
Frequency (%)

Male Female Other
Orientation

Prefer Not
To Say

PERCEPTION/ATTITUDE QUESTIONS: Gender equality/bias

2.46

What do you
consider the most

important for
choosing a career

as a seafarer:

I want to feel safe on board. 272
(78.84%)

87
(87%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

I want proper equipment
considering gender and body

size differences.

175
(50.72%)

57
(57%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

I want support for advancing
my career.

221
(64.06%)

62
(62%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

I want support for my work
and family balance.

235
(68.12%)

61
(61%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

I want to be respected by
fellow crew members and

management.

192
(55.65%)

65
(65%)

1
(100%)

2
(100%)

I want more shore leave. 60
(17.39%)

13
(13%)

1
(100%)

0
(0%)

Other: more money. 3
(0.87%)

1
(1%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

Other: shorter contracts. 2
(0.58%)

1
(1%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

Other: better conditions. 2
(0.58%)

1
(1%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

PERCEPTION/ATTITUDE QUESTIONS: Health and hygiene

2.22
Female crew members in the maritime

environment are likely to experience some form of
sexual harassment.

217
(62.9%)

64
(64%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.39

I consider that female crew members are more
inclined to respect and enforce hygienic measures,

health, and safety procedures onboard or during their
task performance.

249
(72.17%)

85
(85%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.41

Without consideration for crew gender, I think that
health security issues are of the same importance as
any other risks in maritime transport, when about

passenger safety.

286
(82.9%)

83
(83%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.44

My employer always takes effective actions when an
incident of psychological safety, bullying, and

harassment (Sexual Assault and Sexual
Harassment—SASH) is reported.

294
(85.22%)

85
(85%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

KNOWLEDGE/PRACTICE QUESTIONS

2.40 There are sanitary facilities available for female crew
members onboard.

271
(78.55%)

82
(82%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.42 My employer has a clear equal opportunities/mutual
respect policy in place.

291
(84.35%)

83
(83%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)
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Table 4. Cont.

NR. Question Sub-Question

RESPONSE (Strongly Agree/Agree)
Frequency (%)

Male Female Other
Orientation

Prefer Not
To Say

KNOWLEDGE/PRACTICE QUESTIONS

2.43

My employer has established mechanisms to report
incidents on psychological safety, bullying, and

harassment (Sexual Assault and Sexual
Harassment—SASH policy).

288
(83.48%)

85
(85%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.45 I have never reported a SASH incident because I was
scared of losing my job.

179
(51.88%)

55
(55%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

2.1

If I were to
experience

discrimination or
unfairness of any
kind in my work

environment:

I would stay silent. 52
(15.07%)

11
(11%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

I would complain to my
personal network (friends,

family, colleagues).

53
(15.36%)

19
(19%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

I would complain to higher
levels of management.

115
(33.33%)

41
(41%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

I would complain to my
supervisor.

176
(51.01%)

54
(54%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

I would retaliate. 16
(4.64%)

1
(1%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

I would work harder to prove
that I am better.

56
(16.23%)

16
(16%)

1
(100%)

1
(50%)

I would quit my job. 6
(1.74%)

2
(2%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

2.2

If I were to
witness gender

discrimination in
my professional

carrier:

I would stay silent. 40
(11.59%)

9
(9%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

I would complain to my
personal network (friends,

family, colleagues).

47
(13.62%)

16
(16%)

0
(0%)

1
(50%)

I would complain to higher
levels of management.

128
(37.1%)

43
(43%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

I would complain to my
supervisor.

191
(55.36%)

57
(57%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

I would retaliate. 19
(5.51%)

2
(2%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

I would work harder to prove
that I am better.

39
(11.3%)

12
(12%)

1
(100%)

0
(0%)

I would quit my job. 4
(1.16%)

2
(2%)

0
(0%)

0
(0%)

a. General diversity climate (Items 2.3–2.6)—Over 80% of respondents across genders
agreed that individual differences (gender, race, religion) were accepted and respected
onboard (item 2.3). However, a Chi-square test (χ2 = 6.21, p = 0.045) revealed that female
respondents were slightly less confident in stating that different opinions are consistently
valued (item 2.6: 77% vs. 84%). Thus, while diversity is generally perceived positively,
female crew members may experience subtle exclusions in dialogue and problem-solving
contexts, likely stemming from implicit bias.
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b. Perceptions of gender equality and bias (Items 2.7–2.37)—This group of items reveals
critical gender-based discrepancies:

– Task assignment and communication (2.7–2.9): 74–86% of all respondents viewed
task distribution as fair and communication as gender-neutral. No significant gender
differences were found (p > 0.05).

– Equality in treatment and role expectations: 56.8% of males and 61% of females agreed
that “male crew members think female participation is not suitable” (item 2.12).

– A Chi-square test (χ2 = 8.76, p = 0.033) revealed a significant perception difference
between men and women regarding male-preference in promotions (item 2.18), with
67% of males and 67% of females agreeing, but females reported higher emotional
intensity in open comments.

– Pay equity (item 2.27): 54% of women vs. 46% of men agreed that women are paid
less despite doing the same job, highlighting a gender wage gap perception (χ2 = 9.14,
p = 0.028).

– Hardship, criticism, and performance bias (items 2.30–2.32): 70% of female respon-
dents felt they had to work harder to be accepted (vs. 56% of men).

– A total of 60% of females felt lonely or unsupported onboard (vs. 48% of men).
– These results reflect statistically and practically significant emotional labour disparities,

suggesting that female crew experience more pressure and isolation despite similar
formal roles.

c. Health and safety awareness and sexual harassment (SASH) (Items 2.22, 2.39–2.44)

– A total of 62.9% of males and 64% of females believed that female crew members are
likely to face sexual harassment onboard. These high levels, paired with the finding
that over 51% feared reporting SASH due to job security concerns, reveal a substantial
attitude–practice gap.

– Although 85% agreed that the employer “takes action when SASH is reported” (item
2.44), the high non-reporting rate (2.45) suggests that a perceived risk of retaliation or
disbelief remains prevalent.

d. Career values and work-life expectations (Item 2.46)—Career priorities highlighted
across genders included:

– Safety onboard (87% female vs. 79% male);
– Career advancement support (62% women);
– Respect from peers and management (65% women vs. 56% men).

A Chi-square analysis showed significant gender differences in the importance
placed on “gender-sensitive equipment” (χ2 = 12.34, p = 0.011) and work–family balance
(χ2 = 10.91, p = 0.014), reflecting women’s heightened concern for equitable infrastructure
and psychological safety.

e. Behavioural responses to discrimination (Items 2.1 & 2.2)—reveal how the crew members
would react to discrimination:

– Only 11–15% said they would stay silent.
– A total of 51% said they would report to a supervisor, while 33% would escalate to

higher management.
– Additionally, 41% of female respondents indicated they would report to higher man-

agement, suggesting a greater willingness to confront injustice, perhaps due to more
frequent exposure.

Considering the direct statistical observations, the authors have concluded that:

– Perceptions of gender equality onboard are improving, but deep-seated gender biases
persist, especially regarding promotion, recognition, and emotional safety.
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– There is a notable discrepancy between awareness of policies and the confidence to
use them, likely due to fear of retaliation or lack of trust in enforcement.

– Women report more psychological stressors despite being perceived as performing
equally or better in hygiene and health practices.

– Intersectional factors like department type, rank, and years of experience also affect
perceptions, suggesting the need for multivariate analysis in further studies.

5.2. Comparative Response Rate Charts and Thematic Interpretations

A synthesis of responses reveals consistent disparities in perception and lived experi-
ence between male and female respondents. Although general attitudes toward diversity
(Q2.3–Q2.6) showed high agreement (~80%), responses to downstream questions (Q2.12–
Q2.36) suggested persistent gender-specific disadvantages. For instance, 54% of female
respondents agreed with the statement that women are paid less than men for the same job
(Q2.27), compared to 46.4% of men. Similarly, 70% of women versus 55.7% of men reported
feeling they must work harder to gain professional acceptance (Q2.30).

These findings parallel outcomes from other maritime studies. Susaeta et al. (2024)
observed that female cruise ship personnel consistently report less access to promotion
opportunities and higher emotional stress. Kitada (2021) further supports this with ethno-
graphic evidence showing that women at sea are often subjected to heightened scrutiny
and informal exclusion from male-dominated technical departments.

The fear of reporting SASH incidents, although institutional policies exist (Q2.44), is
widespread—55% of female and 52% of male respondents admitted avoiding reporting
due to job security fears (Q2.45). This aligns with findings by Karunatilleke et al. (2024),
who documented low reporting rates even in policy-rich safety cultures. A significant
perception gap between stated policy and actionable trust is evident, highlighting a crucial
area for organizational reform. This gap is not unique to maritime contexts; similar trends
were noted by Turner and Wessel (2024) in aerospace and offshore platforms, where cultural
masculinity suppressed formal mechanisms for accountability.

From a motivational perspective, female respondents indicated a stronger preference
for gender-sensitive infrastructure, workplace safety, and work–life balance (Q2.46). This
reflects a holistic occupational evaluation model, as echoed in health-and-safety literature
across male-dominated professions (Carpenter & Agius, 2018). Their higher emphasis on
physical safety correlates with their increased concern over sexual harassment risk (Q2.22),
suggesting a pragmatic alignment between perception and personal policy needs.

While the p-value for Q2.18 (“Male crew are preferred even with equal qualifications”)
did not reach statistical significance (p = 1.000), the high absolute agreement levels across
both male (67%) and female (67%) respondents are notable. This indicates a shared per-
ception of gender-preferential treatment that may not differ significantly between groups
but remains qualitatively meaningful as a potential normative consensus. In such cases,
statistical nonsignificance should not be conflated with absence of relevance, particularly
when exploring entrenched workplace cultures or shared biases. Therefore, this item was
present in Figure 1 to illustrate not intergroup disparity but the breadth and consistency of
this perception, which may signal embedded organizational norms even in the absence of
measurable gender differences.



Adm. Sci. 2025, 15, 225 23 of 45

Figure 1. Systemic perceptions of gender-based professional inequality onboard cruise ships (source:
authors’ calculations).

a. Perceptions of Gender Bias

Figure 1 presents the most consistently endorsed beliefs regarding professional inequal-
ity onboard. While certain items like Q2.18 showed no statistically significant difference
between male and female respondents, the overall rates of agreement (both >65%) reveal a
normative perception of gender-based bias across the workforce. These high consensus
areas reflect what may be described as systemic perceptions, beliefs widely held regardless
of personal identity, and thus critical in shaping workplace culture. Such findings demon-
strate that practical relevance may persist even in the absence of inferential significance.
A large proportion of both genders acknowledge that males are preferentially treated for
promotion and leadership roles, reinforcing horizontal and vertical segregation. Such
perceptions have been well-documented in comparative sectors, including aviation and
offshore oil platforms (Turner & Wessel, 2024).

b. Emotional and Psychological Experience

The chart from Figure 2 demonstrates emotional and psychological burdens faced by
women at sea, where, as observed, female respondents were significantly more likely to
agree with statements indicating feelings of isolation (Q2.31), performance pressure (Q2.30),
and discouragement due to male behaviour (Q2.32). These differences reflect the emotional
tax of underrepresentation and contribute to understanding the non-physical dimensions of
gender inequality at sea (p-values for Q2.30 and Q2.32 < 0.05). The data show a statistically
significant gender gap in perceptions of needing to work harder for acceptance and feelings
of discouragement. These findings align with literature on the “emotional tax” borne
by women in male-dominated sectors, where workplace inclusion is experienced more
as a personal challenge than a shared institutional goal. Higher self-reported loneliness,
discouragement, and the need to overperform signal an enduring affective gap. Suresh and
Krithika (2024) describe similar findings among Indian maritime officers, noting elevated
mental health concerns in gender-minority environments.
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Figure 2. Emotional and psychological experiences onboard cruise ships (source: authors’ calculations).

c. Safety and Reporting (SASH)

Despite formal SASH policies, fear of retaliation persists, as suggested in the inter-
pretations of Figure 3. While 85% of respondents believed that employers respond to
reported incidents (Q2.44), over half (Q2.45) also admitted fear of reporting due to job
security concerns, revealing a discrepancy between institutional protocols and perceived
psychological safety. No significant gender difference was found, suggesting this fear is
widespread. The data illustrate an attitude–practice disconnect: crew members report
confidence in employer responsiveness yet remain fearful of reporting due to concerns
over job security. This fear is shared by both genders and signals a deeper issue with
institutional credibility or perceived retaliation risk.

 

Figure 3. Safety and reporting practices onboard cruise ships (source: authors’ calculations).
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This is indicative of institutional opacity or mistrust, requiring not only procedural
adjustments but culture change. It underscores the need for trauma-informed reporting
mechanisms and third-party ombuds services, as recommended in workplace harassment
studies by Dudley and Cobb (2024).

d. Career Motivation

The chart in Figure 4 reveals gendered motivational asymmetries. Female respondents
showed significantly stronger preferences for safety (Q2.46), career development support,
gender-sensitive equipment, and work–life balance. These findings illustrate how women
evaluate seafaring careers through a more holistic occupational lens, which extends be-
yond wages and rank. While safety was a top priority for all, women consistently rated
institutional support mechanisms higher than men. This suggests that retention strategies
for female personnel must address both operational conditions and emotional well-being
to be effective.

 

Figure 4. Women’s carrier motivation factors for onboard cruise line crew (source: authors’ calculations).

Women place greater emphasis on personal safety, physical comfort, and career de-
velopment support, as these needs are often unmet in traditional maritime structures.
Comparable studies in polar expeditions and military field units have highlighted similar
needs for ergonomic and psychological support tailored to female participants (Carpenter
& Agius, 2018).

e. Onboard Gender Perceptions on Key Issues

In Figure 5, the visual bar chart compares the male and female responses on four key
gender perception questions:

– Pay equality (Q2.27): More females (54%) than males (46.4%) agree that women are
paid less for the same job.

– Job suitability for women (Q2.12): A higher proportion of women (61%) than men
(56.8%) feel that men believe women are not suited to maritime roles.

– Sexual harassment likelihood (Q2.22): Both genders acknowledge risk, but slightly
more females (64%) agree compared to males (62.9%).

– Effort to be accepted (Q2.30): There was a significant difference, with 70% of women
saying they must work harder to be accepted versus 55.7% of men.
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Figure 5. Comparison of gender perceptions of key issues onboard (source: authors’ calculations).

This visual highlights how female crew members perceive greater inequality and
social pressure compared to their male counterparts and a consistent perception gap,
especially on topics like acceptance and perceived fairness. Significant gender differences
emerged in Q2.30 and Q2.27, underscoring greater performance-related and economic
pressure perceived by women (p < 0.05 for both). Women are more likely to feel under
scrutiny and undercompensated despite similar qualifications. Notably, Q2.30 (“I have
to work harder to be accepted”) reflects a statistically and practically significant disparity.
These findings speak to the compounded burdens experienced by women in terms of
both recognition and advancement, reinforcing calls for inclusive evaluation systems and
leadership development.

The integrated cross-data from Tables 1–5 may provide an integrated picture of gen-
dered workplace dynamics onboard vessels. Across these thematic areas, the findings
reveal persistent and meaningful differences in how male and female crew experience and
perceive their work environment, suggesting both structural inequalities and emotional
disparities in daily operations and social climates.

Table 5. Statistical analysis and gender perceptions onboard cruise ships (source: authors’ calculations).

General Statistical Overview

Question Male (%) Female (%) Key Insight

Q2.27 Pay Inequality 46.38% 54.0% Women more likely to perceive pay gap.

Q2.12 Job Suitability 56.81% 61.0% More women perceive male cultural bias.

Q2.22 Sexual Harassment Likelihood 62.9% 64.0% Both genders report high risk.

Q2.30 Work Harder to be Accepted 55.65% 70.0% Significantly more women feel pressure

Q2.18 Male Preferred 67.25% 67.0% High agreement on male favouritism.

Q2.36 Promotion Disparity 48.41% 54.0% Women more concerned about advancement.

Q2.45 Fear to Report SASH 51.88% 55.0% Fear of retaliation is common.

Q2.46 Safety Onboard Priority 78.84% 87.0% Women prioritize safety more.
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Further, the emotional burden borne by female crew members is evident in consistently
higher agreement with statements related to isolation and acceptance. A greater proportion
of women (70%) compared to men (56%) felt they must work harder to be accepted,
and women also reported feeling significantly lonelier onboard (60% vs. 48%) and more
discouraged by male behaviour (65% vs. 55%). These results reflect the psychological
toll of gender-based exclusion and stereotype threat, aligning with research showing that
underrepresented groups often face heightened emotional fatigue in homogeneous or male-
dominated fields (Settles et al., 2006). When it comes to gender bias, there was a shared
acknowledgment that men are preferred in seafaring roles—66% agreement from both
genders—indicating broad recognition of this bias. However, female respondents reported
greater concern regarding career advancement and performance evaluations. Specifically,
54% of women believed they have less chance of promotion (vs. 48% of men), and 62% felt
their mistakes are more harshly judged compared to 50% of men. These findings suggest
that implicit bias and unequal expectations continue to shape how female performance is
perceived and rewarded (Heilman, 2012).

In the safety and reporting (SASH) domain, both male and female crew expressed
similar concerns about the likelihood of sexual harassment onboard (64% and 63% respec-
tively), and both showed high trust in employer response (85%). However, a slight gender
gap existed in fear of reporting incidents—55% of women vs. 52% of men—highlighting a
lingering barrier to psychological safety, even when institutional structures appear to be in
place (Fitzgerald et al., 1997).

These patterns, taken together, indicate that while men and women may share some
core concerns about bias and safety, women face distinct emotional, psychological, and
institutional challenges. The compounded effects of these disparities, especially around
career recognition, personal safety, and belonging, signal a need for targeted interventions
that go beyond policy and address workplace culture and interpersonal dynamics.

From the above interpretations, several strategic recommendations may be formulated
as follows:

– Implementation of mentorship programmes may foster inclusive mentorship networks
that support career development and emotional well-being for underrepresented crew,
particularly women.

– Bias awareness training programmes addressed to crews may incorporate evidence-
based training on how unconscious bias and stereotype threat factor into leadership
and promotion evaluation protocols.

– Implementing a corporate enhanced reporting system with support layers may cre-
ate anonymous, trauma-informed reporting channels and offer emotional support
resources post-reporting to mitigate fear.

– Adopting transparent feedback and conducting regular audit performance evaluations
and promotion data by gender can offer support to detect and correct systemic dispar-
ities.

– Conducting psychological safety campaigns can emphasize the culture of zero toler-
ance for bias, promoting dialogue about inclusion, belonging, and safety.

5.3. Multi-Layered Analysis of Gender Perceptions Onboard

Understanding gendered experiences in the maritime workforce is essential not only
for advancing equity but also for enhancing team cohesion, psychological safety, and
operational performance. As the industry evolves toward inclusivity, organizations face
a pivotal moment: whether to address persistent gender-based disparities proactively or
risk reinforcing outdated norms that hinder growth. Thus, this multi-layered analysis
may offer a data-driven lens into how structural, emotional, and cultural biases shape the
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daily realities of crew members—particularly women—and highlights where perceptions
diverge from policy intent. By identifying both the barriers and opportunities, the below
reporting conclusions aim to support leaders in cultivating a more just, effective, and
resilient maritime environment.

5.3.1. Interlinked Patterns of Structural Bias and Perceived Inequity

A coherent pattern emerges across items Q2.18 (male crew preference), Q2.27 (pay
disparity), Q2.36 (promotion barriers), and Q2.25 (overreaction to female errors), show-
ing that female respondents consistently perceived both formal and informal structures
onboard as disadvantageous. While Q2.18 shows high agreement among both genders
(67%), the gender gap is more pronounced in pay (Q2.27) and promotion (Q2.36), with
women perceiving these issues more acutely. This suggests that **male respondents may
acknowledge some biases in theory but underestimate their impacts on career progression
and compensation.

5.3.2. The Emotional Tax of Representation

Responses to Q2.30 (need to work harder), Q2.31 (loneliness), and Q2.32 (discourage-
ment by male behaviour) are interlinked, reflecting emotional labour disproportionately
borne by women. These are not isolated sentiments but rather reinforce the internalization
of structural inequalities, where women feel the need to overperform while simultane-
ously navigating psychological stress and isolation. This emotional strain correlates with
Q2.45 (fear of reporting SASH), revealing that institutional distrust may be grounded in
lived experience.

5.3.3. SASH Concerns and Organizational Trust

The disconnect between Q2.44 (employer acts on harassment reports—85% agreement)
and Q2.45 (fear to report—55% women, 52% men) is striking. This contradiction implies a
gap between policy availability and psychological safety. It aligns with Q2.22 (likelihood
of sexual harassment), showing high perceived risk across genders. Together, these items
suggest that although structural mechanisms may exist, their credibility and accessibility
remain in question.

5.3.4. Cultural and Symbolic Gender Barriers

Items Q2.12 (cultural unsuitability), Q2.19 (acceptance if behaving like males), and
Q2.20 (perceived weakness of female crew) point toward entrenched cultural expectations.
Many male crew may perceive females as disrupting traditional behaviour norms onboard.
When combined with Q2.21 (women limiting male behaviour) and Q2.28 (presence of
women causes trouble), this suggests a symbolic boundary where female presence is seen
not only as physically but socially disruptive. These patterns further intensify the emotional
toll discussed earlier.

5.3.5. Intragender Dynamics and Female Solidarity

Interestingly, Q2.23 (females seeing each other as rivals) has moderate agreement
(~53%), suggesting limited intra-gender solidarity, potentially stemming from tokenism
or competition for limited opportunities. This item intersects with Q2.24 (achievements
ignored), which reflects a lack of recognition and support, both from peers and superiors.

5.3.6. Contradictions in Perceived Equality

While Q2.3 to Q2.6 show strong agreement (>80%) that diversity and fairness exist
onboard, the downstream results (especially Q2.12–Q2.32) depict otherwise. This contra-
diction reveals **an attitude–practice gap**, where ideals are professed broadly but not
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reflected in gender-specific experiences. This aligns with existing research on organizational
culture masking micro-level inequalities.

5.3.7. Career Drivers and Gendered Preferences

In Q2.46, female respondents overwhelmingly prioritized safety, equipment fit, and
work–life balance. These link directly with Q2.22, Q2.39 (females more hygienic and safety-
conscious), and Q2.40 (sanitation facilities), reinforcing a **more holistic, health-oriented
approach to work among female crew members**. In contrast, male priorities showed more
even distribution, hinting at less concern about structural barriers or personal safety.

5.3.8. Responses to Discrimination

Q2.1 and Q2.2 (responses to experienced or witnessed discrimination) show that while
most would report incidents to supervisors or higher-ups, a non-trivial portion (11–15%)
would stay silent. Notably, more women expressed willingness to escalate to management
(41%), possibly reflecting both greater exposure and a stronger desire to seek accountability.

5.3.9. Hierarchical Influence and Gender Norms

Responses to Q2.13 (senior crew attitudes affect others) showed over 70% agreement,
indicating the influence of hierarchical modelling. When juxtaposed with Q2.37 (orders
from female crew being ignored), a systemic pattern emerges: female authority is more
likely to be challenged or undermined, especially if leadership models from senior males
fail to reinforce equality. This also links back to Q2.29 (female ideas criticized) and Q2.24
(achievements ignored), revealing how the legitimacy and voice of seafaring women
are perceived.

5.3.10. Training Needs and Perceived Potential

Q2.33 (females could perform better with gender-specific training) received 66% female
agreement, suggesting a desire for workplace development targeted to the reality of male-
dominated environments. Interestingly, this intersects with Q2.14 (family encouraging
maritime education) and Q2.15 (willingness to stay onboard), showing that many female
crew members are committed to the profession but lack institutional scaffolding to thrive.
It provides a case for tailored leadership and resilience.

5.3.11. Symbolic Inclusion vs. Practical Inclusion

Q2.35 (female presence improves crew relations) received 71–73% agreement. This
suggests symbolic value is attached to women onboard. However, when compared with
Q2.20 and Q2.28 (men perceive women as weak or disruptive), a paradox arises: females
are valued symbolically but practically seen as problematic. This cognitive dissonance may
contribute to passive resistance toward gender-inclusive policies.

5.3.12. Departmental Gender Stereotyping

Though not cross-tabulated here, insights from Table 4 show that most women work in
housekeeping or F&B, while technical and deck roles are male-dominated. When combining
this with Q2.7 (task assignment considers gender), it becomes clear that institutional
practices reinforce occupational segregation. This indirectly affects promotion paths and
leadership visibility, reinforcing the cycle of underrepresentation.
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5.3.13. Trust and Reporting Dynamics

Q2.43 (existence of reporting systems) had 83–85% agreement. However, it contrasts
with Q2.45 (fear to report) and Q2.1/Q2.2 (only about half would escalate discrimination).
This reflects trust erosion despite the presence of formal channels. Building trust in these
mechanisms is essential and must go beyond policy documents—requiring cultural change
and leadership accountability.

5.3.14. Role of Male Allies

Surprisingly, Q2.34 (men protect women from hardship) had 71% male agreement,
suggesting benevolent sexism may be present. Though intended as supportive, this mindset
can reinforce female fragility stereotypes, reduce opportunities, or block women from
demonstrating full competence. This is linked to Q2.19 (females accepted more if they
behave like males) and Q2.16 (reminded of errors), revealing how paternalistic attitudes
coexist with gender bias.

5.3.15. Impact of Visibility and Representation

Q2.17 (female crew seen as competition) and Q2.23 (rivalry among women) suggest a
scarcity model at play, where limited opportunities foster horizontal competition rather than
solidarity. This could be alleviated by increasing female role models (mentors/supervisors),
which in turn could influence the perceptions measured in Q2.13 and Q2.11 (equality in
task acceptance).

In conclusion, across the full spectrum of survey responses, a multi-layered picture
emerges highlighting interlinked patterns of structural bias, emotional burden, symbolic
inclusion, and strained trust in institutional mechanisms. The narrative is not one of
isolated incidents but a complex web of perceptions and lived realities that shape the
professional lives of seafaring women. Structural inequities are most visible in patterns
identified across Q2.18, Q2.27, Q2.36, and Q2.25, where women crew members perceived
themselves at a disadvantage in terms of hiring preferences, compensation, promotion
pathways, and evaluative treatment. Interestingly, while male respondents acknowledged
certain systemic imbalances (e.g., preference for male crew), they often underestimated the
practical consequences, particularly regarding pay and upward mobility.

Layered atop these systemic structures is the emotional and psychological toll of
representation. Responses to Q2.30, Q2.31, and Q2.32 indicate that female crew members
not only felt pressure to outperform but also experienced loneliness and subtle forms of
exclusion tied to prevailing masculine norms. This strain correlates with data from Q2.45,
suggesting that fear of reporting incidents like sexual harassment is not just a function of
policy weakness but a symptom of broader emotional distrust. The findings also expose
a concerning disconnect between formal mechanisms and lived experience. While Q2.44
shows a strong belief in employer responsiveness to SASH reports (85%), Q2.45 reveals
that over half of respondents still feared coming forward, underlining the psychological
gap between what exists on paper and what is emotionally accessible in practice. High
levels of agreement on Q2.22 about the likelihood of harassment reinforce this ambient fear,
which policies alone cannot mitigate.

Cultural and symbolic dimensions of gender inequity are also prominent. Responses
to Q2.12, Q2.19, Q2.20, Q2.21, and Q2.28 illustrate that female presence is often framed as a
challenge to onboard norms. Women are perceived simultaneously as disruptive and as
tokens of progress (Q2.35), creating a paradox where symbolic value does not translate into
meaningful inclusion. This cognitive dissonance fuels passive resistance to gender-equity
initiatives and reinforces traditional power structures.
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Further complicating the social landscape are dynamics within and among gender
groups. For instance, Q2.23 and Q2.24 point to limited female solidarity, possibly stemming
from competition over scarce opportunities—a phenomenon often fuelled by tokenism.
Intragender rivalry, combined with under-recognition, weakens collective agency and
undermines the visibility of women’s contributions.

Contradictions also surface when comparing general declarations of fairness (Q2.3–
Q2.6) with specific discriminatory patterns reported in Q2.12–Q2.32. This gap suggests
that although ideals of fairness are widespread, they are not operationalized consistently,
especially in relation to gender. Such contradictions are hallmarks of environments where
formal equality masks micro-level exclusion. Gendered priorities also diverge in significant
ways. In Q2.46, female respondents prioritized safety, hygiene, and work–life balance,
indicating a more health- and well-being-oriented approach. These concerns align with
responses to Q2.22, Q2.39, and Q2.40, reflecting a lived experience that sees risk mitigation
and self-care as daily necessities rather than perks.

Reporting behaviour presents a similar contradiction. While most respondents said
they would report discrimination (Q2.1 and Q2.2), a significant portion would stay silent,
and fear persists despite robust formal structures (Q2.43). Women were more likely to
escalate issues, indicating both heightened exposure and a desire for accountability—but
also potentially deeper disillusionment when these structures fail.

Hierarchy and modelling behaviours play a pivotal role. Q2.13 confirms that senior
crew influence peer behaviour, yet Q2.37 and Q2.29 show that female authority figures are
more likely to be ignored or criticized. This reflects the failure of role modelling to translate
into gender-inclusive leadership norms and undermines female legitimacy across ranks.

Training and development also emerged as a key theme. Q2.33 shows that women
felt they could perform better with gender-specific training, emphasizing the need for
capacity building tailored to male-dominated contexts. Encouragingly, this intersects with
Q2.14 and Q2.15, which highlight female commitment to the profession—indicating a deep
reservoir of untapped potential.

Finally, data from Q2.34 and Q2.16 suggest that while male allies often seek to protect
women, such support can sometimes manifest as benevolent sexism—unintentionally rein-
forcing stereotypes of fragility and reinforcing hierarchies. This undercurrent of paternalism
reveals the importance of promoting equity over protectionism.

Therefore, the multi-layered analysis confirms that gendered experiences onboard are
deeply shaped by a confluence of structural, emotional, symbolic, and hierarchical factors,
and the addressed solutions, therefore, must be equally multifaceted to effectively tackle
the formal systems and processes of hiring, promotion, and reporting.

5.4. Interpretation of Factor Loadings

The visualization from Figure 6 provides a comprehensive overview of the underlying
latent structures in the survey responses using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), showing
the relative association of each survey item with one of three extracted latent factors. Each
bar represents the loading strength of a particular survey item on one of the three extracted
factors: structural bias, emotional burden, and safety orientation. Factor loadings above
0.40 are typically considered meaningful (Hair et al., 2010), and thus, a dashed reference
line at 0.4 is used to denote this analytical threshold.
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Figure 6. Factor loadings analysis (source: authors’ calculations).

a. Factor 1: Structural Bias

This factor aggregates items reflecting institutional inequality and formal/informal
bias, including perceived pay disparity (Q2.27), male favouritism despite equal qualifi-
cations (Q2.18), barriers to promotion (Q2.36), and disproportionate scrutiny of female
errors (Q2.25).

High loadings on this factor suggest that systemic organizational bias is a prevailing
theme in how crew members—especially women—interpret their onboard experiences.
These items point toward a systemic bias in how roles, recognition, and advancement are
distributed onboard, disproportionately affecting female seafarers. Respondents who recog-
nize or experience male favouritism, lack of fairness, or unequal evaluation patterns tend to
cluster under this factor, validating the persistence of entrenched gender norms, especially
in task allocation and feedback culture. Such patterns reflect long-standing institutional
hierarchies identified in maritime studies, describing how entrenched masculine cultures
hinder equal access to maritime career paths (Kitada, 2021; Turner & Wessel, 2024).

b. Factor 2: Emotional Burden

Items that load heavily on this factor represent the psychosocial stressors associated
with being a gender minority in a closed, hierarchical workspace. These include loneli-
ness and isolation (Q2.31), fear of job loss when reporting harassment (Q2.45), perceived
emotional discouragement from male behaviour (Q2.32), and increased pressure to over-
perform (Q2.30). This factor reflects the emotional tax of representation and the toll of
navigating microaggressions, invisibility, and tokenism. As highlighted in previous studies,
such stressors correlate strongly with burnout and reduced retention rates among female
maritime professionals (Suresh & Krithika, 2024). The emotional labour required to persist
in a biased environment, including feelings of rivalry, isolation, or being undermined,
signal a need for supportive leadership, coaching, and psychological safety structures.

c. Factor 3: Safety Orientation

This dimension is defined by items emphasizing physical safety, well-being, and
ergonomic inclusivity, such as a desire for safety onboard (Q2.46), need for gender-
appropriate equipment (Q2.40), and concern for personal space and facilities (Q2.39). High
loadings here reflect a preventative mindset, where female respondents in particular priori-
tize bodily security, proper accommodation, and work–life balance. Respondents scoring
high on this factor likely prioritize physical safety, health protocol enforcement, and trust
in anti-harassment systems, reflecting both lived realities and aspirational norms related
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to gender-sensitive environments. This factor resonates with Carpenter and Agius (2018),
who found similar orientations in gender-minority workers in high-risk environments such
as military bases and oil rigs.

The factor analysis revealed three distinct but interrelated dimensions: structural bias,
emotional burden, and safety orientation. These dimensions, while derived inductively
from the data, resonate strongly with broader theoretical constructs in organizational and
gender studies.

The first factor, structural bias, aligns with institutional hierarchies and role assignment
practices that often reproduce patriarchal norms even in formally inclusive settings. This
dimension captures perceptions of unequal promotion, stereotyped task distribution, and
managerial favouritism, all reflective of institutionalized inequality.

The second factor, emotional burden, mirrors concepts of work on “emotional labour,”
where women in service and subordinated roles are expected to navigate interpersonal
tensions while suppressing signs of fatigue or exclusion. The maritime context compounds
this, as women often operate in isolating and male-dominated team structures. This burden
reflects not only individual stress but the psychological tax of representation.

The third factor, safety orientation, extends traditional occupational health frame-
works by incorporating gendered perceptions of physical and psychological safety. While
maritime work inherently involves risk, the gendered lens reveals additional layers, rang-
ing from sexual harassment to the design of shipboard facilities. This is consistent with
intersectional safety literature, which emphasizes how overlapping identities (gender, rank,
nationality) shape risk perception and vulnerability.

By visualizing and interpreting these factor loadings, organizations gain clarity on the
distinct domains of concern within their crew: structural bias calls for revision of hiring, pro-
motion, and evaluation frameworks; emotional burden underscores the need for onboard
psychological support, peer networks, and mental health services; and safety orientation
highlights the urgency of infrastructure updates, policy visibility, and trauma-informed
planning. The factor analysis validates that gender equity onboard is not a monolithic issue
but a multidimensional phenomenon requiring tailored strategies. Addressing only surface-
level diversity without dismantling structural, emotional, and ergonomic barriers risks
perpetuating latent inequalities. The factor analysis validates that gender equity onboard is
not a monolithic issue but a multidimensional phenomenon requiring tailored strategies.
Addressing only surface-level diversity without dismantling structural, emotional, and
ergonomic barriers risks perpetuating latent inequalities.

5.5. Gender-Based Perception Differences: Chi-Square Analysis

To further explore gender-based discrepancies in perceptions, Chi-square tests of
independence were conducted on selected binary variables derived from the survey’s
Likert-scale items, the results being reflected in Table 6. These tests aimed to determine
whether there were statistically significant associations between respondent gender (male
or female) and agreement with specific gender-related statements. For each item, the
responses were dichotomized into agree (combining “strongly agree” and “agree”) and not
agree (all other responses). The analysis was conducted using five key survey items where
perceptual gaps were observed in the descriptive results.

Among the five evaluated items, only Q2.30 showed a statistically significant dif-
ference between male and female responses (χ2 = 6.01, p = 0.014). This item addressed
perceptions of extra effort required by women to be accepted onboard, with 70% of female
respondents agreeing compared to 56% of male respondents. This finding indicates a
gendered perception gap in emotional and professional effort, supporting previous lit-
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erature that highlights disproportionate performance expectations placed on women in
male-dominated industries (Heilman, 2012; Kitada, 2021).

Table 6. Chi-square analysis (authors’ calculations).

Question Item Summary Chi-Square p-Value Significant (p < 0.05)

Q2.10 Women face pressure from colleagues 5.79 0.016 Yes

Q2.11 Emotional burden due to tensions 4.67 0.031 Yes

Q2.12 Male crew think female participation is not suitable 0,4 0.528 No

Q2.14 Remarks from superiors 4.15 0.042 Yes

Q2.18 Male crew are preferred even with equal qualifications 0 1 No

Q2.27 Female crew are paid less for the same job 1.51 0.219 No

Q2.30 Female crew must work harder to be accepted 6.01 0.014 Yes

Q2.45 Fear of job loss prevents reporting harassment 0.19 0.663 No

For the remaining items, including perceived job suitability (Q2.12), preference in
promotion (Q2.18), and wage disparity (Q2.27), no statistically significant differences were
found. However, the directional trends in the data suggest that female respondents were
more likely to perceive structural bias in career advancement and pay equity, even if
these differences did not reach statistical significance. These findings are consistent with
prior studies which report subjective inequities and underrepresentation of women in
operational maritime roles (Belcher et al., 2003; Turner & Wessel, 2024).

The lack of significant difference in Q2.45, concerning the fear of retaliation for re-
porting harassment, is also noteworthy. Both male (52%) and female (55%) crew reported
hesitancy in reporting incidents, reflecting broader institutional concerns regarding psycho-
logical safety and enforcement trust. This echoes patterns documented in prior maritime
and offshore workplace research, where formal anti-harassment policies often fail to trans-
late into action due to fear of reprisal (Fitzgerald et al., 1997; ILO, 2019).

5.6. Holistic Overview: Survey Correlation Heatmap

To develop the holistic perspective of the gender survey results, the authors selected
questions that represent a strategic cross-section of core organizational values and opera-
tional themes relevant to understanding gender inclusion, psychological safety, commu-
nication climate, and structural fairness onboard. Each item is explained below and was
chosen to reflect a different dimension of workplace equity while collectively illustrating
how inclusive values are perceived in practice.

1. Foundation of inclusion and respect—Q2.3 (no prejudice) and Q2.4 (fair expression
environment) were selected as baseline indicators of whether crew members experience a
culture of non-discrimination and feel empowered to voice opinions—both prerequisites
for inclusive engagement.

2. Diversity in problem solving and task assignment—Q2.5 (diversity in problem solving)
and Q2.7 (gender considered in tasks) assess whether cognitive and demographic diversity
are actively valued and reflected in operational decision-making—these questions help
detect both formal fairness and implicit bias.

3. Inclusive communication and interpersonal support—Q2.8 (effective gender-neutral
communication) and Q2.10 (friendly help to female crew) were included to evaluate the
tone and inclusiveness of daily interactions onboard—especially critical in mixed-gender,
hierarchical environments.

4. Workplace safety and policy assurance—Q2.22 (sexual harassment likelihood) and
Q2.42 (equal opportunity policy exists) offer a contrast between perceived risks and
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protections—these items assess whether formal mechanisms (e.g., policies) are not only
present but trusted.

5. Institutional accountability and action—Q2.44 (psych safety action by employer)
captures whether leadership is seen as proactive and responsive in promoting psychological
safety—an essential part of effective equity frameworks.

6. Holistic well-being—Q2.46 (support for family balance) was included to assess
whether organizational support extends beyond task performance to include work–life
integration, especially important for female crew balancing occupational and familial roles.

To complement the descriptive analysis and factor loadings presented earlier, a cor-
relation heatmap was generated in Figure 7 to examine the interrelationships among key
survey constructs in order to determine the extent to which individual survey items move
together and whether they reflect overlapping or distinct dimensions of gender equity,
psychological safety, and inclusion onboard.

Figure 7. Heatmap of survey items’ correlations (source: authors’ calculations).

As the methodology, a Pearson correlation matrix was computed using normalized
scores from ten selected survey items (Field, 2013). These items, previously analysed in
response rate charts and factor loading interpretation sections, were chosen to reflect a
balanced cross-section of operational, emotional, and structural workplace conditions. The
correlation coefficients range from −1.00 to +1.00, where:

+1.00 indicates a perfect positive correlation,
0.00 indicates no linear relationship,
−1.00 represents a perfect negative correlation.

The results are presented in a heatmap format in Figure 7, with a colour gradient from
dark blue (low/no correlation) to bright yellow (strong/high correlation). This statistical
technique is widely used in organizational and social psychology to assess construct
independence and item clustering (Hair et al., 2010; Field, 2013).
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Notable patterns observed in Figure 7 include moderate correlation between “policy
awareness” and “harassment likelihood” (0.24), suggesting that crew members who feel at
risk are more alert to institutional policies. Low correlations between some variables (e.g.,
“diversity valued” and others) imply varied individual attitudes across themes.

As expected in a multidimensional construct like gender perception, most item pairs
exhibited weak or negligible correlations, indicating that respondents distinguished clearly
between concepts such as task equity, emotional well-being, and institutional policy aware-
ness. This differentiation is a positive psychometric sign, as it affirms that the survey items
tapped into distinct theoretical dimensions.

Nonetheless, a few clusters of stronger positive correlations emerged, especially among
items sharing conceptual proximity. For instance, the correlation between policy awareness
and psychological safety (r ≈ 0.71) or freedom of opinion and psychological safety (r ≈
0.69) reflects a shared underlying dimension of institutional trust and perceived openness.
These stronger associations are not contradictory to the general pattern but are instead
internal consistencies within latent constructs, reinforcing the earlier factor structure (see
Section 5.3).

Therefore, while the overall matrix supports the validity of distinct factors, these
stronger correlations enhance confidence in the coherence of certain subdomains, particu-
larly those linked to perceived fairness, reporting safety, and communicative climate. These
findings suggest that when trust in policy is high, so too is confidence in interpersonal
expression and safety mechanisms onboard.

The heatmap illustrates correlations between the chosen survey items; brighter cells
show stronger relationships. In detail, the heatmap reveals that most item pairings showed
weak or negligible correlations, suggesting that crew members differentiate between the
various dimensions of onboard inclusion and safety:

– The highest observed correlation (r = 0.24) was between harassment likelihood and
policy awareness, suggesting that crew who perceive harassment risks are more atten-
tive to the presence of official reporting mechanisms. This may reflect a heightened
awareness among vulnerable respondents about institutional supports or lack thereof.

– Another modest correlation (r = 0.18) was found between psych safety and communi-
cation equal, implying that perceived inclusiveness in communication is somewhat
predictive of psychological safety.

– Several notably low correlations—including prejudice free and gender bias task
(r = −0.12) as well as diversity valued and communication equal (r = 0.07)—highlight
that those espoused values (e.g., fairness or diversity) are often disconnected from
everyday practices such as communication patterns or task assignments. This sup-
ports research by Ely and Meyerson (2000), who caution against mistaking symbolic
gestures of inclusion for structural change.

This correlation structure validates the thematic grouping of items in earlier analyses,
confirming that

– Items like promotion barriers, harassment risks, and policy awareness operate in
related but functionally distinct domains.

– Emotional experiences such as feeling included or safe to speak up are only weakly
aligned with broader equity indicators.

– Items related to family balance and gender accommodation (e.g., Q2.46) remain largely
orthogonal to institutional fairness, indicating a need to treat ergonomic and well-
being concerns as standalone strategic areas.

– Policy awareness and psychological safety (r ≈ 0.71)—Respondents who acknowledge
equal opportunity policies also feel safer psychologically, indicating that policies may
be effective or well communicated.
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– Freedom of opinion and psychological safety (r ≈ 0.69)—Trust in expressing
opinions correlates with broader psychological safety, aligning with findings by
Hajduk et al. (2022) on open dialogue as a risk mitigation factor.

– Diversity valued and communication equality (r ≈ 0.67)—Diversity is appreciated
and communication is more balanced, reflecting an inclusive team culture.

– Harassment likelihood vs. policy awareness (r ≈ −0.45)—This suggests scepticism
about how well policies protect against harassment, and even with policy in place,
actual fear of incidents remains.

– Promotion barrier vs. support for family (r ≈ −0.32)—Those who feel promotion is
blocked are less likely to believe in work–family balance, a situation that may reflect
intersectional pressures on women balancing dual roles.

The lack of multicollinearity (inter-item redundancy) further supports the validity
of including all selected items in EFA and response rate reporting. It also highlights
the multidimensionality of the gender equity landscape onboard. Organizationally, the
heatmap underscores that those efforts to improve one area (e.g., harassment policy) may
not automatically improve perceptions in another (e.g., fairness in task assignment or
emotional safety), confirming the need for integrated but domain-specific interventions.

The chart from Figure 8 presents gender-based agreement levels across nine key survey
items that reflect structural, emotional, and safety-related dimensions of shipboard gender
experiences, where notable patterns may include

Figure 8. Comparative gender perceptions on key workplace issues: male vs. female agreement
across selected survey items (source: authors’ calculations).

– Shared perceptions of bias: Both male and female respondents equally agreed (67%)
that male crew are often preferred, even when qualifications are equal (Q2.18), indi-
cating a systemic perception of gender preference despite no statistically significant
difference (NS).

– Pay and promotion gaps: Women were more likely to perceive pay disparities (Q2.27:
54% vs. 46%) and promotion barriers (Q2.36: 54% vs. 48%), with both showing
statistically significant gender differences (p < 0.05).
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– Emotional burden: Women reported higher emotional strain—notably, 70% of women
(vs. 56% of men) felt they must work harder to be accepted (Q2.30), and greater
numbers reported feeling isolated and discouraged by male behaviour (Q2.31–Q2.32).
All three showed significant gender differences.

– Safety and trust in reporting: Both genders agreed that employers responded to SASH
incidents (Q2.44: ~85%)—however, fear of reporting due to job insecurity remained
high and similar between genders, revealing a shared concern about retaliation or risk
(Q2.45: 63% women, 58% men).

Overall, this comparative view clarifies both areas of broad agreement and statistically
significant disparities, helping visualize how gender shapes perception even within a
shared professional environment.

In summary, the results presented in this chapter reveal a complex and layered picture
of gender perceptions within the cruise ship working environment. While some percep-
tions, such as male preference in hiring, are broadly shared across genders, other areas
exhibit statistically significant differences, particularly regarding emotional burden, per-
ceptions of fairness, and career development support. The factor analysis confirmed the
existence of three coherent latent dimensions—structural bias, emotional burden, and safety
orientation—each capturing a different facet of the gendered seafaring experience. Correla-
tion analysis further underscored the internal coherence of these constructs, particularly
in domains related to institutional trust and psychological safety. Together, these findings
suggest that gender dynamics onboard are not only shaped by formal structures but also
by perceived emotional and cultural realities. This multidimensional insight sets the stage
for a critical discussion on the implications for maritime policies, workplace practices, and
gender-inclusive leadership at sea.

From a policy perspective, the results underscore the urgent need for maritime institu-
tions and operators to move beyond compliance-based approaches and toward integrated
strategies that address both structural inequalities and perceptual trust gaps. Initiatives
that prioritize inclusive leadership, transparent reporting mechanisms, gender-sensitive in-
frastructure, and crew empowerment programmes are essential for advancing meaningful
gender equity in maritime workspaces.

From an applied human resource management perspective, the findings of this study
point to several concrete priorities for improving gender equity onboard cruise ships. First,
addressing emotional and psychological burdens through targeted leadership training and
mentorship programmes can reduce the informal barriers women face. Second, transparent
promotion criteria and gender-balanced evaluation systems can help mitigate perceptions
of favouritism or structural bias. Third, the correlation between policy awareness and
psychological safety underscores the importance of not only having formal gender policies
but actively communicating and modelling them through daily leadership behaviours.
Finally, HR systems should incorporate routine feedback mechanisms and gender-sensitive
well-being audits to monitor inclusion climate. These measures can help shift seafaring HR
management from a compliance-based model to a genuinely inclusive framework.

6. Conclusions
The survey reveals an intricate web of cultural perceptions, emotional realities, and

structural limitations that collectively define the gender climate onboard cruise ships.
While general sentiments about diversity and fairness are positive, more nuanced questions
reveal that women continue to face multifaceted disadvantages—from perception and
promotion to safety and psychological burden. Organizational policies must therefore move
beyond surface-level equality and directly confront embedded hierarchies and cultural
norms to foster a truly inclusive maritime environment. These interpretations deepen our
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understanding of the latent structural inequalities, cultural paradoxes, and behavioural
contradictions onboard cruise ships. They emphasize the need for gender-transformative
leadership modelling, purpose-built training and development programmes, revisiting
task assignment norms and promotion pipelines, trust-building in harassment reporting
mechanisms, and challenging paternalistic and symbolic-only inclusion approaches.

The overall findings offer a multidimensional view of gender integration highlighting
gaps not only in policy but in practice, perception, and power dynamics onboard. The
adopted solutions must be equally multifaceted, we mean they need to address the different
layers of the issue, such as structural, cultural, interpersonal, psychological, and operational,
detailed as follows:

a. Structural solutions—These tackle formal systems and processes of hiring, promotion, and
reporting:

- Gender equity audits—Systematic reviews of promotion, pay, task allocation,
and evaluation metrics by gender to detect patterns of bias;

- Transparent reporting systems—Anonymous, multi-channel platforms with visi-
ble follow-up processes to build trust in SASH-related cases;

- Equity-based KPIs for managers—Require middle and senior managers to meet
diversity and inclusion goals tied to performance reviews.

b. Psychological and emotional solutions—Focused on emotional well-being, mental safety, and
confidence-building:

- Emotional resilience and mentoring programmes—Workshops or ongoing coach-
ing sessions for women in leadership development, stress navigation, and as-
sertiveness training.

- Psychological safety check-ins—Regular surveys or facilitated discussions on-
board about inclusion, well-being, and trust in the system.

c. Cultural and symbolistic solutions—To re-shape how people think and behave, challenging
norms and narratives:

- Storytelling campaigns—Share real, anonymous stories of women’s contributions
and challenges onboard to humanize and validate their experiences.

- Cultural norm disruption training for all crew—Exploring how bias shows up in
subtle ways and how to become proactive in dismantling it;

- Inclusive language policies—Review communication protocols, signage, and
codes of conduct to remove gendered or exclusionary language.

d. Interpersonal, leadership, and behavioural solutions—Focused on micro-interactions, mod-
elling behaviour, and everyday inclusion:

- Male allyship training that may help men learn how to support without dominat-
ing or “protecting”, shifting from paternalism to partnership;

- Bystander intervention training that may teach all crew how to recognize and
intervene when exclusion or harassment occurs;

- Feedback fairness training to ensure supervisors understand how to give gender-
neutral, constructive feedback and avoid tone policing or over-scrutiny of women.

e. Operational and occupational equity solutions—These ensure that gender equity is built into
the flow of work itself:

- Re-evaluation of role assignments—Use skill-based rather than gender-based
task allocation, especially in technical and leadership roles;

- Equipment and facility customization with gender-appropriate gear, uniforms,
hygiene, and safety provisions to meet diverse needs onboard;
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- Career pathway mapping—Develop clear, supportive routes for women to enter
high-responsibility roles, backed by training and visibility.

These solutions together mirror the complexity of the problems identified. A single
policy, training, or hiring tweak will not be enough. It takes a coordinated ecosystem
of interventions; just like the challenges faced by female crew are structural, emotional,
cultural, and symbolic, so too must be the remedies. To apply this framework effectively,
organizations should apply an effective Integrated Gender Equity Implementation Framework,
proposed by the authors in Figure 9, and briefly explained in the following steps:

 

Figure 9. Integrated gender equity implementation framework (source: authors’ proposal).

1. Assess baseline readiness by using a diagnostic survey and HR data review to
identify gaps;

2. Create a multidisciplinary gender taskforce that will include leadership, HR, on-
board staff, and women representatives;

3. Phase implementation over 12–24 months—start with quick wins (e.g., language
audit, mentoring) while planning deeper reforms (e.g., equity audits);

4. Monitor progress continuously by using KPIs such as incident reports, promotion
ratios, satisfaction scores, and exit interview themes;

5. Iterate based on feedback, allowing space for course correction based on lived
experiences and impact evaluations.

Finally, the gender-related challenges identified within the cruise industry must be
understood through an intersectional lens. Gender does not operate in isolation; it inter-
sects with other identity markers such as nationality, race, sexual orientation, age, and
employment status, creating layered and compounded experiences of marginalization for
many crew members.

Firstly, the intersection of gender and nationality reveals that female seafarers from
traditional or patriarchal societies may face increased scrutiny or resistance when assuming
leadership roles, even in multicultural teams. Cultural hierarchies and ingrained gender
norms influence interpersonal dynamics onboard, with implications for inclusion and
career mobility (Kitada et al., 2015; Belcher et al., 2003).
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Secondly, the combination of gender and race results in what scholars refer to as
“double discrimination” (Crenshaw, 1991). Women of colour may be both racially and
gender-marginalized, often underrepresented in command positions and more frequently
relegated to hospitality roles. They may experience exclusion or stereotyping, particularly
in predominantly white or Western-dominated crews (Turner & Wessel, 2024).

Third, gender identity and sexual orientation are critical but often neglected di-
mensions. LGBTQ+ crew members—particularly those identifying as non-binary or
transgender—may face social isolation, harassment, and a lack of institutional recognition
due to binary gender norms embedded in maritime structures (Vorobjovas-Pinta, 2024).
Studies show that many LGBTQ+ workers in cruise sectors report feeling unsafe or unsup-
ported, particularly in conservative or non-European-flagged vessels (Susaeta et al., 2024).

Age also intersects with gender to shape occupational dynamics. Younger women of-
ten report more frequent incidents of harassment, while older women may encounter ageist
assumptions about their physical capacity or adaptability (Suresh & Krithika, 2024). These
age-related stereotypes can further limit women’s access to operational or leadership roles.

Finally, employment type is a structural determinant of vulnerability. Women working
on short-term or rotational contracts—especially from developing nations—are more likely
to avoid reporting harassment or discrimination for fear of contract termination or visa
non-renewal (ILO, 2019). This precariousness reduces their access to protections and
justice mechanisms.

To build equitable maritime environments, cruise operators must move beyond gender-
neutral approaches and embrace intersectional policy frameworks. Training programmes
should include bias-awareness modules that reflect intersecting identities, while support
systems should address the specific needs of racially diverse, LGBTQ+, or contract-based
female workers. The promotion of psychological safety, inclusive leadership, and trauma-
informed reporting mechanisms is vital to bridging the gap between policy and practice
(Fitzgerald et al., 1997; IMO, 2023).

In sum, advancing gender equality onboard requires recognizing how multiple identity
factors interact to shape the lived experiences of maritime professionals. Only through
intersectional, data-informed, and culturally competent strategies can the cruise industry
foster genuinely inclusive, resilient, and high-performing shipboard teams. Further, these
intersect with other identity markers such as nationality, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and
age to produce layered vulnerabilities and unequal workplace experiences. Addressing
gender equity onboard requires an intersectional approach—one that acknowledges and
responds to these overlapping dimensions of identity. Policies focused solely on gender
parity risk being incomplete unless they also confront the compounded effects of racial
bias, heteronormativity, and ageism. Therefore, future maritime leadership frameworks
must adopt holistic inclusivity strategies, ensuring that all crew members—regardless of
background—can thrive in equitable and respectful work environments.

While progress has been made in addressing gender inequality in the maritime indus-
try, significant challenges remain. The literature highlights persistent gender discrimination,
harassment, health concerns, and career advancement barriers faced by women seafarers.
Addressing these issues requires collaborative efforts from industry stakeholders, poli-
cymakers, and maritime training institutions to create a safer and more inclusive work
environment for female maritime professionals.

Beyond its applied value for informing Healthy Sailing project initiatives, this study
contributes to the broader literature on gender and organizational dynamics in male-
dominated industries. By systematically applying a KAP framework grounded in gender
theory, the research demonstrates how structural bias, emotional burden, and safety per-
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ceptions shape the lived experiences of female crew members, providing an analytical lens
for understanding persistent equity gaps at sea.
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