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Abstract The research questions addressed gender differ-
ences in the subjective appraisal of teens experiencing
sexual harassment, and the psychosocial maturation of
male and female teens appraising such events as threaten-
ing to their well-being. Using survey methodology, U.S.
undergraduate women (n=316; 85% White Caucasian) and
men (n=270; 85% White Caucasian) reported on their
earliest formal work experiences (participants’ average age
was M=19.03, SD=1.87). Results indicated that women,
more than men, were more upset by, and were more likely
to label an event as, sexual harassment. Results further
demonstrated that men, particularly men who appraised
harassment as bothersome and relied on behavioral
coping, reported detriment to maturity outcomes of
autonomy and social responsibility. Implications for a
“wimpy male” hypothesis are discussed.
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Introduction

The dual purpose of this study was first, to examine gender
differences in the labeling and subjective appraisal of teens
experiencing sexual harassment; and second, to investigate

the differential consequences for female and male teens
distressed by harassing behavior at work. Evidence from
the United States (U.S.) establishes the widespread preva-
lence of sexual harassment targeting more frequently,
though not exclusively, women (Wasti and Cortina 2002).
Cross-cultural research suggests that organizations world-
wide face the costs and productivity declines that result
from high incidence of such harassment (Cortina and Wasti
2005). A theory, known as the “wimpy male” hypothesis
(and its counterpart, referred to as the “weak female”
hypothesis), was tested with the use of survey methodology
in the current study to predict detriments in the psychoso-
cial maturation experienced by adolescent men appraising
sexual harassment as threatening and relying upon behav-
ioral coping, and by adolescent women making a similar
appraisal of harassment and relying upon cognitive coping
strategies (Stockdale 1998; Stockdale et al. 1999).

Adolescent Workforce Participation

In 1940, the U.S. government estimated that only 3% of
16-year-olds had formal employment while attending
school (Steinberg and Cauffman 1995). More recent
statistics indicate a dramatically different trend among
today’s youth in that employment often begins in middle
school and increases with age (Entwisle et al. 2000).
Among today’s high school students, over 75% of 12th
graders work in paid jobs while school is in session (Staff et
al. 2009; Staff and Schulenberg 2010). The workplace has
come to be an influential context for shaping the develop-
ment of teenage women and men (Frone 1999). One
unfortunate result of this trend is adolescents’ risk of
exposure to the stressors too often found in work settings,
including sexual harassment. Indeed research indicates that
work experiences influence personality development during
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this formative time of life (Roberts et al. 2003). Moreover,
the clinical psychology literature depicts employment as a
central adult role, and suggests that sexual harassment
carries the potential for triggering questions about identity
and life purpose (Frone 1999; Koss 1990). Adolescent
victims of harassment would be vulnerable to sexual
harassment as a threat to their views of both personal
competency and work as a safe environment (Taylor 1983).
Unless explicitly stated to the contrary, all articles reviewed
herein draw data from U.S. samples.

The adolescent development literature has established a
considerable knowledge base about workforce participation
among U.S. teenagers. Steinberg et al. (1982) found that
aspects of the workplace, such as excessive hours and
repetitive tasks, interfere with adolescent development. Yet,
despite this body of scholarship on work stressors, that
literature has virtually overlooked the ripe conditions for
the sexualized exploitation of adolescents in their early
work experience. One exception to this paucity of attention
was a study by Fineran (2002), which offered some
descriptive information about patterns among adolescent
encounters with sexual harassment. Surveying U.S. high-
school-age boys and girls who worked part-time, she
reported that 63% of the girls had experienced some form
of sexual harassment at work, and 37% of the boys reported
the same.

Sexual Harassment

Because few studies have reported on sexual harassment
directed at teens in the workplace, we turned to another
well-developed body of literature to inform our model; that
is, the literature on sexual harassment among adults. Till
(1980) mapped the conceptual domain of sexual harassment
at a time when scholars had not settled on one accepted
definition of sexual harassment and measurement of the
behavior was fairly haphazard. Drawing from descriptions
of a sample of U.S. college women, Till conceptualized the
psychological experience of sexual harassment by estab-
lishing a set of five distinct categories: Gender harassment,
seductive behavior, sexual bribery, sexual coercion, and
sexual assault. These categories were arranged in a
hierarchical fashion, ranging from least to most egregious.
Till’s system stands apart among the early work by its
influence on scholars’ thinking about sexual harassment
and, in particular, the work of Fitzgerald and colleagues in
operationalizing the sexual harassment construct with the
Sexual Experiences Questionnaire, or SEQ. One of the
more recent SEQ versions (Fitzgerald et al. 1999), evolving
from past empirical refinements, defines sexual harassment
as a multidimensional construct and is comprised of sample
behaviors representing each of the following components:
sexist hostility (discriminatory behaviors of a non-sexual

behavior); sexual hostility (offensive behaviors that are of a
more explicit sexual nature); unwanted sexual attention
(sexually-oriented verbal and nonverbal behaviors that are
offensive and unwelcome); and sexual coercion (pressure to
gain sexual cooperation in exchange for employment
benefits or to avoid punishments).

Labeling of Sexual Harassment

A single item located at the end of the SEQ instrument,
designed to address a cognitive judgment about the
meaning of one’s exposure to sexually-oriented work
behavior, directly asks the respondent whether he or she
has been “sexually harassed” (Stark et al. 2002). The
literature uses the term labeling to refer to this process of
naming an event as “sexual harassment” (Munson et al.
2001). Use of this separate item reflects scholars’ acknowl-
edgement that an individual may be the target of sexual
harassment without necessarily labeling it as such.

The cognitive process of labeling is similar to that found
in the sexual assault literature, wherein the majority of
individuals experiencing assault fitting the legal definition
of rape do not label their experience as “rape” (Koss et al.
1996; Littleton et al. 2006). A major theme from the rape
literature suggests that rape is far more likely to go
unacknowledged by the victim if the experience fails to
match up with one’s “rape script,” or a person’s expectations
of the typical rape scenario (Peterson andMuehlenhard 2004).
For instance, sexual assault perpetrated by an acquaintance
does not match up to the typical rape script which, for many
people, typically views only violent strangers as capable of
perpetrating rape (Peterson and Muehlenhard 2004). Men in
the U.S., for whom a rape script does not extend so far
as to include expectations that they may one day personally
experience sexual assault, demonstrate very low reporting
rates in the aftermath of rape due, in part, to a low
likelihood of labeling their experience as rape (Weiss
2010). We applied the same rationale to predict gender
differences in the labeling of sexual harassment. That is,
sexual harassment is less inclined to be acknowledged, or
labeled as such, if it deviates from one’s expectations of a
typical sexual harassment script. Men in general, relative to
women, may reasonably expect a lower probability of being
targeted for sexual harassment (Berdahl et al. 1996). For
example, men may typically expect to be insulated from
lewd and derogatory remarks and behaviors directed at
them in professional settings. As a result, the sexual
harassment script, the pre-established notion of the goals,
behaviors, and outcomes likely to happen in this particular
kind of social setting, for a typical man is ill-defined and
lacking in detail. Therefore a man, possessing a less well-
defined harassment script arising from low expectations of
personal victimization, is predicted to label a qualifying
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experience as harassment at a rate much lower than that
of a woman under similar circumstances (McMullin and
White 2006; Munson et al. 2001). A male victim of
sexual harassment is more inclined to apply an alternative
label to qualifying behavior, such as harmless banter.
Indeed, prior research using the SEQ has routinely found
that U.S. adult men label their experience as sexual
harassment less often than do adult women, findings we
seek to replicate among a U.S. teen sample (Street et al.
2007). Review of the aforementioned literatures sug-
gested the following hypothesis regarding labeling of
sexual harassment:

Hypothesis 1: Teen women, compared to teen men,
will demonstrate a higher rate of labeling their
experience as sexual harassment.

Appraisal of Sexually Harassing Events

Another important and distinct aspect of this study
investigated the subjective appraisal of teens targeted by
sexual harassment. Our analysis of this appraisal segment
relies upon a general theoretical framework for work stress
(Lazarus and Folkman 1984). Sexually harassing behavior
is regarded here as a specific type of work stressor (Vaile
Wright and Fitzgerald 2007). Organizational stress models
assert that stressors give rise to the cognitive appraisal
process. Appraisal is “the process of categorizing an
encounter and its various facets, with respect to its
significance for well-being” (Lazarus and Folkman 1984,
p. 31). Appraisal is regarded by classic stress theorists as an
evaluative process by which one determines the signifi-
cance of a social event to one’s health (Vaile Wright and
Fitzgerald 2007). According to Lazarus and Folkman
(1984), the appraisal process can be more precisely
described as comprising the primary appraisal, or the
largely unconscious process of perceiving an event as
threatening; followed by a secondary appraisal, or the more
conscious cognitive determination of how to respond to, or
cope with, the perceived stressor.

Aside from labeling, the first objective of the current
study was to examine proposed gender differences in
subjective appraisal. Fitzgerald et al. (1997) proposed a
model of harm in which appraisal of sexual harassment was
considered to be a function of multiple factors arising from
the situation itself (e.g., frequency, duration, and intensity
of the harassing situation), from the context (e.g., organi-
zational climate, management norms, policies/procedures),
and from the individual (e.g. victimization history, and
degree of perceived control). The broad range of character-
istics that make an individual more susceptible to sexual
harassment comprises a construct frequently referred to as
personal vulnerability (Bergman and Henning 2008;

Fitzgerald et al. 1994). We contend that women are
generally more vulnerable targets for the upsetting effects
of sexual harassment, as a result of a combination of
several of these risk factors. Research focusing upon
factors arising from the situation has indeed established
that women are frequently targeted for harassing behavior
(Bergman and Henning 2008; Bergman et al. 2002), and
experience intense forms of harassment over a substantial
duration of time (Vaile Wright and Fitzgerald 2007). Past
research examining contextual determinants has reported
that women often perceive one’s organization as tolerant
of sexual harassment and unlikely to take complaints
seriously (Bergman and Henning 2008; Bergman et al.
2002; Hulin et al. 1996). Moreover, investigations directed
at individual-level predictors have found that women
frequently have a history of prior harassment victimization
(Vaile Wright and Fitzgerald 2007) and report feeling unable
to exert control over the situation (Berdahl 2007; Berdahl et
al. 1996). In combination, these risk factors heighten
women’s personal vulnerability to sexual harassment and
its ill effects. Investigations among U.S. samples support this
idea. For instance, Fineran (2002) offered evidence that
female adolescents were more upset than their male counter-
parts by unwanted sexual attention at work, suggesting a
gender difference in the appraisal of sexual harassment. We
therefore developed the next hypothesis as follows:

Hypothesis 2: Teen women, compared to teen men,
will demonstrate a higher rate of appraising sexually
harassing behaviors at work as bothersome.

Psychosocial Maturity as an Outcome of Sexual
Harassment Appraisal

This study’s second objective was to examine the develop-
mental outcomes for adolescents experiencing bothersome
sexual work behaviors. We contend that, in gauging the
impact of sexual harassment on development, the key
determinant is not labeling or degree of incidence, but
rather the individual’s subjective appraisal of the behavior
(Koss 1990). To meet the goal of relating subjective
appraisal of harassment to developmental outcomes, the
adolescent development literature was utilized to identify
consequences specific to the adolescent population. Psy-
chosocial maturity was adopted for use in the current model
as a developmental outcome potentially susceptible to the
stressful reactions arising from upsetting appraisal of sexual
harassment.

Greenberger and colleagues (Greenberger 1984; Greenberger
et al. 1975; Greenberger and Sorensen 1974) introduced the
psychosocial maturity concept as a set of dispositions reflecting
U.S. adolescents’ capacity to meet society’s demands. The
theory of psychosocial maturity begins by compiling and
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organizing a set of ideal personal and social outcomes drawn
from multiple disciplines, including biology, sociology, and
psychology. Each of these disciplines, in addressing the aging
and development of organisms (including people), identifies
common threads of traits believed to contribute to the basic
survival of the organism (Greenberger and Sorensen 1974). The
theory of psychosocial maturity integrates these threads, drawn
from multidisciplinary sources, to identify the fundamental
maturation goals of human development (i.e., traits indicative of
the optimal growth of the individual in his or her own right), as
well as the goals of socialization (i.e., traits required of the
individual to make a society function smoothly) as those
attributes most necessary for individual and species survival.
The model goes on to propose that psychosocial maturity is
reflected in three basic capacities, which correspond to the
general demands universally placed upon individuals by all
societies: individual adequacy (the capacity to function
effectively on one’s own), interpersonal adequacy (the
capacity to interact effectively with others), and social
adequacy (the capacity to contribute to group-level social
cohesion; Greenberger et al. 1975; Greenberger and Sorensen
1974). Adolescence is the optimal period in the course of
human development when the individual attains the physical,
emotional, and cognitive abilities to begin meeting these
societal demands (Dresner and Grolnick 1996).

Empirical testing via factor analytic procedures subse-
quently led psychologists to modify the model and
conclude that adolescent psychosocial maturity can best
be described by two higher-order and coherent categories of
functioning corresponding to the two broad goals of
intrapersonal functioning vs. interpersonal functioning.
These two higher-order maturity skills were addressed in
this study: autonomy and social responsibility (Greenberger
et al. 1975; Lamborn and Groh 2009). Autonomy is the
individual’s capacity to function on one’s own, displaying
the specific characteristics of self-reliance, a positive work
orientation, and a clear sense of personal identity. Social
responsibility is the individual’s capacity to contribute to a
cohesive society, displaying the specific characteristics of
social commitment, tolerance of others’ differences, and
openness to social and political change. Studies of construct
validity and factor structure have established autonomy and
social responsibility as two distinct and internally coherent
dimensions of maturity (Greenberger 1984).

Coping and Gender as Moderators of the Appraisal-Autonomy
and the Appraisal-Social Responsibility Relationships

Summarizing the full model thus far, we anticipated that the
subjective appraisal of a sexually harassing behavior as
bothersome will significantly predict the psychosocial
maturity outcomes of autonomy and social responsibility.
Theoretical frameworks from the organizational stress

literature, however, suggest that there is substantial vari-
ability in people’s reactions to work stressors based upon
(a) an individual’s chosen coping strategy, and (b) an
individual’s gender.

First, a person’s choice of coping may play a role in
determining whether distressing sexual harassment will
result in deleterious outcomes (Magley 2002). Coping is
the “cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage specific
external and/or internal demands that are appraised as
taxing or exceeding the resources of the person” (Lazarus
and Folkman 1984, p. 141). Traditionally, sexual harass-
ment coping was classified along a unidimensional scale,
differentiated only by degree of assertiveness (Malamut and
Offermann 2001). Drawing from the classic Lazarus and
Folkman (1984) typology of problem-focused vs. emotion-
focused coping strategies, Fitzgerald and her colleagues
(Fitzgerald et al. 1995) proposed that coping with sexual
harassment falls along the parallel dimensions of external
strategies (designed to manage the situation) vs. internal
strategies (designed to manage one’s own thoughts and
emotions associated with the situation). Multidimensional
conceptualizations of sexual harassment coping have
evolved as the preferred approach (Knapp et al. 1997;
Magley 2002). One notably well-articulated and
empirically-supported classification system was offered by
Magley (2002). Data supporting this classification system
were drawn from a variety of samples, including U.S. and
Italian employed women, U.S. students, and members of
the U.S. armed forces. This framework positions coping
along two dimensions, method of coping (behavior vs.
cognition) and focus of coping (approach/engagement vs.
avoidance/disengagement), and is arranged as a 2×2
typology of responses. Thus, four classes of coping serve
as potential moderators in the relation between appraisal
and autonomy, and between appraisal and social responsi-
bility: behavioral engagement, behavioral disengagement,
cognitive engagement, and cognitive disengagement
(Magley 2002). The first class of coping, behavioral
engagement, involves behaviors aimed at approaching the
perpetrator or the situation to end the harassment, and
includes specific tactics such as assertion and seeking
organizational relief. A second class, behavioral disen-
gagement, involves behaviorally-based attempts to seek
relief by avoiding the situation, and includes specific
tactics such as avoidance and seeking social support.
Cognitive engagement involves a thought process aimed at
accepting the reality of the situation. Cognitive engage-
ment includes strategies such as relabeling an incident as
something other than harassment, appeasement, and self-
blame. Cognitive disengagement involves thought pro-
cesses aimed at avoiding the harassment and accepting it
as difficult to change. Cognitive disengagement includes
tactics such as detachment, denial, and endurance.
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Second, in addition to coping behavior, the anticipated
appraisal-autonomy and appraisal-social responsibility rela-
tionships may be further refined by gender. Stockdale and
colleagues (Stockdale 1998; Stockdale et al. 1999) promot-
ed a theory of gender-specific normative expectations
which are enforced within the work setting: norms that
emphasize hyper-masculinity in men and hyper-femininity
in women. Stockdale (1998) formulated what she referred
to as a “wimpy male” hypothesis to explain her findings
among U.S. employees that men suffered more negative
consequences from sexual harassment when they relied
upon more confrontational coping behaviors, rather than
ignoring the abuse. The man actively resisting sexual
harassment, according to the “wimpy male” hypothesis, is
violating hyper-masculine workplace norms and, as a result,
will be prone to a range of health and work consequences
stemming from the social disapproval often directed at
deviants (Stockdale et al. 1999). Adolescent men and
women, as newcomers, are often the targets of socialization
processes in the work setting and particularly prone to
enforcement efforts for what is regarded as appropriate
behavior (Kroger 2000). Drawing from the same theoretical
explanation as that of Stockdale, we anticipated that
adolescent men using visible, or behaviorally-based, coping
will be regarded as openly and publicly resisting the hyper-
masculine norm expectations that they should simply
“tough it out” in the face of harassment, and consequently
will experience significantly worse autonomy and social
responsibility maturity outcomes.

We extended Stockdale’s (1998) rationale to formulate
and test a “weak female” hypothesis counterpart. Some past
research reports stronger associations between sexual
harassment and depression, anxiety, and other psycholog-
ical disorders among women, relative to men (Harned and
Fitzgerald 2002; Murdoch et al. 2006). Moreover, women
tend to rely upon relatively non-assertive tactics in trying to
cope with sexual harassment (Fitzgerald et al. 1995). We
anticipated that young women using non-visible, or
cognitively-based, coping – in other words, rigidly con-
forming to hyper-feminine norm expectations – will be
particularly at risk for developing perceptions of oneself as
weak, powerless, and victimized and will consequently
experience significantly worse autonomy and social re-
sponsibility outcomes than other groups relying on these
tactics (Frydenberg 2008).

In summary, this line of reasoning suggests that both
coping strategy and target gender are moderators in each of
the appraisal-autonomy and appraisal-social responsibility
relationships. To test the following hypotheses, a series of
hierarchical regression analyses will be performed in which
the effects common to all hypothesis tests will be accounted
for in the initial steps of the analyses (i.e., all main effects
and interactions associated with appraisal and gender),

thereafter incrementally accounting for those effects
unique to each of the following hypotheses (i.e., all
main effects and interactions associated with the given
coping behavior associated with each hypothesis, respec-
tively). The data will then be examined for the presence
of a significant three-way interaction among appraisal,
gender, and coping strategy in the final step of the
regression analyses, which would serve as evidence
supporting the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3: High appraisal will be associated with
lower autonomy and lower social responsibility. Fur-
thermore, it is hypothesized that this relationship will
be amplified for specific groups, as follows:

Hypothesis 3a: The wimpy male hypothesis predicts
that the appraisal-autonomy and the appraisal-social
responsibility relationships will be more strongly
negative among men high in behavioral engagement
coping strategy, relative to the following groups:
men low in behavioral engagement, women high in
behavioral engagement, women low in behavioral
engagement.
Hypothesis 3b: The wimpy male hypothesis predicts
that the appraisal-autonomy and appraisal-social re-
sponsibility relationships will be more strongly nega-
tive among men high in behavioral disengagement
coping strategy, relative to the following groups: men
low in behavioral disengagement, women high in
behavioral disengagement, women low in behavioral
disengagement.
Hypothesis 3c: The weak female hypothesis predicts that
the appraisal-autonomy and appraisal-social responsibil-
ity relationships will be more strongly negative among
women high in cognitive engagement coping strategy,
relative to the following groups: women low in cognitive
engagement, men high in cognitive engagement, men
low in cognitive engagement.
Hypothesis 3d: The weak female hypothesis predicts that
the appraisal-autonomy and appraisal-social responsibil-
ity relationships will be more strongly negative among
women high in cognitive disengagement coping strategy,
relative to the following groups: women low in cognitive
disengagement, men high in cognitive disengagement,
men low in cognitive disengagement.

Method

Participants

A total of 586 introductory psychology students at a
Midwestern U.S. university served as participants for this
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study: 316 women and 270 men (representing a 43%
response rate among those students offered the opportunity
to participate). Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 24. The
average age of women was M=18.77 (SD=1.06) years,
which was significantly less than the average age of men,
M=19.15 (SD=1.35), t=3.71, p<.05. The average age of
women when they obtained their first job was M=15.57
(SD=1.04) years of age, which was significantly greater
than the average age of men at time of first job, M=15.27
(SD=1.40), t=−2.99, p>.05. The majority of the sample
comprised White/Caucasians (85% for both women and
men), with a minority identifying as African American/
Black (6% for men, 9% for women) and Hispanic (3% for
men, 2% for women). The sample was composed of 73%
freshmen (both women and men), and others were
sophomores and upper-level students. They received extra
credit in their introductory psychology courses in exchange
for participation.

Materials

When visiting a class, a team recruiter described the set of
surveys designed to examine their work attitudes and
experiences. Potential recruits were also instructed that, to
be eligible to participate, they were to have had some type
of formal job before the age of 19, and to be currently under
age 25. Repeated reminders appeared throughout the
survey, instructing participants to respond to the questions
relative to their “very first formal job.”

Labeling of Sexual Harassment

One instrument was an adapted version of the Sexual
Experiences Questionnaire, the SEQ-DoD (Stark et al.
2002). The instructions were modified by directing partic-
ipants to describe their experiences with other-gender co-
workers and supervisors while working at their first job as a
teenager. The contents of the male and female versions
were identical with the exception of gender-specific
pronouns. The SEQ first assessed frequency of experience
with a set of sexually harassing behaviors (0 = “never,” 1 =
“once or twice,” 2 = “sometimes,” 3 = “often,” and 4 =
“many times”). Stark et al. (2002) reported that this 16-item
instrument displayed a 4 4-item factor structure: sexist
hostility, sexual hostility, unwanted sexual attention, and
sexual coercion. The SEQ has also been validated for
young adults reflecting upon their earlier experiences with
sexual harassment during their first jobs as teenagers
(Harris et al. 2005). A common stem for every question
read, “While working at your first place of employment,
were you in a situation where any of your male (female)
supervisors or coworkers…” A sample item for sexist
hostility completed the stem with, “treated you ‘differently’

because of your gender?”; a sample item for sexual hostility
was, “repeatedly told sexual stories or jokes that were
offensive to you?”; a sample item for unwanted sexual
attention read, “made unwanted attempts to establish a
romantic sexual relationship with you despite your efforts
to discourage it?”; and an item from the sexual coercion
scale stated, “made you feel threatened with some sort of
retaliation for not being sexually cooperative?”

The single item of interest for the first hypothesis, the
labeling item, read “Have you ever been sexually har-
assed?” It was located at the end of the SEQ, measured on
the same scale as the other SEQ items, and represented the
only mention of the phrase “sexual harassment” in the
entire instrument. This single item was used for purpose of
analysis in testing the first hypothesis.

Subjective Appraisal

The SEQ instrument further assessed the respondents’
subjective appraisal of the 16 harassing behaviors. Along-
side the frequency scales, a second column was formed
with the common stem, “If at least once, how much did this
bother you?” Responses were measured on a Likert scale
with options of 1 = “not at all,” 2 = “slightly,” 3 =
“somewhat,” 4 = “very much,” and 5 = “extremely.”
Respondents’ raw scores were then transformed to place
all scores on the same scale, regardless of number of SEQ
items selected. The transformation consisted of, first,
converting 1 = “not at all” to zero, and making a similar
subtraction for all scores such that 1 = 0, 2 = 1, 3 = 2, 4 = 3
and 5 = 4. Then, the summed “bothered” score for any
given scale was divided by the number of SEQ items
endorsed. This appraisal score then controls for the number
of behaviors experienced. Coefficient alpha for the full 16-
item appraisal scale was .92 and .94 for women and men,
respectively. A high appraisal score represented greater
upset, and was used for purpose of analysis in testing the
second hypothesis.

Coping with Harassment

Coping strategy was assessed using the Coping with
Harassment Questionnaire (Magley 2002). Four classes of
coping were assessed: behavioral engagement (comprising
the specific tactics of assertion and seeking organizational
relief, represented by a total of ten items; coefficient alpha
was .89 and .93 for women and men, respectively),
behavioral disengagement (avoidance and seeking social
support; ten items; coefficient alpha was .92 and .93 for
women and men, respectively), cognitive engagement
(relabeling, appeasement, and self-blame; 15 items; coeffi-
cient alpha was .85 and .89 for women and men,
respectively), and cognitive disengagement (denial, detach-
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ment, and endurance; 15 items; coefficient alpha was .89
and .91 for women and men, respectively). Participants
responded on a 5-point Likert scale the extent to which
each item was descriptive of their reactions; high scores
represented items that were highly descriptive. Scores were
summed across items for each dimension of coping.

Autonomy and Social Responsibility

Two categories of psychosocial maturity, autonomy and
social responsibility, served as the psychosocial maturity
outcomes in this study (Greenberger 1984). Autonomy (the
individual’s capacity to function on one’s own) was
measured with 60 items tapping the characteristics of self-
reliance, positive work orientation, and personal identity.
Social responsibility (the individual’s capacity to contribute
to a cohesive society) was measured with 67 items tapping
the characteristics of social commitment, tolerance of
others’ differences, and openness to social and political
change. All items were assessed with 4 response options,
with 1 = disagree strongly and 4 = agree strongly.
Respondents were asked to rate their current levels of
autonomy and social responsibility. Scores were summed
across items for each dimension of psychosocial maturity.
A high score represented high maturity. Coefficient alpha
for autonomy was .93 for both women and men. Coefficient
alpha for social responsibility was .88 and .89 for women
and men, respectively.

Procedure

A team recruiter visited with introductory psychology
courses in advance of survey administration, to inform
students of an opportunity to gain extra credit in their
classes. Students had other extra credit opportunities, aside
from this one. During the class periods prior to a week’s
break from school, the questionnaire packet was distributed
to students indicating a willingness to participate. The cover
page disclosed the purpose of the study, standard informed
consent information, and an eligibility requirement (“You
must have had some type of formal job before the age of 19
in order to participate in this survey”). The cover page
disclosed that survey questions would be asking about work
attitudes, behaviors, and experiences relevant to one’s first
formal job. The cover page did not mention sexual
harassment, to avoid priming participants’ memories of
such events and perhaps influencing their survey responses.
Students took the packet home during their break, and
returned it when classes reconvened a week later. Surveys
were collected in a hallway outside the classroom context,
by one project team member, as students arrived to their
classes. One project team representative was responsible for
collecting the survey and ensuring that no name or other

personally identifying information was on the document.
Thereafter, a second team representative solicited the
respondent’s name, and participation for extra credit
purposes was recorded on a separate class roster.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Preliminary analysis began with an examination of the
means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and coeffi-
cient alpha values among the major variables in this model.
Table 1 provides these values for women and men
separately. Visual inspection of values in Table 1 offers
some insights into how people were responding to the
scales. For instance, with few exceptions, women obtained
higher average scores on the major variables, thus display-
ing higher levels of appraisal, higher labeling, higher
behavioral engagement and disengagement, higher autono-
my, and higher social responsibility scores. The exceptions,
where men were displaying higher scores, included the
variables of cognitive engagement and cognitive disen-
gagement. Reliability estimates for both men and women
were similar in value, thus suggesting that members of both
genders were responding to the scales in a reasonably
uniform fashion. Additionally, visual examination of Table 1
values yields no discernible difference in the intercorrela-
tion values for men and women.

Gender Differences on Labeling and Appraisal

Hypothesis 1 predicted greater frequency of labeling
among women, relative to men. To test Hypothesis 1, a
t-test was utilized comparing women and men on the
single labeling item of the SEQ (which was located at the
end of the SEQ instrument and read, “Have you ever been
sexually harassed?”). A significant gender effect emerged,
t(580)=−3.18, p<.01, Cohen’s d=.26, in support of the first
hypothesis. Average labeling for women (M=.49, SD=.96)
was greater than that for men (M=.27, SD=.75).

Hypothesis 2 predicted greater tendency to report
upsetting appraisal among women, relative to men. Hy-
pothesis 2 also utilized a t-test comparing women and men
on the total appraisal score. An initial Levene’s test for
equality of variance indicated that the distributions of the
two groups deviated from the homogeneity of variance
assumption, thus requiring appropriate adjustment of the
statistical values. In support of the hypothesis, mean values
indicated that women (M=11.17, SD=11.37) reported
being significantly more bothered by incidents of sexual
harassment, in comparison to men (M=5.46, SD=8.51), t
(305.42)=−5.08, p<.01, Cohen’s d=.57.
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The Relationship of Subjective Appraisal
to both Autonomy and Social Responsibility

Hypotheses 3a through 3d predicted that appraisal would be
related to lower autonomy and social responsibility, but this
relation would be amplified for specific groups depending
upon coping strategy and gender. A series of hierarchical
regressions was conducted for each type of coping strategy
and for each of autonomy and social responsibility,
respectively, in which the effects that were common for
all models were initially accounted for, and then the unique
effects were thereafter added incrementally. Therefore, for
each regression, the simple effects for appraisal and gender
were added in the first step, and their interaction added in
the second step. The simple effect for the relevant coping
strategy was added in the third step. Then all relevant two-
way interactions with coping, and the three-way interaction,
were added in the fourth and fifth steps, respectively. Prior
to creating the interaction terms, the predictor (appraisal)
and moderator (coping strategy) were centered (by sub-
tracting each value from its respective mean) to reduce
multicollinearity and achieve better estimates of the
interaction terms (Aiken and West 1991; Cohen et al.
2003). A significant regression weight on a two-way
interaction term in Step 4 of the regression would signify
that the relationship between appraisal and autonomy (or
between appraisal and social responsibility) was moderated
by either coping strategy or gender, respectively. Likewise,
a significant regression weight on the three-way interaction
term in Step 5 would serve as support for Hypotheses 3a
through 3d by demonstrating that both the relevant coping
strategy and gender serve as moderators in the association
between appraisal and autonomy (or between appraisal and
social responsibility). Because a total of seven significance
tests were conducted for any set of regressions, the

Bonferroni adjustment was applied, establishing a signifi-
cance level of .007 (α of .05, divided by 7).

As a side note, an alternative set of analyses was
conducted which included SEQ frequency as a control
variable included in Step 1 of the regression. Diagnostic
values indicated an exceedingly high degree of multi-
collinearity between the appraisal and SEQ frequency
scores, even after the variable centering procedure, suggest-
ing that appraisal and SEQ frequency contained highly
redundant information. The variance inflation factors (VIF;
An index of degree of multicollinearity) for SEQ frequency
and appraisal, across both autonomy and social responsi-
bility, and across all coping styles, were values ranging
from 34.37 to 54.39. The common rule of thumb is that a
VIF exceeding ten indicates significant multicollinearity
problems. Therefore the choice was made to include only
appraisal, the key theoretical predictor of our model, in the
final analyses. After SEQ frequency was dropped from the
analysis, the VIFs were re-calculated, and all were within
the commonly accepted range of less than 10 (specifically,
VIF values ranged from 1.06 to 6.03). One exception was
found in the three-way interaction term appraisal x gender x
behavioral disengagement, yielding a VIF of 12.07, which
was retained in the equation due to its central role in the
theoretical underpinnings of the study (Belsley et al. 1980).

The first set of analyses testing Hypothesis 3a was
conducted to examine whether behavioral engagement and
gender moderated each of the appraisal-autonomy and the
appraisal-social responsibility relationships. Results did not
support the three-way interaction in Hypothesis 3a. How-
ever, the behavioral engagement x gender two-way inter-
action emerged for social responsibility (see Table 2). For
interpretation of the interaction, we used a graphing
technique examining the simple slope for social responsi-
bility regressed on appraisal for men and women separately

Table 1 Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for all variable for men (Lower Triangle) and women (Upper Triangle)

Men Women 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Means Means

1. SEQ Labeling Item .27 (.75) .49 (.96) .37b .22b .21b .29b .19a −.10 −.03
2. Full 16-item Appraisal 1.50 (0.65) 2.04 (0.81) .13 .19a −.04 .29b .04 .07 .19a
3. Behavioral Engagement 18.91 (9.00) 19.87 (9.66) .23a .29a .03 .67b −.14 −.01 .08

4. Cognitive Engagement 33.23 (11.85) 31.25 (10.62) .36b .15 .71b .23b .75b −.20b −.01
5. Behavioral Disengagement 19.94 (9.42) 24.87 (11.40) .31b .33b .89b .76b .15 .07 .16a
6. Cognitive Disengagement 40.10 (13.94) 38.67 (13.28) .35b .11 .45b .80b .49b −.03 .08

7. Autonomy 176.72 (23.62) 185.56 (22.02) −.07 −.19 −.46b −.37b −.43b −.14 .53b
8. Social Responsibility 193.73 (21.32) 209.23 (18.80) −.09 −.35b −.42b −.22a −.30b .01 .58b

Notes: Standard deviations are included in parentheses. Minimum and maximum scale values for full 16-item appraisal are 0–64; for SEQ labeling
item are 0–4; for behavioral engagement and behavioral disengagement are 10–50; for cognitive engagement and cognitive disengagement are
15–75; for autonomy are 60–240; and for social responsibility are 67–268

a p<.05; b p<.01
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(Aiken and West 1991). Figure 1 shows that behavioral
engagement was related to lower levels of social responsi-
bility among men, but that relation did not hold among
women (Dawson and Richter 2006).

The next set of analyses testing Hypothesis 3b examined
whether behavioral disengagement and gender moderated each
of the appraisal-autonomy and the appraisal-social responsibil-
ity relationships. Both autonomy and social responsibility
displayed significant interactions (in Step 5 of the regression
analyses; See Table 3) involving behavioral disengagement,
thus fully supporting the hypothesis. Three-way interactions
were revealed for autonomy and social responsibility (see
Fig. 2 for autonomy, which was similar to the pattern for
social responsibility). In Fig. 2, we would expect that men
relying on behavioral disengagement would show a pro-
nounced appraisal-autonomy relationship, relative to the other
three groups, if there is validity to the wimpy male hypothesis
and, indeed, the trends point in that direction for both
autonomy and social responsibility. Figure 2 demonstrates a

strong negative relationship between appraisal and auton-
omy among the male/high behavioral disengagement
group. Moreover, slope difference tests showed the
male/high behavioral disengagement group as different
from both of the female groups (female/high behavioral
disengagement and female/low behavioral disengage-
ment), and marginally different from the male/low
behavioral disengagement group (Dawson and Richter
2006). A similar pattern of relationships was indicated in
the three-way interaction for social responsibility.

The third and fourth sets of analyses testing Hypotheses
3c and 3d examined whether cognitive engagement and
cognitive disengagement, respectively, and gender moder-
ated each of the appraisal-autonomy and the appraisal-
social responsibility relationships. The hypotheses were not
supported in that no three-way interactions involving the
cognitive coping strategies emerged as significant in Step 5
of the regression analyses. The full set of regression results
for cognitive coping strategies is available from the
corresponding author upon request.

In summary, the results for Hypothesis 3a and 3b lent
support for the wimpy male hypothesis, whereas tests of
Hypotheses 3c and 3d disconfirmed the weak female
hypothesis (Stockdale 1998; Stockdale et al. 1999).
Specifically, findings showed diminished autonomy and
social responsibility among distressed men who reported
using visible coping behaviors, which are incongruent with
hyper-masculine normative expectations.

Discussion

Results suggest that U.S. families and institutions should be
concerned about the exposure of adolescents to harassing

Variable Autonomy Social Responsibility

ΔR2 B β SE B ΔR2 B β SE B

Step 1 .08* .15*

Ap −.44 −.21* .13 −.29 −.14 .12

G 11.78 .24* 3.05 18.98 .39* 2.83

Step 2 .03* .04*

Ap x G .93 .37* .29 .94 .38* .27

Step 3 .00 .00

BE −.16 −.06 .17 −.01 .00 .16

Step 4 .03 .03*

Ap x BE .02 .10 .01 .00 .00 .01

G x BE .81 .26 .39 1.01 .37* .36

Step 5 .00 .01

Ap x G x BE .02 .09 .03 .05 .24 .03

Total R2 .14 .22

Table 2 Summary of hierarchi-
cal multiple regression results:
behavioral engagement coping

Note. Ap = Appraisal. G =
Gender. BE = Behavioral En-
gagement. Gender was dummy
coded Men = 0 and Women = 1.
Coefficients are from the final
step of the equation. *p<.007
after Bonferroni correction

Fig. 1 Relationship between behavioral engagement (BE) and social
responsibility for women and men
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behaviors upon introduction to the formal world of work.
Given the pervasive nature of sexual harassment, it stands to
reason that such concern for the welfare of working
adolescents should extend beyond the border of the U.S.,
although data in the current study do not speak directly to the
experiences of youth outside the U.S. The objectives for this
study were to describe the labeling and appraisal of teens
targeted by sexual harassment, and to examine the autonomy
and social responsibility outcomes among teens who appraise
such events as threatening to their welfare. Results replicated
past findings indicating that women, relative to men, more
often were upset by harassing behavior, and more frequently
used the label of “sexual harassment.” The findings further
revealed that men, and especially men appraising harassment
as bothersome and using behaviorally-based strategies to
cope, reported significant detriment to the development of
autonomy and social responsibility.

Though not formally addressed as a hypothesis in the
current study, our results did offer some information about the
degree of teenager exposure to harassing behaviors at work.
Results replicated prior research indicating that U.S. female
adolescents are the more frequent targets of a range of
sexualized behavior. In fact, 61% of women in this sample
endorsed at least one scale item on the SEQ, a value not equal
to – but approaching – the high endorsement rates reported
among U.S. military women in other studies (77% reported in
Fitzgerald et al. 1999; and 74% reported in Stark et al. 2002).
Though cross-study comparisons must be interpreted cau-
tiously, a similar examination among men revealed an
intriguing trend wherein U.S. adolescent males in this study
reported substantially higher exposure rates (26% for
unwanted sexual attention; 46% for full SEQ scale) than
previously identified levels of exposure to unwanted sexual
behavior (8% for unwanted sexual attention; 37% for full

SEQ scale) among U.S. male military samples (Fitzgerald et
al. 1999). Moreover, the incidence rates obtained in the
current study are likely attenuated because respondents were
asked only about cross-gender harassment. Because same-
gender harassment is common, especially among men,
inclusion of that form of harassment would likely have
inflated incidence values among adolescent males (Berdahl
2007). Fineran (2002) observed a similar pattern of
substantially higher numbers of U.S. adolescent boys
reporting sexual harassment, relative to other studies of adult
male victimization. Though conclusions are tentative at this
stage, this comparison among studies compels the specula-
tion that both adolescent women and men may be subjected
to relatively high levels of sexually harassing behaviors, and
the risk of being a target decreases as people gain more
workplace and life experience. Power-based theories in the
sexual harassment literature offer a perspective that may aid
in explaining the unusually high exposure rates among
adolescent men. Though the particulars may vary among these
gendered power theories, they have in common the suggestion
that a primary motive for sexualized harassment toward
members of any group is to protect one’s social status when it
seems threatened (Berdahl 2007; Duncan 1999). Aside from
qualities such as gender and race, age serves as yet another
cue by which to stratify social status. By this reasoning, young
men are vulnerable as targets of sexual harassment due to their
lower status arising from younger age. Adolescent women are
jeopardized by lower status arising from both gender and
younger age (Richman et al. 1999).

The Subjective Experience of Sexual Harassment

Data collected from the current study speak to subjective
experience in two ways: labeling and cognitive appraisal.

Variable Autonomy Social Responsibility

ΔR2 B β SE B ΔR2 B β SE B

Step 1 .08* .15*

Ap −.44 −.21* .13 −.29 −.14 .12

G 11.78 .24* 3.05 18.98 .39* 2.83

Step 2 .03* .04*

Ap x G .93 .37* .29 .94 .38* .27

Step 3 .00 .01

BD .07 .03 .15 .25 .12 .14

Step 4 .05* .03

Ap x BD .03 .18 .01 .02 .13 .01

G x BD .94 .35* .35 .67 .26 .33

Step 5 .02* .04*

Ap x G x BD .10 .54* .04 .12. 67* .03

Total R2 .19 .26

Table 3 Summary of
hierarchical multiple regression
results: behavioral disengage-
ment coping

Note. Ap = Appraisal. G =
Gender. BD = Behavioral Dis-
engagement. Gender was dummy
coded Men = 0 and Women = 1.
Coefficients are from the final
step of the equation.
*p<.007 after Bonferroni
correction
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First, exposure to potentially harassing behavior does not
mean that a target will necessarily label such behavior as
“sexual harassment” (Magley et al. 1999; Munson et al.
2001). Anecdotal evidence indicates that behaviors appear-
ing on the SEQ are at times considered mere playful banter
among young women and men, tacitly designed to maintain
participants’ energy levels (Berdahl and Aquino 2009). In
contrast to accounting of behavioral incidents, the scale’s
final labeling item, “Have you ever been sexually har-
assed?” was designed to capture participants’ inclinations to
label in the wake of a potentially harassing event (Bergman
et al. 2002). Although a gender effect emerged, in absolute
terms, the frequencies of labeling for both men and women
were rather low (M=.49 for women and M=.27 for men,
thereby falling between the response options of 0 = “never”
and 1 = “once or twice,” on a 4-point scale). The generally
low endorsement rates for our final labeling item indicate
that adolescents do, indeed, sometimes perceive sexualized
behavior as a form of social contact that does not rise to the
level of what they would label as “sexual harassment,” but
what might be considered as such by someone with greater
life experience (Berdahl and Aquino 2009). Alternatively
they may lack the knowledge and experience to be able to
accurately interpret disconcerting social experiences as
harassment due to an ill-defined sexual harassment script
(Bremer et al. 1991), or fear related labels such as victim or
whistle-blower (Munson et al. 2001). Despite the depressed
labeling frequencies among men and women, the results did
nonetheless reveal a significantly higher labeling rate for
women, as might be expected among a group that is more
often targeted for sexual behaviors. The support for
Hypothesis 1, which predicted a gender difference in
labeling, is consistent with our argument that men’s sexual
harassment scripts, lacking in sufficient detail and personal
relevance, increase their likelihood of failing to acknowl-
edge their role as victims when experiencing behaviors that
objectively qualify as sexual harassment. In contrast,

women, even those in their adolescent years, possess
more well-defined sexual harassment scripts and are
therefore likely to label their experiences as sexual
harassment at a greater rate, compared to their male
counterparts. Future research may be designed to exam-
ine directly and compare the sexual harassment scripts of
male and female adolescents.

Our second approach to capturing subjective experience
was through the use of a separate scale rating degree to
which respondents were “bothered” by a behavioral
incident. These appraisals of discrete incidents reflected a
generally low level of distress among all participants when
responding to specific examples of sexualized behaviors.
Apparently exposure to sexual behavior at work is not
necessarily an upsetting experience, at least not among U.S.
adolescents (Berdahl and Aquino 2009). Nonetheless
further analysis revealed gender differences for the apprais-
al scale. Predictions for a gender difference in appraisal
were drawn from a model of harm, developed by Fitzgerald
and colleagues (Fitzgerald et al. 1997). This model suggests
that level of appraisal for a target of sexual harassment is
determined by a variety of factors arising from the situation,
the organizational context, and characteristics of the target
person. Because women are generally more vulnerable to
several of the risk factors identified in this model, such as
frequency of exposure and unfavorable organizational
norms, our second hypothesis anticipated a gender differ-
ence in appraisal. As predicted, female respondents were
more inclined to perceive sexualized behavior as a potential
threat to their well-being than were male respondents, thus
replicating a relation between gender and cognitive ap-
praisal that has become established in the literature (Fineran
2002; Lacasse and Mendelson 2006).

The Role of Coping

Another area in the study of subjective experience is the
role of coping by a target of harassment. A recent literature
on coping with sexual harassment has focused upon
predicting individuals’ coping behaviors (Cortina and Wasti
2005; Malamut and Offermann 2001). The current study
contributes novel information aimed at the next question of
coping strategy efficacy. The theme emerging from this
study, labeled in prior research as the wimpy male concept,
was the harm, in the form of reduced autonomy and social
responsibility, befalling U.S. adolescent men who appraised
sexual harassment as threatening and relied upon behavioral
coping. These findings suggest that the high standards for
masculine conduct continue to operate in U.S. work
settings, and penalize men who are upset by and visibly
oppose unwanted sexual behavior (Mosher and Tomkins
1988; Stockdale 1998; Stockdale et al. 1999). This pattern
of results maps well onto the threat-to-status theory for

Fig. 2 Relationship between appraisal and autonomy under varying
levels of behavioral disengagement (BD) and gender
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sexual harassment perpetration (Berdahl 2007). According
to the threat-to-status theory, sexual harassment is motivat-
ed by a desire to protect social status and, therefore, it is
reasonable to expect that any man behaving contrary to
masculine norms will be a prime target. It is worth noting
that, ironically, behavioral coping in fact amounts simply to
following the rules established by most modern organiza-
tions when one is victimized by sexual harassment. The
weak female hypothesis counterpart, predicting disparate
outcomes for men and women when bothered by sexual
harassment and relying on cognitive coping, was not
supported by the data. In hindsight, stronger support for
the wimpy male hypothesis might have been anticipated
because more social demands are placed upon men in the
U.S. (relative to women) to meet gender-based ideals, thus
the penalties for failure to fulfill traditionally masculine
ideals would be heavier (Berdahl 2007).

A rich knowledge base from clinical psychology offers
some explanation for the consequences for teenagers
exploited in their earliest work experiences. That literature
speaks of employment as a central adult role, and sexual
harassment’s potential for triggering questions about iden-
tity and life purpose (Frone 1999; Koss 1990). The
adolescent target would be vulnerable to the activation of
negative self-images, views of oneself as weak and
ineffectual. Moreover, this literature suggests that the at-
risk teen may question previously established central beliefs
of the world, and work, as meaningful and safe (Taylor
1983). The adolescent’s inability to adjust to sexual
stressors at work may manifest in arrested development of
adult capacities to operate autonomously and in a socially
responsible manner. This research contributes to the
literature by identifying young men as those most vulner-
able to delayed development of autonomy and social
responsibility when exposed to upsetting sexual harass-
ment. These findings do not negate the widespread harmful
effects of harassment for women, who are clearly the most
frequent targets. Nonetheless the results for men parallel
those in the sexual assault literature, which indicate that U.
S. adult men experiencing sexual stressors, up to and
including assault, may respond with questions about, and
feelings of threat to, their own gender roles. Scholars from
the clinical literature explain that men are more vulnerable
to ill effects because adult sexual trauma is not considered
normative in our society. Thus, a male target questions his
own gender role and experiences increased feelings of
powerlessness and self-blame (Platt and Busby 2009;
Singer 1989; Street et al. 2007). Similarly, social power
theory would suggest that men in general, possessing
greater social power as conferred by society, would be
more likely to perceive self-assertion as a viable option in
response to harassment (Cortina and Wasti 2005; French
and Raven 1959). Threat-to-status explanations would

further indicate worsened outcomes, as a result of perceived
threats to organizational, social, and physical status, for
distressed men when their behaviorally-based responses fail
to be effective (Berdahl 2007; Berdahl et al. 1996). This
information from both the sexual assault and social power
literatures may begin to offer explanations for the harsh
outcomes realized by men in our sample who exercised
behavioral opposition to distressing sexual attention at work.

Limitations and Future Directions

The current investigation is limited in generalizing beyond
the types of jobs, gender of perpetrator, and the nationality
and age groups from which the data were collected.
Conclusions drawn from this data are applicable only to
U.S. college-attending adults recalling their teen work
experiences. Therefore interpretations reflect the self-
reported responses of relatively inexperienced workers
concentrated in select U.S. labor force sectors, for example,
service industries, clerical, and low-skilled labor – who had
advanced on to college. Further, participants were
instructed to respond specifically about forms of harass-
ment perpetrated by the other gender which, given that
same-gender harassment (especially among men) is a
somewhat common occurrence in select work contexts,
restricts the degree to which all forms of sexual harassment
are adequately captured by these data (Berdahl 2007).

Another limitation of this study was its use of retrospec-
tive recall. Respondents reflected back several years to their
first formal jobs. The average age of respondents was about
19, no respondent was over age 24, and the average time
from first job was about 3.5 years, so they were recalling
events from the recent past. This methodology carries the
challenges associated with memory limitations and recon-
struction. We are nonetheless optimistic about the reason-
able accuracy of the information derived from respondents.
Past research in social cognition suggests that the recall and
judgment of social events, including one’s thoughts, feel-
ings, and behaviors associated with those events, are
enhanced by the ease of retrieval of that information
(Caruso 2008). Affect-laden past social events and con-
sequences, like sexual harassment occurring during one’s
first venture into adult work life, take on added informa-
tional value and would be easily retrieved from memory
(Clark and Teasdale 1982; Schwarz and Clore 1983). In that
vein, we have argued that cognitive appraisal, in particular,
offers considerable value from a theoretical standpoint in
that it reflects a person’s judgment of the intensity and
significance of an affect-laden social event to his or her
well-being (Koss 1990; Vaile Wright and Fitzgerald 2007).
This kind of judgment carries the potential to have a long-
lasting effect on a young adult in that the feelings
associated with harassment are easily retrieved from

502 Sex Roles (2011) 64:491–505



memory years after the precipitating harassment event has
taken place (Nisbett and Ross 1980).

A future research avenue is an elaboration upon the nature
of coping. Scholars depict coping as a dynamic concept, which
undergoes a process of trial-and-error (Gutek and Koss 2007;
Malamut and Offermann 2001). In that vein, a target of
harassing behavior faces a significant dilemma in choice of
response. Assertive behavior may easily backfire, yet
passivity is rarely effective at achieving an end to harassment.
Knapp et al. (1997) offered a predictive framework in
suggesting level of distress as a determinant of people’s
movement over time toward more extreme forms of coping –
such as eventually leaving the organization in order to avoid
the situation, or shifting across time toward whistle-blowing
or legal action. Given the common finding that women show
higher distress levels than do men, an examination of gender
differences in movement toward extreme coping may be
warranted. Moreover, we acknowledge an alternative expla-
nation for our finding of a coping-outcome relationship, a
reversal in causal sequencing in which individuals already
experiencing undesirable health problems may be limited in
their choice of coping behavior. Given the multitude of
questions to untangle about choice and sequencing of coping,
future research may benefit from a longitudinal examination
of individuals’ coping efforts over the course of time.

Acknowledgement Amessage of gratitude goes to Lisa Balk, Tammy
Lehmkuhl, Marie Papini, Jamie Ridens, Joanna Rinaldo, Jessica
Wiemelt, and members of the Social Psychology Research Laboratory
at Western Illinois University for assistance at various stages of research.
Portions of this research were presented at the 2009 annual meeting of the
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology in New Orleans,
LA. Former name of the first author is Karen L. Harris.

References

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and
interpreting interactions. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications Inc.

Belsley, D. A., Kuh, E., & Welsch, R. E. (1980). Regression
diagnostics: Identification influential data and sources of
collinearity. New York: John Wiley.

Berdahl, J. L. (2007). Harassment based on sex: Protecting social
status in the context of gender hierarchy. Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 32, 641–658. doi:10.2307/20159319.

Berdahl, J. L., & Aquino, K. (2009). Sexual behavior at work: Fun or
folly? The Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 34–47. doi:10.1037/
a0012981.

Berdahl, J. L., Magley, V. J., & Waldo, C. R. (1996). The sexual
harassment of men? Exploring the concept with theory and data.
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 20, 527–547. doi:10.1111/
j.1471-6402.1996.tb00320.x.

Bergman, M. E., & Henning, J. B. (2008). Sex and ethnicity as
moderators in the sexual harassment phenomenon: A revision and
test of Fitzgerald et al. (1994). Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 13, 152–167. doi:10.1037/1076-8998.13.2.152.

Bergman, M. E., Langhout, R. D., Palmieri, P. A., Cortina, L. M., &
Fitzgerald, L. F. (2002). The (un)reasonableness of reporting:

Antecedents and consequences of reporting sexual harassment.
The Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 230–242. doi:10.1037/
0021-9010.87.2.230.

Bremer, B. A., Moore, C. T., & Bildersee, E. F. (1991). Do you have
to call it ‘sexual harassment’ to feel harassed? College Student
Journal, 25, 258–268.

Caruso, E. M. (2008). Use of experienced retrieval ease in self and
social judgments. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
44, 148–155. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2006.11.003.

Clark, D. M., & Teasdale, J. D. (1982). Diurnal variation in clinical
depression and accessibility of memories of positive and negative
experiences. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 91, 87–95.
doi:10.1037/0021-843x.91.2.87.

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2003). Applied
multiple regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral
sciences (3rd ed.). Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates
Publishers.

Cortina, L. M., & Wasti, S. A. (2005). Profiles in coping: Responses
to sexual harassment across persons, organizations, and cultures.
The Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 182–192. doi:10.1037/
0021-9010.90.1.182.

Dawson, J. F., & Richter, A. W. (2006). Probing three-way
interactions in moderated multiple regression: Development and
application of a slope difference test. The Journal of Applied
Psychology, 91, 917–926. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.917.

Dresner, R., & Grolnick, W. S. (1996). Constructions of early
parenting, intimacy, and autonomy in young women. Journal of
Social and Personal Relationships, 13, 25–39. doi:10.1177/
0265407596131002.

Duncan, N. (1999). Sexual bullying: Gender conflict and pupil culture
in secondary schools. London: Routledge.

Entwisle, D. R., Alenxander, K. L., & Olson, L. S. (2000). Early work
histories of urban youth. American Sociological Review, 65, 279–
297. doi:10.2307/2657441.

Fineran, S. (2002). Adolescents at work: Gender issues and sexual
harassment. Violence Against Women, 8, 953–967. doi:10.1177/
107780102400447087.

Fitzgerald, L. F., Hulin, C., & Drasgow, F. (1994). The antecedents
and consequences of sexual harassment in organizations: An
integrated model. In G. P. Keita & J. J. Hurrell (Eds.), Job stress
in a changing workforce: Investigating gender, diversity, and
family issues (pp. 55–73). Washington, DC: American Psycho-
logical Association.

Fitzgerald, L. F., Swan, S., & Fischer, K. (1995). Why didn’t she just
report him? The psychological and legal implications of women’s
responses to sexual harassment. Journal of Social Issues, 51,
117–138. doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.1995.tb01312.x.

Fitzgerald, L. F., Swan, S., & Magley, V. J. (1997). But was it
really sexual harassment? Legal, behavioral, and psycholog-
ical definitions of the workplace victimization of women. In
W. O’Donohue (Ed.), Sexual harassment: Theory, research,
and treatment (pp. 5–28). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Fitzgerald, L. F., Magley, V. J., Drasgow, F., & Waldo, C. R.
(1999). Measuring sexual harassment in the military: The
Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ–DoD). Military Psy-
chology, 11, 243–263. doi:10.1207/s15327876mp1103_3.

French, J. R. P., & Raven, B. (1959). The bases of social power. In D.
Cartwright (Ed.), Studies in social power (pp. 150–167). Oxford:
University of Michigan Press.

Frone, M. R. (1999). Developmental consequences of youth employ-
ment. In J. Barling & E. K. Kelloway (Eds.), Young workers:
Varieties of experience (pp. 89–128). Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Frydenberg, E. (2008). Adolescent coping: Advances in theory,
research and practice (2nd ed.). New York: Routledge/Taylor
& Francis Group.

Sex Roles (2011) 64:491–505 503

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/20159319
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012981
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012981
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1996.tb00320.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1996.tb00320.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.13.2.152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.2.230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.11.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843x.91.2.87
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.182
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.182
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.917
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407596131002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407596131002
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2657441
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/107780102400447087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/107780102400447087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1995.tb01312.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1103_3


Greenberger, E. (1984). Defining psychosocial maturity in adoles-
cence. In J. J. Steffen & P. Karoly (Eds.), Adolescent behavior
disorders: Foundations and contemporary concerns (pp. 3–37).
Lexington: Lexington.

Greenberger, E., & Sorensen, A. B. (1974). Toward a concept of
psychosocial maturity. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 3,
329–358. doi:10.1007/BF02214746.

Greenberger, E., Josselson, R., Knerr, C., & Knerr, B. (1975). The
measurement and structure of psychosocial maturity. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 4, 127–143. doi:10.1007/BF01537437.

Gutek, B. A., & Koss, M. P. (2007). Changed women and changed
organizations: Consequences of and coping with sexual harass-
ment. In L. L. O’Toole, J. R. Schiffman, & M. L. Kiter Edwards
(Eds.), Gender violence: Interdisciplinary perspectives (2nd ed.,
pp. 142–156). New York: New York University Press.

Harned, M. S., & Fitzgerald, L. F. (2002). Understanding a link
between sexual harassment and eating disorder symptoms: A
mediational analysis. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psy-
chology, 70, 1170–1181. doi:10.1037/0022-006x.70.5.1170.

Harris, K. L., Intrieri, R. C., & Papini, D. R. (2005, April). Measuring
sexual harassment of adolescents in early labor force experience.
Los Angeles: Paper presented at the Society for Industrial &
Organizational Psychology.

Hulin, C. L., Fitzgerald, L. F., & Drasgow, F. (1996). Organizational
influences on sexual harassment. In M. S. Stockdale (Ed.), Sexual
harassment in the workplace: Perspectives, frontiers, and
response strategies (pp. 127–150). Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Knapp, D. E., Faley, R. H., Ekeberg, S. E., & Dubois, C. L. Z. (1997).
Determinants of target responses to sexual harassment: A
conceptual framework. Academy of Management Review, 22,
687–729. doi:10.2307/259410.

Koss, M. P. (1990). Changed lives: The psychological impact of
sexual harassment. In M. A. Paludi (Ed.), Ivory power: Sexual
harassment on campus. Albany: State University of New York
Press.

Koss, M. P., Figueredo, A. J., Bell, I., Tharan, M., & Tromp, S.
(1996). Traumatic memory characteristics: A cross-validated
mediational model of response to rape among employed women.
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 105, 421–432. doi:10.1037/
0021-843x.105.3.421.

Kroger, J. (2000). Identity development: Adolescence through adult-
hood. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Lacasse, A., & Mendelson, M. J. (2006). The perceived intent of
potentially offensive sexual behaviors among adolescents. Jour-
nal of Research on Adolescence, 16, 229–238. doi:10.1111/
j.1532-7795.2006.00130.x.

Lamborn, S. D., & Groh, K. (2009). A four-part model of autonomy
during emerging adulthood: Associations with adjustment.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 33, 393–401.
doi:10.1177/0165025409338440.

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping.
New York: Springer.

Littleton, H. L., Axsom, D., Breitkopf, C. R., & Berenson, A. (2006).
Rape acknowledgment and postassault experiences: How ac-
knowledgment status relates to disclosure, coping, worldview,
and reactions received from others. Violence and Victims, 21,
761–778. doi:10.1891/vv-v21i6a006.

Magley, V. J. (2002). Coping with sexual harassment: Reconceptual-
izing women’s resistance. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 83, 930–946. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.930.

Magley, V. J., Waldo, C. R., Drasgow, F., & Fitzgerald, L. F. (1999).
The impact of sexual harassment on military personnel: Is it the
same for men and women? Military Psychology, 11, 283–302.
doi:10.1207/s15327876mp1103_5.

Malamut, A. B., & Offermann, L. R. (2001). Coping with sexual
harassment: Personal, environmental, and cognitive determinants.

The Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1152–1166. doi:10.1037/
0021-9010.86.6.1152.

McMullin, D., & White, J. W. (2006). Long-term effects of labeling a
rape experience. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30, 96–105.
doi:10.1111/j.1471-6402.2006.00266.x.

Mosher, D. L., & Tomkins, S. S. (1988). Scripting the macho man:
Hypermasculine socialization and enculturation. Journal of Sex
Research, 25, 60–84. doi:10.1080/00224498809551445.

Munson, L. J., Miner, A. G., & Hulin, C. (2001). Labeling sexual
harassment in the military: An extension and replication. The
Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 293–303. doi:10.1037/0021-
9010.86.2.293.

Murdoch, M., Bradley, A., Mather, S. H., Klein, R. E., Turner, C. L.,
& Yano, E. M. (2006). Women and war: What physicians should
know. Journal of General Internal Medicine, 21(Suppl 3), S5–
S10. doi:10.1111/j.1525-1497.2006.00368.x.

Nisbett, R. E., & Ross, L. (1980). Human inference: Strategies
and shortcomings of social judgment. Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice-Hall.

Peterson, Z. D., & Muehlenhard, C. L. (2004). Was it rape? The
function of women’s rape myth acceptance and definitions of sex
in labeling their own experiences. Sex Roles, 51, 129–144.
doi:10.1023/b:sers.0000037758.95376.00.

Platt, J. J., & Busby, D. M. (2009). Male victims: The nature and
meaning of sexual coercion. American Journal of Family
Therapy, 37, 217–226. doi:10.1080/01926180802403302.

Richman, J. A., Rospenda, K. M., Nawyn, S. J., Flaherty, J. A.,
Fendrich, M., Drum, M. L., et al. (1999). Sexual harassment and
generalized workplace abuse among university employees:
Prevalence and mental health correlates. American Journal of
Public Health, 89, 358–363. doi:10.2105/ajph.89.3.358.

Roberts, B. W., Caspi, A., & Moffitt, T. E. (2003). Work experiences
and personality development in young adulthood. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 582–593. doi:10.1037/
0022-3514.84.3.582.

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (1983). Mood, misattribution, and
judgments of well-being: Informative and directive functions of
affective states. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
45, 513–523. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.513.

Singer, K. I. (1989). Group work with men who experienced incest in
childhood. The American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 59, 468–
472. doi:10.1111/j.1939-0025.1989.tb01682.x.

Staff, J., & Schulenberg, J. E. (2010). Millennials and the world of work:
Experiences in paid work during adolescence. Journal of Business
and Psychology, 25, 247–255. doi:10.1007/s10869-010-9167-4.

Staff, J., Messersmith, E. E., & Schulenberg, J. E. (2009). Adolescents
and the world of work. In R. Lerner & L. Steinberg (Eds.),
Handbook of adolescent psychology (3rd ed., pp. 270–313). New
York: John Wiley.

Stark, S., Chernyshenko, O. S., Lancaster, A. R., Drasgow, F., &
Fitzgerald, L. F. (2002). Toward standardized measurement of
sexual harassment: Shortening the SEQ-DoD using item response
theory. Military Psychology, 14, 49–72. doi:10.1207/
s15327876mp1401_03.

Steinberg, L., & Cauffman, E. (1995). The impact of employment on
adolescent development. In R. Vasta (Ed.), Annals of child
development: A research annual, Vol. 11, 1995 (pp. 131–166).
London, England: Jessica Kingsley Publishers.

Steinberg, L. D., Grennberger, E., Ruggiero, M., Garduque, L., &
Vaux, A. (1982). Effects of working on adolescent development.
Developmental Psychology, 18, 385–395. doi:10.1037/0012-
1649.18.3.385.

Stockdale, M. S. (1998). The direct and moderating influences of
sexual-harassment pervasiveness, coping strategies, and gender
on work-related outcomes. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 22,
521–535. doi:10.1111/j.1471-6402.1998.tb00175.x.

504 Sex Roles (2011) 64:491–505

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02214746
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01537437
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006x.70.5.1170
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/259410
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843x.105.3.421
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-843x.105.3.421
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2006.00130.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2006.00130.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0165025409338440
http://dx.doi.org/10.1891/vv-v21i6a006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.930
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1103_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2006.00266.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224498809551445
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.2.293
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.2.293
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1525-1497.2006.00368.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/b:sers.0000037758.95376.00
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01926180802403302
http://dx.doi.org/10.2105/ajph.89.3.358
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.582
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.582
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.1989.tb01682.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9167-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1401_03
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1401_03
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.18.3.385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1998.tb00175.x


Stockdale, M. S., Visio, M., & Batra, L. (1999). The sexual
harassment of men: Evidence for a broader theory of
sexual harassment and sex discrimination. Psychology,
Public Policy, and Law, 5, 630–664. doi:10.1037/1076-
8971.5.3.630.

Street, A. E., Gradus, J. L., Stafford, J., & Kelly, K. (2007).
Gender differences in experiences of sexual harassment: Data
from a male-dominated environment. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 75, 464–474. doi:10.1037/0022-
006x.75.3.464.

Taylor, S. E. (1983). Adjustment to threatening events: A theory of
cognitive adaptation. The American Psychologist, 38, 1161–
1173. doi:10.1037/0003-066x.38.11.1161.

Till, F. J. (1980). Sexual harassment: A report on the sexual
harassment of students. Washington, DC: National Advisory
Council on Women’s Educational Programs.

Vaile Wright, C., & Fitzgerald, L. F. (2007). Angry and afraid: Women’s
appraisal of sexual harassment during litigation.Psychology of Women
Quarterly, 31, 73–84. doi:10.1111/j.1471-6402.2007.00332.x.

Wasti, S. A., & Cortina, L. M. (2002). Coping in context:
Sociocultural determinants of responses to sexual harrassment.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 394–405.
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.83.2.394.

Weiss, K. G. (2010). Male sexual victimization: Examining men’s
experiences of rape and sexual assault. Men & Masculinities,
12, 275–298. doi:10.1177/1097184x08322632.

Sex Roles (2011) 64:491–505 505

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8971.5.3.630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8971.5.3.630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006x.75.3.464
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006x.75.3.464
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.38.11.1161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2007.00332.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.2.394
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1097184x08322632

	Sexual Harassment and Psychosocial Maturity Outcomes among Young Adults Recalling Their First Adolescent Work Experiences
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Adolescent Workforce Participation
	Sexual Harassment
	Labeling of Sexual Harassment
	Appraisal of Sexually Harassing Events
	Psychosocial Maturity as an Outcome of Sexual Harassment Appraisal
	Coping and Gender as Moderators of the Appraisal-Autonomy and the Appraisal-Social Responsibility Relationships

	Method
	Participants
	Materials
	Labeling of Sexual Harassment
	Subjective Appraisal
	Coping with Harassment
	Autonomy and Social Responsibility

	Procedure

	Results
	Descriptive Statistics
	Gender Differences on Labeling and Appraisal
	The Relationship of Subjective Appraisal to both Autonomy and Social Responsibility

	Discussion
	The Subjective Experience of Sexual Harassment
	The Role of Coping
	Limitations and Future Directions

	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200037000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003000200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


