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ABSTRACT 

At the time, high-profile events such as the Navy Tailhook Scandal in 1993, the Air 

Force Academy scandal in Colorado in 2003, and the scandals at West Point and the Naval 

Academy in 2013 shocked the nation. Despite decades of media and research attention to the 

topic of sexual harassment and assault in the U.S. military, violent crimes, such as the murder of 

Army Specialist Vanessa Guillen by a fellow solder at the Army base in Fort Hood in Texas in 

2020, have not stopped. While not all incidents of sexual harassment are violent, the DoD’s 

continuum of harm model is used widely in research and practice to depict how seemingly 

innocent sex-related behaviors or “jokes” can create environments in which these behaviors 

escalate to violent crimes. To reduce the extent of harm to survivors’ mental health and job 

attitudes, it is critical to identify risk factors beyond sexual harassment that may belong on the 

continuum of harm. In this dissertation I explore two potential risk factors: 1) experiencing 

generalized (nonsexual) abuse, and 2) having leadership that is tolerant of sexual harassment. 

Regression-based analyses reveal that both generalized harassment and leader tolerance for 

sexual harassment across all levels of leadership are important risk factors that have adverse 

effects on survivors’ mental health and job attitudes, and that these variables interact to 

significantly exacerbate the effects of generalized harassment on survivors’ PTSD 

symptomology. These results provide empirical support for incorporating these risk factors in the 

DoD’s sexual harassment and assault prevention efforts. 

Keywords: sexual harassment, sexual assault, generalized harassment, workplace 

mistreatment, workplace abuse, military 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Leaders have many responsibilities that demand their attention, but they cannot take days 

off from stopping the degradation of some Service members by others. 

- Independent Review Commission for Sexual Assault in the U.S. Military (IRC, 2021; 

p. 9) 

On June 30, 2020, the Army discovered the remains of Fort Hood soldier, Specialist 

Vanessa Guillen1, who was murdered, dismembered, and buried by a fellow solder (Cohen & 

Browne, 2020). Less than two months later, the body believed to be that of Sergeant Elder 

Fernandes, another soldier at the same Army post who had been missing for two weeks, was 

found after an apparent act of suicide (Estes, 2020). In addition to both being part of a string of 

similar fateful events linked to Fort Hood that occurred over the course of a few months 

(Andone, 2020; Rempfer, 2020), the victims in each of these incidents had recently filed 

workplace sexual abuse complaints prior to their deaths (Rempfer, 2020; Waller, 2020). In the 

words of Army Secretary Ryan McCarthy, the issues at Fort Hood are “directly related to 

leadership failures” (Cohen & Browne, 2020). Despite the military’s attempts to prevent sexual 

harassment and assault from occurring and the Department of Defense’s (DoD) reactionary 

measures to avoid addition negative consequences (e.g., retaliation) for victims who report or try 

 
1 Specialist Vanessa Guillen (20) and Sergeant Elder Fernandes (23) were military Service members, but they were 
also people with a life, families, and career dreams. Although the news of their workplace abuse, inhumane 

treatment, and unthinkable deaths serve as yet another reminder of the abuse that persists within certain pockets of 

the U.S. military, Specialist Guillen and Sergeant Elder Fernandes are more than just people that re-ignited this 

conversation. It is incredibly crucial to honor their memory and prevent further violence by actively choosing to 

remember them not as dehumanized victims (as that would be letting their perpetrators have the final say) but as 

vibrant young people whose dedication to their job loved ones will ensure that their short lives are never forgotten. 
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to report sexual harassment and assault, the recent horrendous deaths of these soldiers exemplify 

both the seriousness of this issue and the continued shortcomings of well-meaning efforts to 

eliminate certain toxic behaviors and attitudes among its leaders and employees (GAO, 2017).  

Since its recognition in the 1970s as a socio-legal phenomenon, workplace sexual 

harassment and sexual assault have received increased attention from both the legal and 

scientific communities (McDonald, 2012), with a resurgence of interest and research resulting 

from the #MeToo and #TimesUp movements (Cortina & Areguin, 2021; Cortina et al., 2018; 

Jones & Wade, 2020; Quick & McFadyen, 2017). While nonsexual in nature, an additional form 

of workplace abuse – generalized harassment (e.g., workgroup hostility) – has been identified as 

a risk factor for sexual assault (OPA, 2020) and other adverse outcomes. Research on these 

phenomena, in both and military organizations, consistently demonstrates an undeniable fact: 

that workplace abuse – both sexual and nonsexual in nature – has significant negative 

consequences for survivors’ psychological well-being, work attitudes, and performance, as well 

as for the functioning of the organization overall (Chan et al., 2008; Willness et al., 2007; Sojo et 

al., 2016; Yao et al., 2021). 

In the last two decades, an average of 21,064 military servicemen and women were 

sexually assaulted at least once each year (DoD DMDC, 2003; DoD DMDC, 2011a; OPA, 2017, 

2018, 2019. Based on this estimate, almost half a million servicemen and servicewomen were 

sexually assaulted at least once2 over the last twenty years. Knowledge regarding the prevalence 

of military sexual abuse and evidence of its consequences is strongly supported by almost 

twenty-five years of scientific research involving millions of service members – both enlisted 

 
2 Given the fact that victims of workplace sexual assault sometimes endure repeated instances of assault over the 

course of a single year (Greathouse, 2015), this estimate is conservative because it does not account for multiple 

assaults to a single victim in a given year. 
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and officers – across all five DoD services and both active-duty and reserve components. 

However, the hard truth is that the prevalence of these behaviors remains unacceptably high 

(OPA, 2019; IRC, 2021). Millions of dollars spent on research and reports by the Government 

Accountability Office (GAO), the DoD itself, and various external and independent institutions 

reveals non-conflicting evidence that, not only is this issue very much real and significantly 

harmful for service members, but that it also destroys unit morale, trust, and mission readiness, 

which has serious implications for the overall functioning of our military and defense of our 

nation (McCone et al., 2018).  

Workplace abuse – both sexual and nonsexual in nature – absolutely destroys the health 

of individual service members, weakens the strength of our armed forces as a whole, reduces the 

amount of trust Americans place in their military, and places the security of our country and the 

freedom of its people at risk. At such a volatile time in our world and nation’s history, the United 

States cannot afford to condone this very serious threat to our nation. Given that the first step in 

solving a problem is often awareness of the problem, the last twenty years of research3 and 

practice have been invaluable. However, there are many open questions that remain, especially 

regarding our understanding of ow to prevent these acts from occurring in the first place. The 

GAO (2021) recently reported that, of the 249 statutory requirements related to sexual assault 

prevention and response in the military enacted by Congress to assist the DoD with its efforts in 

this area, only 9% of the efforts focused on prevention (OPA, 2021). Unfortunately, this has 

resulted in relatively less scientific research regarding prevention of sexual abuse in the military 

environment, which has hindered our scientific understanding of the factors that directly 

 
3 Absent the exclusion of certain data (e.g., DoD DMDC, 2011b) from publicly available datasets, which has 

undoubtedly delayed scientific advancement 
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contribute to this phenomenon, and – perhaps most critically – has obstructed the application of 

this research into organizational practices that change behavior.  

Two questions that remain unanswered are related to the DoD’s continuum of harm 

model, which is the primary conceptual framework used to guide the military’s sexual 

harassment and assault prevention and response efforts (DoD, 2014; Grifka et al., 2018; McCone 

et al., 2018). The continuum of harm model is used in marketing materials, training lessons, and 

leadership development programs to depict what over twenty years of research has revealed: 

behaviors constituting sexual harassment can create and condone and environment that tolerates 

more reprehensible interpersonal mistreatment, such as sexual assault (OPA, 2020; DoD, 2014). 

Given the necessity of an accurate conceptualization of military sexual abuse for prevention 

efforts, two aspects recently included in some depictions of the continuum of harm model have 

yet to be empirically tested and confirmed, which forms the impetus for the present study and 

guides the research questions: 

1) What are effects of workplace abuse on survivors’ mental health and job attitudes, and 

how do these effects differ based on the form of the abuse experienced? 

2) How does leadership’s tolerance of sexual harassment influence survivors’ mental 

health and job attitudes, and how do these effects differ based on the level of leadership 

implicated? 

First, while the DoD has much data demonstrating the negative effects of sexual 

harassment and assault for survivors, what remains unknown is whether a specific form of 

nonsexual workplace abuse, such as generalized harassment, could be just as harmful for service 

members as sexual forms of abuse. Understanding the unique effects of different forms of 

workplace abuse on survivor outcomes is important, because it reinforces the fact that sexual 
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harassment typically occurs within a larger context of disregard for social norms of mutual 

respect (Lim & Cortina, 2005). By integrating the disparate literatures on generalized and sexual 

forms of workplace abuse, I answer recent calls to expand our conceptualization of sexual 

harassment (Chawla et al., 2019; 2021) and contribute to existing theoretical models of both 

workplace abuse in general and sexual abuse specifically. An improved understanding of the 

unique effects of both sexual and nonsexual forms of abuse – which often co-occur among 

service members – is necessary to provide insight as to whether nonsexual abuse should be 

further examined for potential inclusion into existing models used by the DoD (e.g., the 

continuum of harm model) to combat sexual abuse.  

Second, while the results of studies involving civilian and military samples have 

demonstrated that leaders at different levels of the leadership hierarchy can impact the 

experiences of abuse survivors, there is an open question surrounding whether a specific leader 

behavior (i.e., leader inaction to stop sexual harassment) - at different levels of the leadership 

hierarchy - exacerbates these effects in a way that increases harm to survivors of abuse. Knowing 

whether leaders' inaction to stop sexual harassment exacerbates the negative outcomes 

experienced by survivors is important because it informs researchers of a specific leadership 

variable (i.e., tolerance for sexual harassment) that can be measured at multiple levels of 

leadership and could be further examined for potential inclusion into existing theoretical models. 

Similarly, answering this research question is important for practice, because it informs 

practitioners in their efforts to establish targeted training and development programs for leaders 

(Klein & Gallus, 2018) who are most likely to impact service member outcomes, as well as in 

their efforts to implement rigorous and effective leader performance evaluation practices that 

hold leaders accountable (Sadler et al., 2018). By exploring the effects of leader tolerance for 
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sexual harassment at different levels of leadership, I inform the design, development, and 

implementation of prevention and response efforts aimed specifically at military leadership 

(Klein & Gallus, 2018; Sadler et al., 2018). 

The costs of workplace sexual abuse for individuals, the military as an institution, and our 

nation’s safety are astronomical and not sustainable. To succeed in reducing its prevalence, it is 

paramount that the DoD continue rigorous, theory-based empirical testing of conceptual models 

that are used to guide sexual prevention and response efforts. Thus, in this dissertation I test two 

aspects of the continuum of harm model: 1) the unique effects of a form of nonsexual workplace 

abuse on survivor outcomes, and 2) the effects of leader tolerance at different levels of leadership 

in predicting further harm to survivors of workplace abuse. In addition to informing theory, the 

findings of this research speak to whether the DoD’s current practices, policies, or initiatives 

align with scientific evidence, which can inform the DoD’s revisions to its existing prevention 

and response efforts.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

The #MeToo and #TimesUp movements have resulted in an increased public awareness 

of workplace sexual harassment and sexual assault (Cortina & Areguin, 2021), and decades of 

research demonstrate that, although these behaviors are far from new, they nonetheless remain 

alarmingly prevalent in modern organizations (Dhanani et al., 2021). Regarding the military 

work environment, reports from DoD’s Office of People Analytics (OPA) reveal that its 

organizational efforts to combat workplace sexual abuse have shown little improvement in 

reducing the incidence of these experiences among service members and have resulted in a 

culture that is even more hostile and harmful (OPA, 2019). While these truths are hard to 

swallow, there is hope for eventual victory of this “invisible war” (Dick et al., 2012), because, 

along with shedding light on the hard truths, the scientific evidence in these reports and others 

produced over the last fifty years has shed light on tendencies of the enemy as well.  

Workplace Abuse 

Conceptually, behaviors constituting workplace sexual harassment and sexual assault fall 

under the broad umbrella concept of workplace abuse (Hackney & Perrewé, 2018), which is 

defined as the “negative interpersonal treatment that one experiences within the context of the 

work environment” (Bowling et al., 2015, p. 226).4 Consistent with Bowling et al. (2015) and 

Hackney and Perrewé (2018), in this paper I use the term workplace abuse because it is an 

 
4 Workplace abuse is also referred to as workplace aggression (Barling et al., 2009; Hershcovis, 2011), workplace 

mistreatment (Cortina et al., 2018; Dhanani et al., 2018), workplace harassment (e.g., Bowling & Beehr, 2006; 

Richman et al., 1999; Rospenda, 2002), interpersonal mistreatment (Cortina & Marchiondo, 2012), or workplace 

victimization (Aquino & Thau, 2009). 
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inclusive construct, encompassing physical and nonphysical mistreatment that can be enacted by 

a variety of individuals in a work environment (e.g., supervisors, subordinates, coworkers, 

customers). Additionally, as an overall concept it includes a wide range of interpersonal 

mistreatment experiences (Bowling et al., 2015), including those that are sexual and generalized 

in nature. 

Given the number of ways an individual can perpetrate abuse or receive abuse, there is 

proliferation of operational and conceptual terms that refer to specific types of abusive behaviors 

one may experience in the workplace, from sexual harassment (Fitzgerald et al., 1995) to abusive 

supervision (Tepper, 2000) to racial microaggressions (Sue et al., 2007). In the literature, these 

forms of workplace abuse have been shown to vary along several dimensions (e.g., the 

consideration given to perpetrators, actions, targets, intentionality, outcomes, and severity; 

Snyder et al., 2005) and range in level of physical harm, from verbal or psychological abuse to 

threatened assault to physical assault. I present commonly studied forms of workplace abuse in 

Table 1 (adapted from Hackney & Perrewé, 2018). 

In the proposed study, three forms of workplace abuse are examined: generalized 

harassment, sexual harassment, and sexual assault. These forms of workplace abuse can be 

distinguished by whether the nature of the abuse is based on one’s sex/gender (Walsh & Magley, 

2014). Both sexual and generalized forms of workplace abuse are considered instances of 

interpersonally directed counterproductive work behavior (CWB-I, Bennett & Robinson, 2000). 

In the next section I review the relevant research regarding the unique effects of both generalized 

and sexual forms of workplace abuse on survivors’ outcomes (e.g., Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; 

Lim & Cortina, 2005). 
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Generalized Harassment 

Generalized workplace harassment (e.g., Richman et al., 1999), also referred to as 

workplace hostility (Seldan & Downey, 2012), indicates instances of interpersonal aggression 

ostensibly not associated with one’s gender or sex (Walsh & Magley, 2014). Alarmingly, this 

type of aggression is especially widespread in the civilian workplace (Dhanani et al., 2021) and 

the military (Wilson, 2018). Examples of generalized harassment include being yelled at or 

sworn at by colleagues or supervisors, vandalism of one’s property, and targeted interference 

with one’s work performance. Extant research reveals significant findings regarding the 

relationships between nonsexual forms of workplace aggression and sexual forms of workplace 

aggression (Walsh & Magley, 2014), and their unique effects for work-relevant outcomes (e.g., 

Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Lim & Cortina, 2005). 
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Table 1. Forms of workplace abuse 
Construct Definition 

Abusive 

supervision 

“the extent to which supervisors engage in the sustained display of hostile verbal and 

nonverbal behaviors, excluding physical contact” (Tepper, 2000, p 178). 

Aggression 

“a general term encompassing all forms of behavior by which individuals attempt to harm 

others at work or their organizations” (Neuman & Baron, 1998, p. 393). 

 

Bullying 

“situations where a person repeatedly and over a period of time is exposed to negative acts 

(i.e., constant abuse, offensive remarks or teasing, ridicule or social exclusion) 

on the part of co-workers, supervisors, or subordinates” (Hershcovis, 2011, p. 502; see also 

Einarsen, 2000). 

Discrimination 

“When persons in a ‘social category’ … are put at a disadvantage in the workplace relative to 

other groups with comparable potential or proven success” (Dipboye & Halverson, 2004, p. 

131) 

Emotional abuse 

Interpersonal interactions “characterized by hostile verbal and non-verbal, non-physical 

behaviors directed by one or more persons towards another that negatively affect the target’s 

sense of him/herself as a competent person and worker” (Keashly et al., 1997, p. 176). 

Exclusion/ 

ostracism “The perception that one is being ignored or excluded” (Ferris et al., 2008, p. 1348) 

General 
harassment 

“Such interpersonally hostile interactions as being yelled at, sworn at, or subjected to 

humiliating or demeaning behavior without explicit reference to gender or other legally 
protected social status characteristics” (Rospenda, 2002, p. 141) 

Incivility 

“low intensity deviant acts such as rude and discourteous verbal and non-verbal behaviors 

enacted toward another organizational member with ambiguous intent to harm” (Hershcovis, 

2011, p. 502; see also Andersson & Pearson, 1999). 

Interpersonal 

conflict 

“An organizational stressor involving disagreement between employees” (Hershcovis, 2011, 

p. 504) 

Mobbing 

“hostile and unethical communication which is directed in a systematic way by one or a 

number of persons mainly towards one individual . . . which takes place often (almost every 

day) and over a long period (at least for six months) and, because of this frequency and 

duration, results in considerable psychic, psychosomatic and social misery” (Leymann, 1990, 

p. 120). 

Psychological 

aggression 

“Behavior that is characterized by a verbal or symbolic act, the typical immediate effect of 

which is psychological harm” (Schat & Frone, 2011, p. 24) 

Sexual 

harassment 

“Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors and other verbal or physical 

harassment of a sexual nature” (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2015) 

Social 
undermining 

“behaviors intended to hinder, over time, the ability to establish and maintain positive 

interpersonal relationships, work-related success, and favorable reputation” (Duffy et al., 
2002, p. 332). 

Victimization 

“an individual’s perception of having been exposed, either momentarily or repeatedly, to the 

aggressive acts of one or more other persons” (Aquino et al., 1999, p. 260). 

Violence 

“Instances of aggression that involve direct physical harm or threat of physical harm” 

(Barclay & Aquino, 2011, p. 616; see also Neuman & Baron, 1998, p. 393). 

Note: adapted from Hackney and Perrewé (2018). 

Workplace Sexual Abuse  

Like other forms of abusive behavior, at the core of workplace sexual abuse exists 

hierarchical power relations (Berdahl, 2007; McDonald, 2012). However, whereas generalized 

harassment is a form of abuse that is not blatantly sexual in nature, sexual abuse refers to any 

workplace behavior that derogates, humiliates, or demeans the targeted person based on that 
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person’s sex (Berdahl, 2007). In these instances, the perpetrator of the abuse exploits 

characteristics of a person’s sex or gender to oppress, humiliate, and control them (Fitzgerald et 

al., 1995; Berdahl, 2007). Indeed, empirical evidence suggests that workplace sexual abuse is 

often used as a conformity strategy to punish those who deviate from heterosexual norms of 

masculinity and femininity (especially workplace gender norms; Berdahl, 2007), such as women 

fighting in military combat roles or men who express their homosexuality (McDonald, 2012).  

The most commonly studied forms of workplace sexual abuse are sexual harassment and 

sexual assault, which can be defined as legal terms or psychological constructs (Fitzgerald & 

Cortina, 2018). Legally, sexual harassment and sexual assault are separate behaviors, the latter of 

which is criminalized. Research examining these concepts as psychological constructs has shown 

a large amount of support for Fitzgerald and colleagues’ (1995) tripartite model of sexual 

harassment (Fitzgerald et al., 1997a; Gelfand et al., 1995), which recognizes three broad 

categories of conduct: gender harassment, unwanted sexual attention, and sexual coercion. 

Within this conceptualization, “gender harassment” refers to actions based on degrading 

or shaming someone based on their gender (Fitzgerald et al., 1995) and are often considered 

“put-downs” because they use a person’s sex or gender to insult, offend, or harm them. Examples 

of gender harassment are “crude and offensive behaviors” (e.g., a perpetrator repeatedly tells 

sexual stories or jokes that are offensive to the target; a perpetrator displays, uses, or distributes 

sexually suggestive materials, such as pictures, stories, or pornography), and “sexist behaviors” 

(e.g., a perpetrator treats a target differently because of the target’s sex; a perpetrator refers to 

people of the target’s gender in insulting or offensive terms; Fitzgerald et al., 1995). 

Unlike the “put-downs” used by perpetrators of gender harassment, “come-ons” are used 

by perpetrators of another form of sexual harassment, termed “sexualized harassment” (Nye et 
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al., 2014). This form of sexual harassment refers to behaviors that are “come-ons” (i.e., actions 

based on sexual or romantic desires; Fitzgerald et al., 1995). Examples of sexualized harassment 

include “sexual coercion” and “unwanted sexual attention”. Sexual coercion, which a commonly 

referenced but in fact rare form of sexual harassment (Cortina & Areguin, 2021) refers to explicit 

and implicit attempts to make employment conditions (e.g., promotion) contingent on sexual 

favors (i.e., quid po quo; Fitzgerald et al., 1995). Examples includes a perpetrator implying faster 

promotions or better treatment if the target is sexually cooperative, or a perpetrator making a 

target feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for not being sexually cooperative, for 

example, by mentioning an upcoming review. Unwanted sexual attention is another form of 

sexualized harassment, which refers to physical or verbal behaviors that are sexualized in nature 

and unwanted (e.g., requests for dates, sexual innuendos, and inappropriate or uncomfortable 

touching, Fitzgerald et al., 1995). Instances of unwanted sexual attention in the workplace 

involve behaviors that range from little to no sexual or physical contact to rape, which is a 

identified explicitly as a form of sexual assault (Fitzgerald et al., 1995). 

Although sexual assault technically falls under the umbrella concept of sexual 

harassment, it is often measured as a distinct set of behaviors. These behaviors are unique in that 

they are extreme forms sexual harassment that involve nonconsensual sexual contact such as 

rape or forcible touching; Harned et al., 2002). In general, sexual assault typically refers to more 

serious offenses and includes the presence of force or the involvement of sexual body parts 

(Wilson, 2018). Examples include a perpetrator sexually touching a target (e.g., intentional 

touching of genitalia, breasts, or buttocks), a perpetrator attempting to or making a target 

perform or receive oral sex, anal sex, or penetration by a finger or object, and a perpetrator 

attempting to or making a target have sexual intercourse (i.e., rape or attempted rape). 
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Workplace Sexual Abuse in the U.S. Military 

In the work context of the U.S. military, the DoD sexual harassment policy was 

established in 1995 and revised in 2015 in DoDD 1350.2 to define sexual harassment as: 

E2.1.15. Sexual Harassment. A form of sex discrimination that involves unwelcome 

sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and other verbal or physical conduct of a 

sexual nature when:  

E2.1.15.1. Submission to such conduct is made either explicitly or implicitly a 

term or condition of a person’s job, pay, or career, or  

E2.1.15.2. Submission to or rejection of such conduct by a person is used as a 

basis for career or employment decisions affecting that person, or  

E2.1.15.3. Such conduct has the purpose or effect of unreasonably interfering 

with an individual’s work performance or creates an intimidating, hostile, or 

offensive workplace. (DoDD, 2015). 

To be considered sexual harassment, workplace conduct does not need to result in 

concrete psychological harm to the victim, but rather needs only to be so severe or pervasive that 

a reasonable person would perceive, and the victim does perceive, the “workplace”5 as hostile or 

offensive (DoDD, 2015). Like the distinction between sexual harassment and sexual assault in 

the civilian justice system, the DoD also distinguishes sexual harassment from sexual assault, 

defining sexual assault as: 

…intentional sexual contact, characterized by use of force, threats, intimidation, 

aggression of authority, or when the victim does not or cannot consent. Sexual assault 

 
5 In these directives, the term ‘workplace’ is an expansive term when referring to employees who are also military 

service members, as it includes behaviors that one conducts on or off duty, 24 hours a day. 
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includes rape, forcible sodomy (oral or anal sex) and other unwanted sexual contact that 

is aggravated, abusive, or wrongful (to include unwanted and inappropriate sexual 

contact) or other attempts to commit these acts. (DoDD, 2012, p. 20). 

Measurement of Workplace Sexual Abuse 

The most common way for organizational researchers to measure workplace sexual abuse 

is to use aggregations of victims’ experienced abuse (Berdahl & Raver, 2011)6. That is, sexual 

harassment and sexual assault are often aggregations of the frequency of a victim’s reported 

experiences of certain abusive behaviors over a certain period of time (e.g., past year). 

Highlighting the role of a victim’s subjective experiences of the abusive behavior, sexual 

harassment can be defined as “unwanted sex-related behavior at work that is appraised by the 

recipient as offensive, exceeding her [sic] resources, or threatening her [sic] well-being” 

(Fitzgerald et al., 1997b, p. 15). There are many challenges to measuring victims’ experiences of 

sexual abuse (Morral et al., 2016), not the least of which is the sheer number of definitions and 

measures used to assess these experiences (Wilson, 2018). However, many of the large-scale 

military surveys have utilized the same instrument, the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ-

DoD, Fitzgerald et al., 1999b), which is a commonly used measure for assessing respondents’ 

experiences of sexual harassment and sexual assault in the military that aligns with the tripartite 

model of sexual harassment (Fitzgerald et al., 1997a) as well as the DoD’s definitions of these 

phenomena. 

Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active-Duty Members (WGRA) 

 
6 In addition to its most common conceptualization as a perception of the victimized employee or, in rare instances, 

as reported by the perpetrator (e.g., McWhorter et al., 2009; Stander et al., 2018), sexual abuse has also been 

examined as a property of a group (e.g., ambient sexual harassment; Glomb et al., 1997) or the property of a third 

party who observes or is aware of others being mistreated (e.g., vicarious abuse; Dhanani & LaPalme, 2019). 
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One of the most valuable sources of data for estimating the prevalence and other aspects 

of experiences of sexual abuse in the military is the Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of 

Active-Duty Members (WGRA). The DoD currently administers this military-wide, confidential 

survey every two years to assess sexual victimization experiences, along with a host of other 

important workplace and gender-related issues. Versions of the WGRA (e.g., OPA, 2017) have 

been periodically administered to representative samples of active-duty servicewomen since 

1988 and to active-duty service members of both genders since 2006 (Thomsen et al., 2017). For 

the most part, administrations of the survey have consistently included comparable versions of 

the SEQ-DoD, allowing for comparisons with results from previous survey administrations. 

These data are especially valuable for understanding trends regarding the prevalence of sexual 

abuse in the military. 

Prevalence 

While the year 2016 saw a reduction in sexual assaults experienced by service members 

compared to two years prior, from 2016 to 2018 the prevalence rate rose by almost 40% (OPA, 

2019), estimating that in the year 2018 alone, an estimated 20,500 service members were victims 

of sexual abuse. In addition to these figures, from 2006 to 2016 the number of service members 

indicating that sexual harassment and assault have become “more of a problem today than it was 

four years ago” doubled (16% in 2006 to 32% in 2016), and the number of service members 

indicating that sexual harassment and assault have become “less of a problem today than it was 

four years ago” dropped by over 50% (47% in 2006 to 22% in 2016; OPA, 2017; DoD DMDC, 

2011a).7 A recent meta-analysis summarized the prevalence of workplace sexual abuse among 

 
7 From 2006 to 201, the amount of service members indicating that the problems of sexual harassment and assault 

are “about the same as they were four years ago” remained relatively unchanged (37% in 2006 to 38% in 2016; 

OPA, 2017; DoD DMDC, 2011b). 
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service members, which included both active personnel and veterans (Wilson, 2018). Results 

revealed that about 1 in 2 women (52.5%) and 1 in 11 men (8.9%) experienced sexual assault, 

and that about 1 in 4 women (23.6%) and 1 in 53 (1.9%) men experienced sexual harassment 

(Wilson, 2018). 

Reporting Rates 

 It is important to note here that the prevalence of reported experiences of sexual abuse 

will likely differ from the prevalence of actual experiences of sexual abuse. Prior research has 

shown that sexual assault especially is significantly underreported among both civilians and 

military personnel, and that military service members who are victims of sexual abuse are 

deterred from reporting due to both actual and perceived consequences (Mengeling et al., 2014). 

Results of the 2018 WGRA support these findings, revealing that only 31% of women soldiers 

and 23% of male soldiers who experienced a sexual assault in the past year reported it (OPA, 

2019). For servicewomen, the vast majority do not report sexual assault because they want to 

forget about the incident or prevent others from knowing (OPA, 2019). Other reasons for not 

reporting sexual assault may stem from aspects of the military’s reporting procedures (e.g., lack 

of privacy or sensitivity), victims’ beliefs about the outcomes of reporting, and victims’ fears of 

retaliation (OPA, 2019). While it is true that reporting rates may reflect instances in which 

military service members are targeted by a perpetrator who is not a fellow service member (e.g., 

a civilian), almost all military sexual assaults occur within the military setting or are perpetrated 

by military personnel (Morral et al., 2016). 

DoD Policy 
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Can you think of any other example where Congress enacted 249 statutory changes over 

17 years to address a problem and here we are, 17 years later, and there seems to be 

little progress being made. Can you think of any other situation where this is the case? 

- Senator Mazie K. Hirono (To Receive Testimony on Sexual Assault in the 

Military, 2021) 

In recognition of the harmful effects of sexual abuse for both individual service members 

and for organizational functioning, U.S. military leaders have worked towards finding solutions 

to this pervasive problem among its forces (Stander & Thomsen, 2016; Turchik & Wilson, 

2010). In 2005, the formation of the DoD Joint Task Force for Sexual Assault Prevention and 

Response resulted in a military-wide sexual assault policy and the implementation of 

comprehensive prevention and response actions to combat sexual assault (Arnold, 2018). The 

Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Office (SAPRO) was established as the DoD’s single 

point of authority for sexual assault policy and continues to provide oversight today, ensuring 

that the programs in each branch programs comply with DoD policy (Arnold, 2018).  

While the centralization of a DoD sexual assault policy has allowed for a more robust and 

consistent prevention and response strategy, the past 15 years have shown little improvement in 

the rates of sexual harassment and assault (OPA, 2019). The results of the most recent WGRA 

suggest not only that the military climate is worse for women than for men, but that “it has not 

improved in recent years and, in some cases, has worsened” (OPA, 2019, p. 67). This is 

especially evident when examining prevalence rates over time. While rates of both sexual 

harassment and sexual assault dropped from 2014 to 2016 (OPA, 2017), they showed a 

significant increase and a four-year high in 2018 (from 14,900 service members to 20,500 

service members; OPA, 2019). 
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Gender Differences 

In both the general population and the military, servicewomen are more likely than 

servicemen to be victims of both sexual harassment and sexual assault (Suris & Lind, 2008; 

Wilson, 2018). However, because servicemen significantly outnumber servicewomen, a majority 

(57%) of sexual assault victims are male (OPA, 2019). These findings are consistent with 

examined rates of sexual trauma in veteran populations, which suggest that there may be as many 

male survivors as female survivors. These findings reveal the importance of looking at the 

experiences of both male and female survivors of sexual abuse (Campos, 2021). 

In addition to gender differences in the overall prevalence of sexual harassment and 

sexual assault in the military, detailed studies have revealed other aspects of these experiences 

that differ for men and women (e.g., OPA, 2017). For instance, results of the 2016 WGRA 

revealed that, when compared to men, women were more likely to report that their perpetrator 

was a friend or acquaintance (58% vs. 43%), and a man or mixed-gender group (98% vs. 69%; 

OPA, 2017). Additionally, when compared to men, women were more likely to reveal that their 

worst sexual assault experience involved penetration (48% vs. 35%), occurred when they had 

been drinking alcohol (48% vs. 30%), and occurred when perpetrator had been drinking alcohol 

(49% vs. 26%). In comparison to servicemen, servicewomen were also more likely to be 

sexually assaulted during work duty hours (45% vs. 27%) and less likely to be sexually assaulted 

in their own or someone else’s home quarters (OPA, 2017). 

The Nature of Sexual Harassment vs. Sexual Assault 

While sexual harassment and sexual assault are legally defined as different experiences, 

the reality is that these forms of sexual abuse are not always clearly distinguished and in fact 

often co-occur (OPA, 2020; Firestone et al., 2012; Sadler et al., 2003). For example, studies 
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demonstrate that, although sexual harassment is significantly more prevalent than sexual assault 

(Thomsen et al., 2017), individuals who perpetrate sexual assault are also likely to have 

perpetrated sexual harassment, and individuals who are victims of sexual assault are likely to 

have also been victims of sexual harassment (Sadler et al., 2003). Specifically, research 

demonstrates that one in five women who are sexually harassed will be sexually assaulted 

(Firestone et al., 2012), and, from the opposite perspective, one in three women who are sexually 

assaulted have also been sexually harassed (Sadler et al., 2003). While these behaviors are 

viewed as separate from a legal perspective, these statistics suggest that for at least one-third of 

female sexual assault victims (e.g., more than 4,000 estimated cases in fiscal year 2018 alone; 

OPA, 2019), sexual assault occurs because the sexual harassment a victim had been experiencing 

exacerbates to a level that can be considered a crime of assault. 

While there is a high level of co-victimization of sexual harassment and sexual assault, 

the stress-inducing nature of these experiences may be significantly different for victims. For 

instance, it is reasonable to assume that, due to the nature of sexual assault as forced sexual 

contact, this form of abuse could be perceived by victims as more threatening to their survival or 

sense of identity compared to experiences of sexual harassment (Soenens et al., 2005). However, 

while severity of the abuse experience is important for determining an individual’s stress 

reaction and subsequent outcomes, the frequency of these abusive experiences (e.g., very often 

vs. once or twice in the past year) serves as another moderating factor that could have 

implications for a victim’s stress response. For example, it could be possible that, compared to a 

single incident of sexual assault, being sexually harassment on a daily level over the past year 

would have serious psychological and affective reactions for any reasonable person. I include a 

further discussion of moderating factors in Chapter 3. 
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The Continuum of Harm 

Given the large degree of overlap in the incidence of these behaviors, the DoD has 

developed a framework for sexual abuse prevention and response efforts that is widely used, 

which depicts sexual harassment and sexual assault as existing on a single continuum of harm. 

This framework depicts acts of sexual violence as falling along a continuum representing a range 

of inappropriate interpersonal behaviors that can cause harm to service members (Firestone et al., 

2012). These actions range from less severe (e.g., non-physical forms of disrespect such as 

verbal denigration) to more severe (e.g., sexual assault, physical assault, and homicide; (DoD, 

2014; OPA, 2018; O’Reilly, 2020).  The continuum of harm model implies that personnel who 

have perpetrated sexual harassment will also be at a greater risk for subsequent sexual assault 

perpetration, suggesting that perpetrators of both types of sexual abuse share common risk and 

protective factors and that efforts to prevent perpetration should be addressed in an integrated 

and coordinated manner (Stander & Thomsen, 2016). For example, certain risk factors (e.g., 

hostility to women, history of delinquency, Malamuth et al., 1991) are equally predictive of 

sexual harassment and sexual assault perpetration among military personnel (Stander et al., 

2018). 

The continuum of harm framework, shown in Figure 1, is useful in the DoD’s prevention 

and response efforts, because it depicts how seemingly harmless sex- or gender-related behaviors 

can foster environments in which these behaviors escalate to increasingly more violent forms of 

sexual abuse, such as rape (OPA, 2020; Firestone et al., 2012). The main implication of the 

continuum of harm model is that, despite the fact that sexual harassment is not considered a 

crime, attention to actions that constitute sexual harassment can improve prevention efforts 

aimed at reducing sexual assault (OPA, 2020; Firestone et al., 2012). The idea is that by 
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increasing attention to less violent forms of sexual abuse, the DoD can reduce the prevalence of 

those behaviors as well as the prevalence of more violent forms of sexual abuse, such as sexual 

assault. 

 

Figure 1. The continuum of harm model

 
Figure 1. The continuum of harm model 

In more recent versions of the continuum of harm model, the DoD has added to the 

model a list of behaviors that are characteristic of a healthy work environment, such as engaged 

leadership, accountability, dignity and respect, and ethical standards. The inclusion of these 

variables is meant to indicate that they play a role as protective factors. However, it could be 

argued that to be theoretically and practically consistent, the continuum of harm should include 

indicators of a harmful work environment. Doing so would highlight behaviors that, if 

eliminated, would reduce harm to service members. In a similar way that sexual harassment was 

included in the continuum of harm as a predictor of sexual assault (DoD, 2014), identifying 

behaviors that indicate an unhealthy work environment (e.g., disengaged leadership, bullying) 

could inform leaders and service members to be aware of these risk factors in their own unit. An 
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understanding of the explicit behaviors that are unacceptable (e.g., when someone interferes with 

another person’s work performance) would assist efforts to call out and hold perpetrators 

accountable, before the behavior escalates or causes further harm.  

Understanding Predictors of Workplace Sexual Abuse 

While DoD uses the continuum of harm model to better understand the environmental 

risk factors that lead to sexual harassment and assault, other theoretical paradigms focus on 

understanding the individual-level risk factors, including those associated with the victim and 

those associated with the perpetrator. Two established paradigms that can be used to guide this 

research are the victim precipitation hypothesis and the perpetrator predation paradigm (Cortina 

et al., 2018)8. The victim precipitation hypothesis (Henle & Gross, 2014; Milam et al., 2009; 

Samnani & Singh, 2012; von Hentig, 1940) posits that workplace sexual abuse can be predicted 

by factors associated with the victim (e.g., their styles of speech or dress, personalities, 

tendencies) which may invite abuse and may be at least partly to blame for the abuse they 

receive. In general, risk factors associated with victimization of sexual abuse include being 

female, younger in age, and lower in status or power.  

Another analytic paradigm, perpetrator predation (Cortina, 2017; Cortina et al., 2018) 

can assist in understanding the individual-level risk factors associated with perpetrators. Within 

the perpetrator predation framework, a targeted employee can still “fall prey” to a predator’s 

abuse, which might be in part attributable to one’s own characteristics (e.g., personality quirks, 

disabilities), as suggested by the victim precipitation hypothesis. However, the perpetrator 

predation framework calls attention to risk factors associated with the perpetrator that may 

 
8 Despite a lack of support for and abandonment of the victim precipitation hypothesis by criminologists, 

organizational researchers (e.g., Aquino & Byron, 2002) have relied rather heavily on this framework (Cortina et al., 

2018). 
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predict when the perpetrator is most likely to act upon certain characteristics in their victims 

(Cortina et al., 2018). For example, it is known that potential abusers strategically choose targets 

who are likely to be vulnerable or appear unable to defend themselves (Tepper et al., 2011). 

Some risk factors associated with perpetration of sexual abuse include alcohol use, military 

occupation (Rosellini et al., 2017), and prior perpetration (either as a civilian or service member) 

of sexual misconduct or violence (McWhorter et al., 2009; Stander et al., 2018). Given the 

transactional nature between the victim and the perpetrator implied in the concept of workplace 

abuse, both the victim precipitation hypothesis, which focuses on identifying predictors of sexual 

abuse victimization, and the perpetrator predation paradigm, which focuses on identifying 

predictors of sexual abuse perpetration, can both be used to inform our understanding of 

workplace sexual abuse.9 

While findings from research on the risk factors associated with perpetration of 

workplace sexual abuse have advanced our understanding of this phenomena, attempts to profile 

potentially abusive employees are not supported by the data (Barling et al., 2009). In other 

words, there are no single variables, or combinations of variables, that have enough predictive 

power to make profiling abusive employees an empirically or ethically supported process 

(Barling et al., 2009). Instead, researchers point to the importance of certain contextual and 

environmental factors related sexual abuse perpetration (Yao et al., 2021), including peer 

attitudes or behaviors, such as hostility towards women (Tharp et al., 2013), organizational 

climates that are tolerant of sexual harassment (Harned et al., 2002), and contexts in which males 

 
9 Victim precipitation hypothesis should not be considered a theory that is “victim-blaming”. Although this theory 

draws attention to characteristics of the victim, accounting for the victim does not have to involve blaming the 

victim. Indeed, both civilian and military research has shown that there are some characteristics of individuals that 

are risk factors for whether or not an individual experiences workplace abuse, which shows some support for the 

usefulness of victim precipitation hypothesis. 



24 

 

are significantly more prevalent than females (job-gender context; Cantisano et al., 2008; 

Willness et al., 2007). Given the significance of these and other contextual factors for predicting 

sexual abuse, the DoD includes environmental factors, such as job-gender context and hostility 

towards women, within their continuum of harm model (OPA, 2019). 

Understanding the Consequences of Workplace Sexual Abuse 

In addition to identifying the risk factors associated with sexual abuse among military 

personnel, researchers have focused on understanding the associated consequences, with the aim 

of determining not only the impact on victims, but also how these offenses ultimately undermine 

the performance and operational readiness of the broader force. Research using civilian samples 

demonstrates that rape has the greatest victim cost of any non-fatal crime (Miller et al., 1996), 

with the estimated average cost of a sexual assault to society being $240,776 per incident 

(McCollister et al., 2010). For the military, reduced mental health and job attitudes among 

service members results in negative outcomes a, reduced unit cohesion, and behaviors associated 

with negative employee job attitudes (e.g., retention intentions, work withdrawal, and loss of 

productivity; Fitzgerald et al., 1997a). Additional organizational costs include those associated 

with punishing alleged perpetrators and providing treatment and support for victims. For victims, 

individual costs include declines in psychological and physical health, and increases in negative 

job attitudes and behaviors (Fitzgerald et al., 1997a; Willness et al., 2007). Some of these costs 

are the direct result of the abusive experiences while others might result from the organization’s 

failure to effectively handle the situation, or from retaliation from other members of the 

organization. In the military, these individual costs – such as reduced mental health, morale, and 

intentions to remain in the military – have very real implications for the retention, engagement, 

and performance of the U.S. military. 
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Summary of Objectives 

Military researchers examining workplace sexual abuse have documented the astonishing 

prevalence of these behaviors among both servicewomen and servicemen and demonstrated that 

there is indeed a crisis among its troops (Wilson, 2018). Given the prevalence of these abusive 

behaviors and the deleterious outcomes for those who survive, preventing these behaviors can no 

longer just be a stated priority for the U.S. military; there is a duty to take additional action. In 

this dissertation, I test the DoD’s continuum of harm model and inform this action in two major 

ways. 

First, an understanding the unique effects of different forms of workplace mistreatment 

on survivor outcomes reinforces the fact that sexual harassment typically occurs within a larger 

context of disregard for social norms of mutual respect (Lim & Cortina, 2005). By integrating 

the disparate literatures on generalized and sexual forms of workplace abuse, I answer recent 

calls to expand our conceptualization of sexual harassment (Chawla et al., 2019; 2021) and 

contribute to existing theoretical models of both workplace abuse in general and sexual abuse 

specifically. Second, researchers have expressed the importance of understanding the specific 

leader competencies, including those associated with adequate prevention of sexual harassment 

and assault, to select for, maintain and develop, and evaluate on when determining standards for 

success as a military leader (Klein & Gallus, 2018). By exploring the effects of leader tolerance 

for sexual harassment at different levels of leadership, I inform the design, development, and 

implementation of policies and initiatives targeted at different levels of military leadership (Klein 

& Gallus, 2018; Sadler et al., 2018). In summary, the goal of this research is to test aspects of the 

DoD’s continuum of harm model by examining specific risk factors that increase harm to service 
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members, thereby informing the DoD in its sexual harassment and assault prevention efforts, and 

in its efforts to maintain service member mental well-being and positive job attitudes. 
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CHAPTER 3: THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

In this dissertation, I position workplace abuse as a work-related stressor that can impact 

the individual in several ways. Research has shown that both nonsexual forms (e.g., workplace 

bullying) and sexual forms (e.g., sexual harassment) can be conceptualized as stressors (e.g., 

Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Hauge et al., 2010; Fitzgerald et al., 1995). In this study I examine the 

effects of workplace abuse on survivors’ mental health and job attitudes through the lens of the 

transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and affective events theory (Weiss & 

Cropanzano, 1996). In short, being the target of workplace abuse is conceptualized study as a 

threatening (i.e., stress-inducing) stimulus that not only provokes physiological and 

psychological strain responses and can lead to harmful mental outcomes for survivors (Nesse et 

al., 2016; Sonnentag & Frese, 2003), but also as a stimulus that provokes emotional and affective 

reactions that can impact survivors’ attitudinal outcomes (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996).  

Workplace Abuse Impacts Survivor Mental Health 

Unfortunately, a host of reviews and meta-analyses point conclusively to the fact that 

survivors of workplace abuse experience copious and sometimes severe adverse mental health 

outcomes (Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Yao et al., 2021). This body of research suggests that the 

various forms of workplace abuse can contribute to survivors’ detrimental mental health 

outcomes (Yao et al., 2021), including generalized harassment, sexual harassment, and sexual 

assault. 
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Regarding generalized (nonsexual) harassment, researchers have explored the mental 

health effects of forms of workplace abuse that are operationally nonsexual in nature (e.g., 

bullying, general incivility, abusive supervision). This body of research reveals that nonsexual 

forms of workplace abuse have deleterious efforts on survivors’ mental health (Bowling & 

Beehr, 2006; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Lapierre et al., 2005; Yao et al., 2021). Meta-analytic 

results reveal significant positive relationships between nonsexual forms of abuse (e.g., 

aggression, hazing, social undermining) and adverse mental health outcomes, including generic 

strain (ρ=0.35), anxiety (ρ=0.31), and depression (ρ=0.34; Bowling & Beehr, 2006), and 

significant negative relationships between nonsexual forms of abuse and positive mental health 

outcomes, such as overall mental health (ρ=-0.37; Sojo et al., 2016) and psychological well-

being (ρ=-0.40; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010). These reviews and meta-analytic results suggest 

moderate effects of generalized forms of workplace abuse on survivors’ mental health. 

Like generalized harassment, sexual forms of harassment (sexual harassment and sexual 

assault) can have deleterious effects on survivors’ mental health. Meta-analytic estimates for 

sexual harassment specifically show small to moderate negative correlations with indicators of 

mental health, including lower psychological well-being (e.g., ρ=-0.28, Hershcovis & Barling, 

2010; ρ=-0.30, Chan et al., 2008), reduced general mental health ρ=-0.27), and general perceived 

stress (e.g., ρ=0.10, Cantisano et al., 2008; ρ=0.17, Chan et al., 2008). Sexual harassment is also 

associated with more severe forms of mental health outcomes, such as post-traumatic stress 

Syndrome (PTSD). For instance, Brady et al. (2021, unpublished manuscript) showed that the 

meta-analytic estimate of the effect of sexual harassment on PTSD is ρ=0.22. Regarding sexual 

assault, research shows a broader range of meta-analytic estimates (small to large effect sizes) 

for the effects of sexual assault on various indicators of survivors’ mental health. For example, 
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survivors of sexual assault exhibit reduced general mental health (ρ=-0.39; Sojo et al., 2016), as 

well as increased perceived stress (ρ=0.09), psychological distress (ρ=0.13), depression (ρ=0.26), 

PTSD symptomology (ρ=0.13), and suicidal ideation (ρ=.97; Brady et al., 2021, unpublished 

manuscript). 

In summary, the research reviewed above demonstrates that survivors of generalized 

harassment, sexual harassment, and sexual assault in the workplace are all likely to exhibit 

decrements to their mental health. As a result of experiencing an act of sexual abuse, a victim’s 

behavior at work may be negatively affected by both 1) the direct stress of the harassment or 

assault, and 2) the stress that can result from working in an organization that fails to protect the 

victims of assault. The latter type of stress can result from experiences of “re-victimization” or 

“secondary victimization” (i.e., victim-blaming behaviors and practices engaged in by legal and 

medical personnel), which exacerbates victims’ trauma by making them feel guilty, depressed, 

distrustful, and reluctant to seek further help (Campbell & Raja, 2005). Additionally, victims of 

sexual abuse sometimes face retaliation for reporting the offense (Mengeling et al., 2014), which 

may come in the form of adverse job-related outcomes, such as being passed over for job 

opportunities or promotions (Hemming, 1985). These experiences could further exacerbate the 

effects of abuse on survivors’ mental health outcomes. 

In this literature, researchers often capture a variety of variables associated with an 

individual’s mental health (e.g., stress, depression, anxiety, psychological distress, PTSD 

symptomology, and suicide ideation). In examining the effects of workplace abuse on survivor 

mental health, I focus on two variables specifically that serve as useful indicators of an 

individual’s self-reported general mental well-being: stress symptomology and PTSD 

symptomology. Stress symptomology, as measured in most versions of the WGRA, refers to 
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service members’ self-reported past-month levels of perceived stress (e.g., feeling that you could 

not cope with all the things you had to do; feeling that you have difficulties piling up so high that 

you could not overcome them). Similar to the operationalization of stress symptomology, PTSD 

symptomology refers to service members’ self-reported past-month symptoms of PTSD (e.g., 

having repeated, disturbing dreams of a stressful experience; having trouble remembering 

important parts of a stressful experience). Both stress symptomology and PTSD symptomology 

are useful indicators of individuals’ general mental health and psychological well-being because 

they have a positive relationship with and thus implicate of a range of aversive and pathogenic 

outcomes for survivors (e.g., negative coping behaviors such as eating disorders or substance 

abuse; attempted or completed suicide). 

Transactional Model of Stress 

The transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) can be useful in explaining 

the effects of generalized harassment, sexual harassment, and sexual assault on survivors’ 

general stress and PTSD symptomology, because it posits that experiencing or appraising a 

situation as “threatening” can lead to psychological and physical strain. The use of the term 

“transactional” refers to the transaction between a person’s external environment (e.g., situations, 

events, experiences) and their internal states (e.g., cognitions, attitudes, emotions), which occurs 

during the stressor appraisal process. According to the transactional model of stress (Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984) a person’s stress response begins with the largely subconscious and automatic 

cognitive appraisal process, during which an individual determines the level of threat associated 

with a given stimulus. This appraisal process mediates the relationship between the external 

stimulus and an individual’s response to that stimulus (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), such that 

appraising a stimulus in a slightly different way could influence an individual’s response to that 
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stimulus. In other words, it is not the existence of the external stimulus per se that leads to stress 

outcomes; it is the individual’s appraisal of that external stimulus as threatening that can initiate 

the stress process and lead to stress-related outcomes.  

Physiologically, humans act in very different ways based on whether they are 

encountering a threat as opposed to a benign stimulus. When one perceives a stimulus as a threat, 

the stress reaction (e.g., the release of stress hormones, increases in physiological arousal) begins 

to manifest almost immediately following the appraisal. In the short-term, these stress-inducing 

processes can lead to stress-related outcomes that impact the psychological well-being of the 

individual (e.g., felt job stress or strain, depression, anxiety, burnout, and increased mental 

illness symptomology), whereas appraising a stimulus as benign or non-threatening is less likely 

to trigger the initiation of stress regulatory processes and thus less likely to result in negative 

strain-related consequences for the individual (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

While it is possible for an individual’s appraisal of a stimulus to differ both between and 

within individuals (Brady & Cunningham, 2019), theories of interpersonal rejection (Richman & 

Leary, 2009) and the human need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) suggest that perceiving 

that one is the target of abuse is typically associated with an appraisal of the abuse as threatening, 

rather than benign. Of course, it is important to recognize that there are instances in which an 

incident of workplace abuse could be perceived as benign instead of threatening (Perrewé & 

Zellars, 1999), such as if an individual attributes a coworker’s comment to that person’s 

ignorance, as opposed to their intent to purposefully discriminate. However, based on the large 

body of research on workplace abuse suggesting largely negative survivor mental health 

outcomes (Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Sojo et al., 2016; Williness et al., 2007; Yao et al., 2021), I 

assume that workplace abuse is generally perceived as a threatening stimulus that provokes a 
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stress reaction in the survivor. This stress reaction could manifest in the form of general stress 

symptoms if the survivor feels that he or she does not have enough resources to meet the 

demands of this stress (e.g., if the survivor does not feel that their reports of abuse are being 

taken seriously by their supervisor). In the same way, this stress reaction could manifest in the 

form of PTSD symptomology if the abuse was especially traumatic for a survivor. For example, 

for the thirty percent of military sexual assault survivors whose most severe experience of assault 

involved more than one perpetrator (OPA, 2019), these individuals show heightened levels of 

traumatic symptomology (e.g., PTSD; Greathouse et al., 2015). While the magnitude of the 

effects of workplace abuse on stress and PTSD symptomology may vary based on the form of 

abuse, given the numerous extraneous variables that could account for these differences, I 

hypothesize broadly that individuals who report having survived an incident of workplace abuse 

in the past year are more likely to exhibit past-month symptoms of general stress and past-month 

symptoms of PTSD. 

H1. Generalized harassment (H1a), sexual harassment (H1b), and sexual assault 

(H1c) are positively associated with stress symptomology, and with PTSD 

symptomology (H1d-H1f), respectively. 

Workplace Abuse Impacts Survivor Job Attitudes 

Similar to the adverse effects of generalized harassment, sexual harassment, and sexual 

assault on survivors’ mental health, there is evidence to show that these three forms of workplace 

abuse also have detrimental outcomes for survivors’ job attitudes. Extant meta-analytic reviews 

reveal that both nonsexual and sexual forms of workplace abuse are associated with reduced job 

attitudinal outcomes. Indeed, meta-analytic results reveal significant and moderate effects of 

nonsexual forms of workplace abuse (e.g., general incivility, workplace mistreatment, abusive 
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supervision) on service members’ work-related attitudes, including their turnover intentions 

(ρ=0.26, Hershcovis & Barling, 2010, ρ=0.35, Bowling & Beehr, 2006), work withdrawal 

behaviors (ρ=0.19, Hershcovis & Barling, 2010), and levels of organizational commitment (e.g., 

ρ=-0.36, Bowling & Beehr, 2006; ρ=-0.40, Hershcovis & Barling, 2010). Similarly, meta-

analytic effects of nonsexual forms of harassment on satisfaction with aspects of one’s 

workplace range from ρ=-0.34 (Sojo et al., 2016) to ρ=-0.46 (Hershcovis & Barling, 2010) for 

survivors’ satisfaction with their coworkers; from ρ=-0.39 (Hershcovis & Barling, 2010) to ρ=-

0.45 (Sojo et al., 2016) for survivors’ satisfaction with their supervisor; and from ρ=-0.18 (Sojo 

et al., 2016) to ρ=-0.39 (Bowling & Beehr, 2006) for survivors’ satisfaction with their job. 

Like nonsexual forms of workplace abuse, sexual forms of abuse can also significantly 

impact survivors’ job attitudes. Sexual harassment and sexual assault have been linked to certain 

job behaviors and performance indicators, including absenteeism, decreased work productivity, 

and attrition (Willness et al., 2007; Thomsen et al., 2017). For example, it is estimated that 

sexual harassment and sexual assault of service members that occur in a single year were 

associated with the premature loss of at least 16,000 person-years of service over the following 

28 months (Morral et al., 2014). Extant research identifies several job attitudinal outcomes 

associated with sexual abuse victimization. For instance, victims are more likely to be less 

satisfied with work, coworkers, supervisors, and the job (e.g., Magley et al., 1999), and are more 

likely to withdraw from work and exhibit reduced organizational commitment (Willness et al., 

2007). Meta-analytic estimates of the effects of sexual harassment on job attitudes reveal that 

effects range from ρ=0.22 (Cantisano et al., 2008) to ρ=0.31 for job withdrawal, (Chan et al., 

2008); from ρ=-0.24 (Sojo et al., 2016) to ρ=-0.33 (Chan et al., 2008) for job satisfaction; and 

from ρ=-0.13 (Sojo et al., 2016) to ρ=-0.29 (Hershcovis & Baring, 2010) for organizational 
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commitment. Similarly, meta-analytic estimates of the effects of sexual assault on job attitudes 

reveal that effects range from ρ=-0.16 (Brady et al., 2021, unpublished manuscript) to ρ=-0.34 

(Sojo et al., 2016) for coworker satisfaction; from ρ=-0.14 (Brady et al., 2021, unpublished 

manuscript) to ρ=-0.36 (Sojo et al., 2016) for supervisor satisfaction; from ρ=-0.11 (Brady et al., 

2021, unpublished manuscript) to ρ=-0.20 (Sojo et al., 2016) for job satisfaction; and from ρ=-

0.11 (Brady et al., 2021, unpublished manuscript) to ρ=-0.15 (Sojo et al., 2016) for 

organizational commitment. 

Theoretically, it is reasonable that a person who has experienced workplace abuse is 

likely to have negative feelings toward their workplace for multiple reasons, such as for 

contributing to the source of the abuse or for failing to prevent it from occurring. These negative 

feelings towards one’s workplace can be explained by affective events theory (Weiss & 

Cropanzano, 1996), which posits that employees’ reactions to incidents in their work 

environment (such as workplace abuse) influence their subsequent work-related behaviors and 

attitudes, including their performance, job satisfaction and organizational commitment. In other 

words, reduced job attitudinal outcomes are hypothesized to occur as a result of stress-inducing 

workplace events (e.g., a supervisor intentionally and publicly humiliating a subordinate) 

becoming merged with appraisals of one’s job, their work environment, and their organization 

(e.g., Dhanani et al., 2018).  

The above review of the effects of forms of workplace abuse on the job attitudes of 

survivors suggests that, regardless of the form of the abuse, experiencing workplace abuse has 

consistent and significant negative effects on survivors’ job attitudes. The DoD has examined a 

wide range of job attitudes among service members who have survived workplace abuse (OPA, 

2019). In this dissertation, I focus on two job attitudes that serve as useful indicators of an 
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individual’s mental states towards their job and work environment, especially in the context of 

the U.S. military: service member morale and active-duty retention intentions. The WGRA uses 

a single-item measure to assess service members’ self-reported “current level of morale” and 

self-reported intentions to remain on active duty. Both morale and active-duty retention 

intentions are critical indicators of military force preparedness and war readiness and are 

significantly associated with other work-related attitudes.   

In summary, empirical and theoretical evidence suggest that active-duty service members 

who survive workplace abuse are significantly likely to have reduced positive job attitudes. As 

such, I hypothesize that individuals who report having survived workplace abuse in the past year 

are more likely to self-report lower levels of morale and lower retention intentions. 

H2. Generalized harassment (H2a), sexual harassment (H2b), and sexual assault 

(H2c) are negatively associated with morale, and with active-duty retention intentions 

(H2d-H2f), respectively. 

Comparing the Effects of Forms of Workplace Abuse on Mental Health and Job Attitudes 

In addition to informing our understanding of the effects of workplace abuse on 

survivors’ mental health and job attitudes, the transactional model of stress and affective events 

theory can also be applied to explore differences in the effects on these outcomes based on the 

characteristics of the abuse. In this section I expand on the empirical evidence reviewed above 

and present additional evidence to hypothesize that, not only do the effects of workplace abuse 

differ based on the outcome examined, but that they can be expected to be stronger for certain 

relationships. Because the transactional model of stress emphasizes that the circumstances 

surrounding the stressful event can influence survivor’s stress response and ultimate stress-
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related outcomes, in hypothesizing about the differences in these effects, I consider unique 

aspects of the three forms of workplace abuse. 

Extant research using both civilian and military samples points to such characteristics of 

the workplace abuse that could significantly moderate the effects of workplace abuse on mental 

health and job attitudinal outcomes. According to the transactional stress, these characteristics 

are critical because they influence an individual’s appraisal of the abusive incident, which 

mediates the relationship between the experience and survivor outcomes. These characteristics 

include: the intentionality of the perpetrator, the abuse tactics used by the perpetrator(s), the 

survivor’s attributions concerning what the cause of the abuse, the location of the abuse (e.g., 

whether it occurred inside or outside of the workplace), other people’s reactions to the abuse 

(e.g., retaliation), the involvement of substances during the incident (e.g., alcohol abuse), and 

frequency or repetition of the abuse, the relationship(s) between the victim and perpetrator(s)10 

(Snyder et al., 2005; Stander & Thomsen, 2016). For example, compared to experiencing a 

single incident of workplace abuse that involves one being the subject of coworkers’ jokes, 

experiencing a single incident of workplace abuse that involves one being physically attacked 

and raped at gunpoint is likely to elicit a different appraisal, different coping mechanisms, and 

ultimately different outcomes for the survivor, likely in terms of their mental health and job 

attitudes. As another example, empirical research shows that, when compared to experiencing 

sexual assault that does not involve a weapon or physical injury, experiencing sexual assault in 

which a weapon or physical injury was involved is more likely to be have a stronger effect on 

survivors’ mental health (Dworkin et al., 2017).  While the present study is limited in that the 

 
10 A survivor’s history or relationship with the perpetrator may influence how the survivor appraises the incident. 

For example, individuals who once viewed their perpetrator as a friend (e.g., a mentor, father figure, teammate, 

battle buddy) may feel more betrayed (and thus exhibit more detrimental outcomes) than those whose perpetrator 

was unknown to them prior to the assault. 
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dataset does not include specific details about the circumstances surrounding the abusive 

incident(s) (e.g., where it occurred, the relationship of the parties involved), the scant research 

that does examine these factors among military service members (e.g., Greathouse et al., 2015) 

can be used to hypothesize differences in effects based on form of abuse experienced. 

The definition of sexual assault used by military researchers involves behaviors that may 

lead to bodily denigration, such as attempted or forcible sexual touching, and include 

psychological and/or physical abuse whether it involves attempted or actual bodily penetration 

(DoDD, 2015). As a result, experiencing abuse in the form of sexual assault is typically more 

physical in nature than generalized and sexual harassment and thus has a greater potential to 

inflict bodily harm on survivors (Stander & Thomsen, 2016). Further, because this form of abuse 

strips survivors of their human dignity, experiencing workplace sexual assault can result in a 

very real sense of threat to one’s identity and mental health (Soenens et al., 2005). These types of 

experiences are likely to result in not just perceived stress, but in greater levels of trauma 

symptomology, including PTSD (Dworkin et al., 2017). Some support for this hypothesis comes 

from the legal discipline; both the civilian and military justice systems have determined that 

sexual assault is a distinct and severe form of workplace abuse that is considered to be a criminal 

offense. Thus, it is expected that, due to the severity of sexual assault incidents compared to 

harassment incidents and generalized harassment incidents, survivors of sexual assault will 

encounter more detrimental mental health effects. 

Both the perpetrator and the location of the abuse may influence the stress reaction and 

outcomes. The definition of generalized harassment used by military researchers refers 

specifically to abusive behaviors perpetrated by a survivors’ coworkers or supervisors. In 

contrast, the operational definitions of sexual harassment and assault refer to experiences of 
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abusive behaviors perpetrated by “military personnel, DoD civilian employees, or contractors”. 

Thus, the measures assessing sexual forms of abuse include the potential for contractors and 

others that are not in one’s workgroup to be identified as the perpetrator, as opposed to the 

measure assessing generalized harassment, which is narrower in its identification of potential 

perpetrators and limits this list only to survivors’ coworkers or supervisors. Based on affective 

events theory, it is posited that the negative attitudes a victim feels towards their perpetrator may 

– specifically because the perpetrator is a coworker or supervisor and thus inherently associated 

with one’s job and work environment – transfer to other job attitudes.  

In terms of the effects of the location of the abuse, survivors of generalized harassment 

and sexual harassment may be likely to have more negative job attitudes than survivors of sexual 

assault, because these forms of abuse are more likely to occur within the context of one’s job 

(Harned et al., 2002), whereas sexual assault is more likely to occur at times when one is not 

engaged in work activities, and in locations that are outside of one’s work environment (e.g., 

Greathouse et al, 2015). Because survivors of abuse may associate a physical location with an 

abusive incident, affective events theory also suggests that abuse that occurred in the workplace 

may have greater effects on survivors’ job attitudes than abuse that did not occur in the 

workplace. 

While the above characteristics of workplace abuse assist in hypothesizing about their 

effects for survivors’ mental health and job attitudes when the abuse referred to is a single 

incident, these effects may differ when the frequency of the abuse is taken into account. 

Research in this area reliably demonstrates that the frequency of the abuse is a significant 

moderator of the magnitude of effects of the abuse. In both civilian and military workplaces, 

sexual assault is significantly less prevalent than generalized or sexual abuse. Thus, based on the 
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general frequency of these forms of abuse compared to sexual assault, it is possible that the 

potential risks associated with generalized and sexual harassment may be greater than sexual 

assault when frequency of abuse is taken into account.11 In the present study, which does not 

account for the frequency of the workplace abuse, I hypothesize the following: 

H3. Sexual assault shows the strongest positive association with stress (H3a-b) and 

PTSD symptoms (H3c-d), and sexual assault shows the weakest positive association 

with morale (H3e-f) and retention intentions (H3g-h), compared to generalized 

harassment and sexual harassment, respectively. 

The Moderating Role of Leader Behaviors 

“You can succeed from this day forward in virtually every aspect of your military career, 

but if you fail at this, and that is leading on the issue of sexual assault, you’ve failed the 

Army.” 

– John M. McHugh, Secretary of the Army (DoA, 2016) 

Decades of research on military sexual abuse reveal that the attitudes, actions, and even 

inactions of a subordinate’s military leaders have considerable influence on determining a 

whether a service member in their command experiences workplace sexual abuse (Offerman & 

Malamut, 2002; Sadler et al., 2018). This research has been integrated with the DoD’s prevention 

efforts and response, as indicated by the inclusion of “leader engagement” into the DoD’s 

continuum of harm (Sadler et al., 2017). In the military, leaders hold considerable power over 

subordinates and thus have an essential role in supporting those who report such incidents. In 

 
11 While generalized harassment was measured using a frequency-based Likert scale, the data were recoded to be 

comparable with sexual harassment and sexual assault, so that all workplace abuse variables refer to whether an 

individual experienced that form of abuse at least once in the past 12 months.  
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short, leaders have the power to mitigate potential negative outcomes for survivors (Sadler et al., 

2018; Daniel et al., 2019). 

When military leaders neglect to lead on the issue of sexual assault, choose to disregard it 

as a problem, or avoid taking it seriously, they are failing in their responsibility and duty to 

protect and minimize harm to their subordinates and fellow service members (Klein & Gallus, 

2018). Having a leader who tolerates any form of interpersonal abuse among subordinates will 

likely strengthen the negative effects of workplace abuse on survivor mental health and job 

attitudinal outcomes by perpetuating a toxic or unhealthy command climate through increased 

levels of workplace abuse, revictimization of abuse survivors, and retaliation against those who 

report workplace abuse. First, I use Bandura’s interactionist perspective of social cognitive 

theory to hypothesize that leader tolerance for sexual harassment can perpetuate a command 

climate in which sexual harassment and potentially other forms of abuse are accepted (and 

perhaps even endorsed), and that service members in such an environment are thus more likely to 

engage in these behaviors within that environment. Second, I use the literature on revictimization 

to hypothesize that, because a leader’s tolerance for sexual harassment influences how the leader 

handles instances and reports of workplace abuse (Offerman & Malamut, 2002), survivors will 

experience additional negative treatment that influences their mental health and job attitudinal 

outcomes. 

Leader Tolerance for Sexual Harassment 

Leaders influence their subordinates’ behaviors in both formal and informal ways. For 

example, informal systems such as the “hidden curricula” (Sadler et al., 2017) that informally 

convey organizational tolerance of sexual abuse – such as leaders’ lack of effort in stopping 

sexual harassment – are among the strongest predictors of its occurrence (Miner-Rubino & 
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Cortina, 2004; Pryor et al., 2017; Uggen et al., 2021). When military leadership is perceived to 

be tolerant, subordinates report lower job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Harned et 

al., 2002). Moreover, research has shown that units in which the leader is neutral or indifferent to 

abuse (laissez-faire) have higher rates of sexual violence compared to those units where officers 

do not tolerate abuse (Pryor, 1995; Sadler et al., 2017).  

In most versions of the WGRA, leader tolerance for sexual harassment specifically refers 

to subordinates’ opinions that their leaders do not make honest and reasonable efforts to stop 

sexual harassment, regardless of what is said officially. Subordinates respond to their opinions of 

leader tolerance for sexual harassment at three level of leadership: immediate supervisor, 

installation/ship leadership, and service leadership. The latter two can be considered more distal 

leadership levels, as they are not in constant (e.g., daily) contact with the lower-level 

subordinates, unlike one’s immediate supervisor. Theoretically, it is possible that leaders’ actions 

and inactions with regards to stopping sexual harassment may exist on a continuum – with 

complete intolerance for sexual harassment on one end and complete tolerance for sexual 

harassment on the other end of the continuum – and that leaders may exhibit different levels of 

tolerant and intolerant behavior at different times. In this study, I conceptualize, however, 

individuals’ opinions of their leaders’ efforts to stop sexual harassment are captured using a 

single item with three response options: “Yes”, “No”, and “I don’t know”. Thus, in the present 

study, the concept of leader tolerance for sexual harassment captures subordinates’ overall 

opinion of their leader as "making or not making honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual 

harassment". According to the interactionist perspective of social cognitive theory (Bandura, 

1991), these opinions are formed and shaped over time, based on an individual’s past social 

learning experiences. 
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According to this theory, an individual’s internal standards that serve as the basis for self-

regulation of one’s conduct are relatively stable (Bandura, 1991). For example, most service 

members are highly capable of self-control and refrain from sexually assaulting other service 

members a large majority of the time. Similar to other frameworks, such as the transactional 

model of stress or the integrated model of sexual harassment (Fitzgerald et al., 1999a), Bandura’s 

interactionist perspective posits that external factors can influence an individual’s self-regulatory 

processes. However, Bandura’s theory focuses on external factors related to one’s self-regulation 

of moral behavior, such as the ethical climate of one’s social environment or the moral standards 

to which individuals are held accountable (Bandura, 1991). This theory assumes that, when 

motivated by internal sanctions, people refrain from immoral behavior because they anticipate 

that behaving in such a way will result in self-reproach and self-condemnation (whereas 

prosocial or moral behavior will result in self-respect), but when motivated by social sanctions, 

people refrain from immoral behavior because they anticipate such conduct will result in social 

censure and other adverse consequences. Applied to leader tolerance for sexual harassment, then, 

this theory suggests that when leaders are tolerant of sexually harassing behaviors, this 

influences subordinates’ perceptions of their environment by reducing the moral standards to 

which individuals are held accountable, thus creating an unhealthy workplace environment.  

The interactionist perspective suggests that the effects of leaders’ behaviors occur 

because the consequences of external and observed punishment (and reward) function as social 

behaviors that inhibit (or disinhibit) aggressive responding of individuals in that social 

environment (Bandura, 1973, 1991; Bandura et al., 1975). Although individual differences play a 

role (Fitzgerald et al., 1999a), due to the considerable rewarding and coercive power possessed 

by social agencies, such as military leadership, external standards can override internal sanctions, 
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giving rise to behavior that was previously considered to be reprehensible to the actor (e.g., 

Milgram, 1974). Bandura suggests that this occurs through the phenomena of vicarious 

reinforcement and vicarious punishment (Bandura, 1971). Whereas vicarious reinforcement is 

defined as a change in the behavior of observers that results from witnessing the response 

consequences of others rewarded, vicarious punishment occurs when an observer’s witnessing of 

the negative consequences of another’s actions results in reduced tendency to behavior in similar 

or related ways. In other words, witnessing acts of abuse punished typically produces less 

imitative abuse than seeing it obtain social success or ignored (Bandura, 1971).  

In summary, this theory suggests that the transmission of acceptable values and standards 

of moral conduct (e.g., tolerance of sexual harassment) arises from diverse influential sources 

and may be externally sanctioned, such as by one’s leader (Bandura, 1991; Reiss, 1965). In the 

military environment, a leader’s tolerance for sexual harassment can have cascading effects on 

increasing the abusive behavior among subordinates, and that this can further harm an abuse 

survivor by exposing them to additional instances of workplace abuse. Indeed, the DoD 

recognizes that the presence of a leader who is tolerant of sexual harassment is indicative of an 

unhealthy command climate because it can increase a service member’s risk of experiencing 

further abuse (OPA, 2020). However, it is also possible that survivors’ adverse mental health and 

job attitudinal outcomes could be exacerbated to the extent that leaders who are tolerant of 

sexual harassment are also more likely to exhibit related negative attitudes or mindsets, such as 

hostility towards women or lack of support for service members’ mental health, that could 

further harm survivors. For example, empirical evidence demonstrates that in command climates 

where service members are more likely to experience sexual assault, they are also less likely to 

perceive their leaders as being accepting of subordinates’ decisions to receive mental health 
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counseling or services (Sadler et al., 2017, 2018). Specifically, this research found that leader 

behaviors reported by servicewomen that had the highest odds of sexual assault included “not 

exhibiting support for service members seeking mental health care” (Sadler et al., 2017, p.152). 

In turn, having a leader who does not support service members seeking in this way may result in 

a survivor of workplace abuse receiving inadequate mental health care services and other support 

services, and thus in worsened mental health and more negative job attitudes.  

A final note of support for the effects of leader tolerance for sexual harassment on 

survivors’ outcomes stems from the research on sexual abuse conceptualized as ambient or 

vicarious (e.g., Glomb et al., 1997). This research that the negative outcomes associated with 

victimization of sexual abuse are not restricted to the target but instead can spread to others in 

the work environment. For example, vicarious abuse (i.e., observing or being aware of the 

mistreatment of others in one’s work environment) elevates general levels of negative behaviors 

in that environment, including counterproductive work behaviors and aggressive behaviors 

(Glomb et al., 1997). These phenomena too can be viewed through the lens of social learning 

theory. When subordinates perceive that interpersonal mistreatment is normative or appropriate 

in their work environment, their behaviors will align with that moral standard (Bandura, 1973, 

1991). 

Leader Tolerance for Sexual Harassment and Revictimization of Abuse Survivors 

In addition to contributing to an unhealthy command climate, leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment can also exacerbate the negative effects of abuse on survivor outcomes through 

revictimizing the survivor. Revictimization, or secondary victimization, refers to conscious or 

unconscious victim-blaming behaviors and practices engaged in by personnel in authority 

(Campbell & Raja, 2005). Revictimization can occur in the form of doubt or disbelief by 
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authority regarding the credibility of the report, which can exacerbate targets’ trauma by making 

them feel distrustful, reluctant to seek further help, guilty, and depressed (Campbell & Raja, 

2005). Because a service member’s immediate leader in the chain of command is primarily 

responsible for receiving and investigating reports of potential sexual harassment and sexual 

assault, to reduce revictimization and further harm to abuse survivors it is critical that leaders 

possess characteristics (e.g., intolerance for sexual harassment) that allow them to competently 

respond to an incident or report of an incident. 

For example, Offermann and Malamut (2002) demonstrate that when women perceive 

their leaders as making honest efforts to stop harassment, they feel significantly freer to report 

harassment, are more satisfied with the complaint process, and report greater organizational 

commitment compared to those perceiving that their leaders do make honest efforts to stop 

harassment. This research demonstrates that leadership mediates the relationship between 

organizational policy and outcomes, supporting the view that a critical role for leaders is their 

efforts to stop sexual harassment and establish an ethical command climate by reinforcing formal 

harassment policies (Offermann & Malamut, 2002). As another example, Bell et al (2014) found 

that survivors’ perceptions of and satisfaction with the reporting process were more strongly 

related to their well-being than having actually reported the harassment.  

Subordinates that are more likely to perceive that their leader is tolerant of sexual 

harassment are likely to also be concerned about the revictimization or stigma that will be 

associated with them if they report the event. Thus, fear of revictimization or stigma may prevent 

victims from seeking help in the first place (Firestone et al., 2012; Murrell et al., 1995), further 

limiting their access to valuable sources of support and potentially worsening health and work-

related outcomes. This may be especially true for male victims, for whom the stigma and 
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revictimization associated with reporting may be especially salient (Berdahl et al., 1996; 

Greathouse et al., 2015). In addition to adverse mental health outcomes for survivors, though, 

revictimization by leaders may also result in exacerbated negative job attitudes for survivors 

(e.g., reduced morale and retention intentions) because being revictimized is a negative affective 

experience that can impact a survivors’ attitudes about their job and work environment. 

Retaliation is when one experiences retaliatory behaviors – either by one’s leader or 

coworkers – as a result of reporting an incident of abuse (Cortina & Magley, 2003; Messman-

Moore et al., 2005; Risser et al., 2006). Retaliation typically involves humiliation, hostility, 

blame, and damage to one’s reputation and career (Bergman et al., 2002; Cortina & Magley, 

2003). In civilian populations, two-thirds of victims experience retaliation not only after 

reporting sexual harassment or assault incidents, but also as a means of deterring them from 

doing so (Cortina & Magley, 2003). Forms of retaliation include social retaliation (e.g., ignored 

by coworkers, blamed for the situation, made to feel responsible for changes in the unit) and 

professional retaliation (e.g., loss of privileges, denied promotion or training, demotion, 

undesirable reassignment or transfer to another job). The results of a study conducted using U.S. 

military service members demonstrated that in 2014, of the respondents who made an 

unrestricted report, 59% indicated they perceived social or professional retaliation to some extent 

(Rock et al., 2014). The DoD recognizes three classes of behaviors that constitute retaliation: 

professional reprisal, ostracism, and maltreatment (OPA, 2019). Professional reprisal, as defined 

by law and policy, refers to unfavorable actions taken by the chain of command against an 

individual. Ostracism refers to social exclusion by peers or leaders, and maltreatment refers to 

misconduct against the targeted member either by peers or someone in a position of authority. 

Both forms of retaliation can occur because a service member’s reports or intends to report a 
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criminal offense, can be experienced simultaneously (OPA, 2019), and can come from 

individuals at any level of the organization (Cortina & Magley, 2003). 

Given the psychological, social, and professional consequences associated with 

retaliation, it is understandable that victims often mention fear of retaliation as a reason for not 

reporting (Murrell et al., 1995). Of the 20,743 service members who experienced sexual assault 

in 2018, only 6,676 filed an unrestricted (4,898 members) or restricted (1,778 members) report 

(OPA, 2019). Sexual abuse is commonly unreported, because victims often believe that reporting 

the incident will negatively impact their performance evaluations, treatment, or their career 

(OPA, 2019; Hemming, 1985). Service members fear retaliation from the alleged offender, 

peers, or leadership if others become aware of the report (OPA, 2020). Interviews with DoD 

SAPR/SHARP responders reveal that “the majority of [reports] are people that they know, 

Marines, Sailors, that they work with, battle buddy, they were friends, lived in the same 

barracks…” (OPA, 2020). Similarly, in-depth focus group participants told researchers that 

reporting an incident “…would be like the scarlet letter. Nobody’s going to want to talk to him or 

her and [there would be] a breakdown in communication between that person and the rest of the 

unit” (mixed group of male and female E7-E9 service members; Rock et al., 2014). Both 

revictimization and retaliation as a result of leader tolerance for sexual harassment may 

contribute to the negative effects on survivors’ mental health outcomes and job attitudes. 

Based on the above discussion of the moderating role of leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment on the relationships between workplace abuse and survivor outcomes, I hypothesize 

the following: 

H4. Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the positive effects of generalized harassment (H4a), sexual harassment 
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(H4b), and sexual assault (H4c) on stress symptomology, and the positive effects of 

generalized harassment (H4d), sexual harassment (H4e), and sexual assault (H4f) on 

PTSD symptomology, such that these relationships are stronger when one has an 

immediate supervisor who does not make reasonable and honest efforts to stop sexual 

harassment. 

H5. Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the negative effects of generalized harassment (H5a), sexual harassment 

(H5b), and sexual assault (H5c) on morale, and the negative effects of generalized 

harassment (H5d), sexual harassment (H5e), and sexual assault (H5f) on active-duty 

retention intentions, such that these relationships are stronger when one has an 

immediate supervisor who does not make reasonable and honest efforts to stop sexual 

harassment. 

It is also possible that leaders at different levels of the chain of command could impact 

the outcomes experienced by survivors of abuse. For example, tolerance for sexual harassment 

among the senior leadership of one’s service or among the senior leadership of one’s 

installation/ship serve can serve as institutional backing (Bandura, 1991) that may exert external 

sanctions that demonstrate acceptability of sexual harassment among the ranks. Leaders at more 

senior levels of the military can be seen as representatives of the organization, such that their 

behaviors may be attributed to the organization rather than to specific individuals. The 

interactionist perspective (Bandura, 1991) can be used to explain that when leaders behave in 

ways that suggest to subordinates that sexual harassment is tolerated at senior levels of the 

organization, this can influence survivors’ mental health and job attitudinal outcomes through 

perpetuating unhealthy climate. Data from in-depth interviews with Air Force servicemembers 
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demonstrates this phenomenon. In this description from an enlisted member, the behaviors of 

more senior leaders influence the behavior of less senior leaders:  

I think the senior NCOs too can have influence. Because if they do come into a 

workplace maybe you see your supervisor and your other Airmen kind of... Like 

maybe they're good, but you see a senior NCO that comes in and just starts 

shooting the [explicit] so to speak. Now they think that, ‘Oh, it's okay for me to 

be like this because I saw all the way someone from up top doing this. 

- Air Force, Mid-Enlisted, Female (OPA, 2020) 

Thus, in addition to the proposition that immediate supervisors influence their workplace 

climate, having senior leaders who tolerate sexual harassment can also contribute to an unhealthy 

climate and cause further harm to abuse survivors’ mental health (e.g., through revictimization) 

and job attitudes (e.g., through retaliation). 

H6. Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level moderates the 

positive effects of generalized harassment (H6a), sexual harassment (H6b), and sexual 

assault (H6c) on stress symptomology, and the positive effects of generalized 

harassment (H6d), sexual harassment (H6e), and sexual assault (H6f) on PTSD 

symptomology, such that these relationships are stronger when one has an immediate 

supervisor who does not make reasonable and honest efforts to stop sexual harassment. 

H7. Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level moderates the 

negative effects of generalized harassment (H7a), sexual harassment (H7b), and sexual 

assault (H7c) on morale, and the negative effects of generalized harassment (H7d), 

sexual harassment (H7e), and sexual assault (H7f) on active-duty retention intentions, 
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such that these relationships are stronger when one has an immediate supervisor who 

does not make reasonable and honest efforts to stop sexual harassment. 

H8. Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the positive 

effects of generalized harassment (H8a), sexual harassment (H8b), and sexual assault 

(H8c) on stress symptomology, and the positive effects of generalized harassment 

(H8d), sexual harassment (H8e), and sexual assault (H8f) on PTSD symptomology, 

such that these relationships are stronger when one has an immediate supervisor who 

does not make reasonable and honest efforts to stop sexual harassment. 

H9. Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the negative 

effects of generalized harassment (H9a), sexual harassment (H9b), and sexual assault 

(H9c) on morale, and the negative effects of generalized harassment (H9d), sexual 

harassment (H9e), and sexual assault (H9f) on active-duty retention intentions, such 

that these relationships are stronger when one has an immediate supervisor who does 

not make reasonable and honest efforts to stop sexual harassment. 

Comparing the Moderating Effects of Leader Tolerance for Sexual Harassment Based on 

the Level of Leadership Implicated 

Finally, I compare the effects of leader tolerance for sexual harassment based on the level 

of leadership implicated. I hypothesize that leader tolerance for sexual harassment will have a 

stronger moderating effect when the implicated level of leadership is more proximal to the 

survivor (e.g., one’s immediate supervisor), and that it will have a weaker moderating effect 

when the implicated leadership is more distal from the survivor (e.g., the senior leadership of 

one’s service). Work on organizational climate suggests that the leadership behaviors of 

immediate supervisors are salient features that are viewed as representative of larger 
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organizational processes and that they serve as filters that provide the basis for a subordinate’s 

perceptions of climate (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). Empirical evidence provides some support 

for this contention. For example, Offerman and Malamut (2002) demonstrated that, “…although 

senior leadership is critical in guaranteeing freedom to report supervisory and unit leader 

harassment, immediate supervisors appear to have more of an impact on many individual 

outcomes, independent of reporting.” (p. 893). These findings suggest that immediate 

supervisors are the first line of defense in combatting workplace abuse, and that their tolerance 

for sexual harassment will have the greatest moderating effect on survivors’ outcomes.  

The hypothesized effects of leader tolerance for sexual harassment could also occur via 

the extent of interpersonal interaction between a survivor and the leader. For instance, because 

most service members do not interact with senior leaders of their installation/ship or their service 

on a daily basis, whereas they would interact with their immediate supervisors much more 

frequently. Thus, it is expected that when leaders at more senior (i.e., distal) levels of leadership 

exhibit tolerance for sexual harassment, that this will have weaker effects on survivors’ outcomes 

compared to when leaders at more proximal levels of leadership (e.g., a survivor’s immediate 

supervisor). 

H10. For each relationship specified in Hypothesis 4 to 9, the moderating effects of 

leader tolerance will have the greatest effect at the immediate supervisor level. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

 

To investigate the research questions above, I examine data collected in the 2010 Work 

and Gender-Related Annual Survey of Active Duty Members (WGRA; DoD DMDC, 2011a). In 

this survey, active-duty service members responded to a series of items about their work, health, 

and gender/sex-related attitudes, behaviors, and experiences. In developing the research strategy 

and making methodological decisions, I took a critical realist perspective in my philosophical 

approach. This perspective assumes that, while an objective reality does exist, individuals are 

uniquely capable of reporting their own subjective interpretations of events and their internal 

states, and that these observations shape their reality and can serve as a rich source of knowledge 

for researchers faced with challenging and multi-faceted real-word problems use to solve 

complex problems.  

Sample and Procedures 

To investigate these questions, I utilize data the 2010 WGRA dataset for a number of 

reasons. First, since 1988, the U.S. military has coordinated large-scale surveys on the 

experiences of workplace sexual harassment and sexual assault among its members12, which has 

resulted in substantial research investigating these experiences among military employees. This 

large-scale, military-wide survey is administered every few years to both reserve and active-duty 

members to collect service members’ self-report responses to their workplace experiences. While 

 
12 Versions of the Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (WGRA; e.g., OPA, 2017, 

2019) have been periodically administered to representative samples of active-duty servicewomen since 1988 and to 

active-duty servicemen since 2006 (Thomsen et al., 2017). 
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research in civilian organizations has allowed for meta-analytic investigations of the effects of 

workplace sexual harassment, the low incidence and underreporting of workplace sexual assault 

in particular (Garrett, 2011; Harned et al., 2002; Stockdale & Hope, 1997), combined with 

limited large-scale efforts to obtain this information in non-military work samples, has often 

produced insufficient amounts of primary data to meta-analytically compare the effects of these 

behaviors in civilian organizations. Second, prior research using data on civilian employees has 

focused primarily on female survivors (e.g., Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Lapierre et al., 2005; 

Sojo et al., 2016), resulting in theory that may not be appropriate for all victims of workplace 

sexual abuse. However, due to the proportion of men to women in the U.S. military (5 to 1; DoD 

DMDC, 2018), there are about as many male victims of workplace sexual assault as there are 

female victims (OPA, 2019; Morral et al., 2015). Thus, the military workplace is a unique 

environment because it provides a context in which there is sufficient data to investigate the 

effects of multiple forms of workplace abuse on both male and female survivors. 

Measures 

To reduce participant burden, the WGRA uses many single-item measures to assess 

service members experiences. For those scales that contain more than one item, I provide 

reliability information (italicized along the diagonal) in Table 3. Regarding multi-item scales, the 

2010 WGRA dataset made publicly available by the DoD includes only scale-level scores for the 

following multi-item measures: generalized harassment, sexual harassment, sexual assault, 

stress, and PTSD symptomology. 

Generalized Harassment. To assess service members’ experiences of generalized 

harassment, they were asked how often, in the past 12 months, they were the target of 

coworkers’ or supervisors’ interpersonal abuse. Experienced interpersonal hostility in the 
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workplace involves being the target of behaviors that are degrading, oppressive, and 

unwarranted. Participants reported the frequency that, in the past 12 months, they experienced 

specific hostile behaviors from coworkers or supervisors. Examples of hostile behaviors include 

your coworker or supervisor “intentionally interfered with your work performance”, “damaged 

or stole your property or equipment”, and “used insults, sarcasm, or gestures to humiliate you”. 

Service members responded to ten items (see Appendix) using a 5-point frequency-based Likert 

scale (Never=1, Once or Twice=2, Sometimes=3, Often=4, Very Often=5).  

 To compute the scores for this scale, researchers averaged the ten items, resulting in total scale 

scores ranging from 1 to 5 (DoD DMDC, 2011b). For the purposes of this study, these scores 

were coded such that a score greater than 2 is indicative that the individual experienced 

generalized harassment. This cut-off score is based on the most definitions of harassment, which 

define harassment as a behavior that occurs repeatedly (Hackney & Perrewé, 2018). A score 

greater than 2 means that an individual indicated that he or she experienced at least one of the ten 

behaviors more than once or twice in the past year. The reliability information provided for this 

scale in Table 3 refers to Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (α) for the frequency-based version of the 

scale (i.e., prior to dichotomization), which was α=.90 (DoD DMDC, 2011b). 

Sexual Harassment. To assess service members’ experiences of targeted sexual 

harassment in the workplace, they were asked to report how often, in the past 12 months, they 

were the target of coworkers’ or supervisors’ sexual harassment behaviors. The 16 items used to 

measure sexual harassment in this study come from Sexual Experiences Survey, widely used by 

the DoD (SEQ-DoD; Fitzgerald et al., 1999b). While sexual harassment is often measured as an 

aggregated variable, the SEQ-DoD assesses four forms sexual harassment: crude or offensive 

behavior, sexist behavior, sexual coercion, and sexual attention.  
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Service members were first presented the information that they would be “asked about 

sex/gender related talk and/or behavior that was unwanted, uninvited, and in which you did not 

participate willingly”. They were instructed to report how often during the past 12 months they 

experienced each behavior, and they responded using a 5-point frequency-based Likert scale 

(Never=1 to Very Often=5). Example items of experiences of sexual harassment include being in 

situations in which someone in your work environment: “made offensive remarks about your 

appearance, body, or sexual activities?” [crude or offensive behavior]; “made offensive sexist 

remarks (for example, suggesting that people of your gender are not suited for the kind of work 

you do)?” [sexist behavior]; “treated you badly for refusing to have sex?” [sexual coercion]; 

“intentionally cornered you or leaned over you in a sexual way?” [sexual attention]. 

Similar to the generalized harassment variable, to compute the scores for this scale, 

researchers averaged the sixteen items, resulting in total scale scores ranging from 1 to 5 (DoD 

DMDC, 2011b). The reliability information provided for this scale in Table 3 refers to 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the frequency-based version of the scale (i.e., prior to 

dichotomization), which was α=.94 (DoD DMDC, 2011b). To identify whether a service 

member experienced or did not experience sexual harassment, researchers used two criteria: 1) 

first, the service member must respond that they experienced at least one of the sixteen behaviors 

more often then “never”, and 2) second, the service member must indicate (in a separate item) 

that they “perceived the behavior to be sexual harassment” (DoD DMDC, 2011b). If a 

respondent met both of these criteria, they were coded as having experienced sexual harassment 

at least once in the past 12 months. 

Sexual Assault. To assess service members’ experiences of targeted sexual assault in the 

workplace, they were asked to report how often, in the past 12 months, someone in the work 



56 

 

environment made unwanted sexual contact with them. Five items were used to assess sexual 

assault, including: “made you perform or receive oral sex, anal sex, or penetration by a finger or 

object” and “made you have sexual intercourse”. Participants responded to five items with “No” 

(1) or “Yes” (2). Individuals were identified as having experienced sexual assault if they 

responded “Yes” to at least one of the behaviors constituting sexual assault. No reliability 

information was provided for this scale (DoD DMDC, 2011b). 

Stress. To assess service members’ current stress levels, they were asked to report how 

often in the past month they experienced ten symptoms of stress (e.g., “been upset because of 

something that happened unexpectedly?” and “felt nervous or stressed?”) Participants responded 

to the ten items using a frequency-based Likert scale (Never=1, Once or Twice=2, Sometimes=3, 

Often=4, Very Often=5). To compute the scores for this scale, researchers averaged the ten 

items, resulting in total scale scores ranging from 1 to 5.The reliability information provided for 

this scale in Table 3 shows that Cronbach’s alpha coefficient as reported by the DoD (α=.87; 

DoD DMDC, 2011b). 

PTSD. PTSD is “a type of anxiety disorder that can be triggered by experiencing or 

witnessing a traumatic event that causes fear, helplessness, or horror, and is characterized by 

persistent frightening thoughts and memories, emotional detachment or numbness, sleep 

problems, and a tendency to be easily startled” (DoD DMDC, 2011b, p. 204). The Clinician 

Administered Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) Check List (PCL-C) is a 17-item self-report 

checklist of PTSD symptoms based closely on the DSM-IV criteria that is used as a screening 

tool for further evaluation for PTSD. This scale assesses the relative severity of PTSD symptoms 

experienced by an individual. In the survey, service members were presented with a list of 

problems that people sometimes have in response to stressful experiences and were asked to 
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indicate how much they have been bothered by the problem in the past month. Example items 

include: “having disturbing memories, thoughts, or images of a stressful experience”, and 

“feeling emotionally numb or being unable to have loving feelings for those close to you”. 

Service members responded using a 5-point severity-based Likert scale (1=Not at all to 

5=Extremely). To compute the scores for this scale, researchers summed the seventeen items, 

resulting in total scale scores ranging from 17 to 85, with a score of 50 considered to be a reliable 

cutoff suggesting that further evaluation for PTSD would be beneficial (Weathers et al., 1993)13. 

The reliability information provided for this scale in Table 3 shows that Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient was α=.96 (DoD DMDC, 2011b). 

Morale. A single item was used to assess service members’ perceptions of the level of 

moral in their unit: “Overall, how would you rate…the current level of morale in y guys bk NV 

your unit?” Service members responded using a 5-point Likert scale (Very Low=1 to Very 

High=5). No reliability information is available for this item. In the present study, this item was 

significantly and moderately associated with related job attitudinal variables, including co-

worker satisfaction (r=.53), military life satisfaction (r=.41), and job satisfaction (r=.43).  

Active-duty retention intentions. A single item was used to assess service members’ 

likelihood or remaining on active duty: “Suppose that you have to decide whether to stay on 

active duty.  Assuming you could stay, how likely is it that you would choose to do so?” (DoD 

DMDC, 2011b). Service members responded using a 5-point Likert scale (Very Unlikely=1 to 

Very Likely=5). No reliability information is provided for this item. However, in the present 

study this item was significantly and moderately associated with related job attitudinal variables, 

 
13 Weathers et al. (1993) further suggest that a cut-off score of 3 or more for each item is most appropriate when 

determining the diagnosis as per the DSM algorithm. 
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including co-worker satisfaction (r=.29), military life satisfaction (.64), and job satisfaction 

(r=.40).  

Leader Tolerance for Sexual Harassment. Service members’ perceptions of their 

leaders’ efforts to stop sexual harassment were measured with three separate items, using the 

same stem: “Please give your opinion about whether the persons below make honest and 

reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment, regardless of what is said officially”. Service 

members responded to this item for three levels of leadership: “your immediate supervisor”, “the 

senior leadership of your installation/ship”, and “the senior leadership of your service”.  

Response options were on a 3-point scale (Yes=1, No=2, Don’t know=3), with a response of 

“No” indicating leader tolerance for sexual harassment. Following prior research, scores of 3 

(“Don’t know”) were set to missing to remain conservative (Offerman & Malamut, 2002). No 

reliability information is provided for this item.  

Control Variables. In line with the victim precipitation hypothesis, I include two control 

variables: service members’ self-reported sex (Male=1, Female=2), and rank (Enlisted=1, 

Officers=2). These characteristics of the survivor have been shown to account for a small but 

significant amount of variability in whether or not an individual will experience workplace abuse 

and, accordingly, that may account for some of the associated effects of this abuse. 

Analytic Plan 

To investigate the study hypotheses, I used IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 27) software. 

Scientific support for H1 and H2 will be determined via correlational analysis, with significant 

results in the hypothesized directions indicating support for H1 and H2. Support for H3 will be 

determined with using Steiger’s Z test (Steiger, 1980), with significant differences between the 

correlational effects as hypothesized indicating support for H3. For H4 to H9, moderation 
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analyses were conducted using Hayes PROCESS macro for SPSS, version 3.5.3. For each 

moderation analysis I entered gender and rank as control variables, due to their established 

relationships with other variables of interest in the present study (e.g., sexual harassment and 

sexual assault). Subsequently, for each analysis I then entered the form of workplace abuse as the 

independent variable, the mental health outcome or job attitude as the dependent variable, and 

leader tolerance for sexual harassment as the moderator. A total of 36 moderation analyses were 

performed for H4 to H9. Each of these hypotheses is supported if leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment significantly moderates the relationship in the hypothesized direction (p<.001). 

Scientific support for H10 will be determined by comparing the magnitude of the 

moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment on each of the 36 relationships 

investigated. Support for each hypothesis is concluded when the strongest effect of leader 

tolerance for sexual harassment is at the most proximal level of leadership (i.e., immediate 

supervisor), and when the weakest effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment is at the most 

distal level of leadership (i.e., service leadership).   

In summary, in these analyses, I tested whether the experience of being a target of 

generalized harassment (X1), the experience of being a target of sexual harassment (X2), and the 

experience of being a target of sexual assault (X3) are all instances of workplace abuse that 

adversely impact: a) survivor stress symptoms (Y1=Stress), b) survivor PTSD symptoms 

(Y2=PTSD), c) survivor morale (Y3= Morale), and d) survivor intentions to remain on active-

duty (Y4=Active-Duty Retention Intentions). I also tested whether leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment at three levels of leadership (W1, W2. W3) moderates these relationships (as depicted 

in Figure 2 below), such that having a leader that tolerates sexually harassing behaviors 
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exacerbates the negative effects of workplace abuse on survivors’ well-being and job-related 

outcomes. 

 
Figure 2. Conceptual model 
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS 

 

 

 In Table 2 I present descriptive statistics for each form of abuse for the overall sample first, 

followed by the statistics for women only and men only. Of 30,362 service members who 

responded to the 2010 WGRA, 25.6% of service members (30.8% of women and 22.1% of men) 

experienced generalized harassment, 8.9% of service members (18.6% of women and 2.3% of 

men) experienced sexual harassment, and 1.8% of service members (3.5% of women and 0.6% 

of men) experienced sexual assault at least once in the past year. Significantly more women 

experienced each form of workplace abuse than men, which aligns with findings from more 

recent studies (e.g., OPA, 2019.) Given the co-occurrence of nonsexual and sexual workplace 

abuse (OPA, 2020; Lim & Cortina, 2005), I break down these total percentages to demonstrate 

the number of service members who experienced only one form of abuse (20.0% experienced 

only generalized harassment, 3.1% experienced only sexual harassment, and 0.3% experienced 

only sexual assault), those who experienced two forms of abuse (4.4% experienced generalized 

harassment and sexual harassment but no sexual assault; 0.2% experienced generalized 

harassment and sexual assault but no sexual harassment; 0.4% experienced sexual harassment 

and sexual assault only), and those who experienced all three forms of abuse (1.0%). In Table 2, 

I present these prevalence rates, as well as the raw number of survivors in the present data 

sample. 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics 

Form(s) of Workplace Abuse 

Experienced (past 12 months) 
Total 

(N=30,362) 

Women 

(N=12,305) 

Men 

(N=18,057) 

  N % N % N % 

GH only 6083 20.0% 2389 19.4% 3694 20.5% 

SH only 942 3.1% 807 6.6% 135 0.7% 

SA only 84 0.3% 48 0.4% 36 0.2% 

GH and SH (no SA) 1347 4.4% 1122 9.1% 225 1.2% 

GH and SA (no SH) 50 0.2% 28 0.2% 22 0.1% 

SH and SA (no GH) 111 0.4% 101 0.8% 10 0.1% 

All 3 forms (GH, SH, and SA) 297 1.0% 253 2.1% 44 0.2% 

Total 8914 29.4% 4748 38.6% 4166 23.1% 

None 21448 70.6% 7557 61.4% 13891 76.9% 

GH (overall) 7777 25.6% 3792 30.8% 3985 22.1% 

SH (overall) 2697 8.9% 2283 18.6% 414 2.3% 

SA (overall) 542 1.8% 430 3.5% 112 0.6% 

Note: Columns are not meant to total to 100%. GH = Generalized Harassment, SH = Sexual Harassment, 

SA = Sexual Assault. The variables labelled “overall” refer to any instance of that form of abuse. 

 

In Table 3 I present the bivariate correlations among the variables of interest. The results 

show that there is a significant positive correlation between generalized harassment and sexual 

harassment (r=.25), generalized harassment and sexual assault (r=.12), and between sexual 

harassment and sexual assault (r=.31), indicating that these three forms of workplace abuse co-

occur to some extent (Table 2 contains information regarding the co-occurrence of workplace 

abuse). All forms of workplace abuse have significant negative correlations with rank, and 

significant positive correlations with gender, indicating that individuals who are female and who 

have lower rank are more likely to experience workplace abuse. To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, I 

examine the correlations between each form of workplace abuse and all four outcome variables 

under examination in the present study (stress, PTSD symptoms, morale, and retention 

intentions). As hypothesized, experiencing generalized harassment, sexual harassment, and 

sexual assault is significantly positively associated with stress (r=.35, r=.19, and r=.10, 

respectively) and PTSD (r=.37, r=.24, and r=.15, respectively), and negatively associated with 
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morale (r=-.38, r=-.19, and r=-.08, respectively) retention intentions (r=-.25, r=-.14, and r=-.06, 

respectively). 

Table 3. Correlations 

  Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 Gender 1.41 .49 N/A                       

2 Rank  1.33 .47 -.14 N/A                     

3 Stress 14.19 6.95 .13 -.16 .87                   

4 PTSD Symptoms 27.11 12.70 .07 -.14 .64 .96                 

5 Morale 3.36 1.10 -.14 .15 -.50 -.38 N/A               

6 Retention Intentions 3.74 1.38 -.14 .12 -.31 -.27 .44 N/A             

7 LTSH (Service) .07 .26 .11 -.09 .19 .22 -.18 -.14 N/A           

8 LTSH (Install./Ship) .07 .26 .11 -.09 .18 .23 -.19 -.14 .87 N/A         

9 LTSH (Supervisor) .08 .28 .12 -.10 .20 .23 -.22 -.16 .71 .73 N/A       

10 Generalized Harassment .26 .44 .10 -.16 .35 .37 -.38 -.25 .23 .24 .29 N/A     

11 Sexual Harassment .09 .28 .28 -.06 .19 .24 -.19 -.14 .24 .24 .29 .25 N/A 
  

12 Sexual Assault .02 .13 .11 -.05 .10 .15 -.08 -.06 .12 .12 .11 .12 .31 N/A 

Note. M = average score. SD = standard deviation. Reliability coefficients (α) are presented in italics. All 

correlations are significant (p<.001). Gender variable is coded 1=men, 2=women. Rank variable is coded 

1=enlisted, 2=officer. LTSH (Service) refers to leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level 

of leadership; LTSH (Install./Ship) refers to leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation or 

ship level of leadership; and LTSH (Supervisor) refers to leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the 
immediate supervisor level of leadership. 

 

 In Hypothesis 3 I examine whether sexual assault has the strongest positive association with 

stress (H3a-b) and PTSD symptoms (H3c-d), and whether sexual assault has the weakest 

negative association with morale (H3e-f) and retention intentions (H3g-h), compared to 

generalized harassment and sexual harassment, respectively. I use the results of the correlational 

analyses to test this hypothesis using Weiss’s (2011) online Steiger’s Z test calculator (Steiger, 

1980; Weiss, 2011). Regarding mental health outcomes, sexual assault is not more strongly 

associated with PTSD symptomology than generalized harassment (H3a) or sexual harassment 

(H3b). Instead, the results of comparisons of these effects demonstrate that the positive effects of 

generalized harassment (Z = 28.43, p<.001, R2 difference = .11) and sexual harassment (Z = 

11.26, p<.001, R2 difference = .03) with PTSD symptomology are in fact significantly greater 
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than the effects of sexual assault. A similar pattern emerges regarding stress. Sexual assault is 

not more strongly associated with stress than generalized harassment (H3d) or sexual harassment 

(H3e), as hypothesized. Instead, the positive effects of generalized harassment (Z = 25.35, 

p<.001, R2 difference = .11) and sexual harassment (Z = 11.40, p<.001, R2 difference = .04) on 

stress are again both significantly greater than the effects of sexual assault. 

Regarding job attitudinal outcomes, both generalized harassment and sexual harassment 

are more strongly associated with morale and retention intentions compared to sexual assault, as 

hypothesized. The negative effects of generalized harassment (Z = 34.22, p<.001, R2 difference = 

.14) and sexual harassment (Z = 13.74, p<.001, R2 difference = .03) on survivor morale is 

significantly stronger than the effect of sexual assault. Similarly, the negative effects of 

generalized harassment (Z = 21.14, p<.001, R2 difference = .06) and sexual harassment (Z = 

9.94, p<.001, R2 difference = .02) on survivor retention intentions is significantly stronger than 

the effect of sexual assault. Overall, these results indicate lack of support for H3a-H3d but do 

show support for H3e-H3h. Thus, H3 was partially supported.  

 To investigate the second research question, in Hypotheses 4 to 9 I explore the moderating 

effects of leader tolerance for sexual harassment on the relationships indicated in Hypotheses 1 

and 2. The outcome variables for the analyses were stress, PTSD, morale, and retention 

intentions. A total of 36 moderation analyses were conducted using Hayes PROCESS macro for 

SPSS, version 3.5.3. Hypotheses 4 and 5 investigate the moderating effects of leader tolerance 

for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level, Hypothesis 6 and 7 investigate the 

moderating effects of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level of 
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leadership, and Hypothesis 8 and 9 investigate the moderating effects of leader tolerance for 

sexual harassment at the service level of leadership.  

These results demonstrate marginal support for Hypotheses 4, 6, and 8, and no support 

for Hypotheses 5, 7, and 9. Specifically, Hypotheses 4d, 6d, 8d, and 8f were supported, and these 

results are presented in Tables 4 to 714. Results show significant moderating effects of leader 

tolerance for sexual harassment on the relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD at 

the immediate supervisor level (R2 = .0018, F(1,25760)=56.38, p<.001), at the installation/ship 

level of leadership (R2 = .0030, F(1,25794)=91.32, p<.001), and at the service level of leadership 

(R2 = .0029, F(1,25787)=87.62, p<.001), respectively. Hypothesis 8f was also supported and 

showed a small but significant effect for the moderating role of leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment at the service level on the relationship between sexual assault and PTSD (R2 = .0006, 

F(1,25787)=16.24, p<.001). Although significant, these effects were quite small, demonstrating a 

range of additional percentage of variance explained (R2 = .06% to R2 = .30%). As an example, 

Figure 3 depicts the effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the 

relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD. 

 
14 The results of all 36 moderation analyses (Hypotheses 4 to 9) are presented in Appendix B. 
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Table 4. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor 

level on the relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD (H4d) 

  Coeff. SE t CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 26.0106 0.3257 79.8519* 25.3721 26.6491 

Covariates           

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.2138 0.1492 1.4331 -0.0786 0.5063 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.8428 0.1542 -11.949* -2.145 -1.5405 

Independent Variables           

   GH 8.2578 0.207 39.8951* 7.8521 8.6636 

   LTSH (Imm. Sup) 2.6951 0.2311 11.6631* 2.2422 3.1481 

Interaction            

   GH x LTSH (Imm. Sup.) 2.7342 0.3641 7.5084* 2.0204 3.4479 

            

    R2 F df1, df2   

    0.0018 56.3763* 1, 25760   

Note: *p<.001. Coeff = Coefficient; SE = Standard Error ; CI = Confidence Interval ; LL = Lower Limit ; 
UL = Upper Limit. 

 

 

Table 5. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

on the relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD (H6d) 

  Coeff. SE t CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 25.9875 0.3248 80.0102* 25.3508 26.6241 

Covariates           

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.1571 0.149 1.0542 -0.135 0.4491 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.8059 0.1538 -11.741* -2.1074 -1.5044 

Independent Variables           

   GH 8.1329 0.2039 39.8861* 7.7333 8.5326 

   LTSH (Install./Ship.) 2.7522 0.2236 12.3099* 2.3139 3.1904 

Interaction            

   GH x LTSH (Install./Ship.) 3.4418 0.3602 9.5563* 2.7359 4.1477 

            

    R2 F df1, df2   

    0.0030 91.3232* 1, 15794   

Note: *p<.001. Coeff = Coefficient; SE = Standard Error ; CI = Confidence Interval ; LL = Lower Limit ; 

UL = Upper Limit. 
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Table 6. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the 

relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD (H8d) 

  Coeff. SE t CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 26.0183 0.3254 79.9622* 25.3805 26.656 

Covariates           

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.1763 0.1492 1.1814 -0.1162 0.4688 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.8153 0.1541 -11.7798* -2.1173 -1.5132 

Independent Variables           

   GH 8.2629 0.2027 40.7561* 7.8655 8.6603 

   LTSH (Service) 2.5227 0.2251 11.2079* 2.0815 2.9639 

Interaction            

   GH x LTSH (Service) 3.394 0.3626 9.3608* 2.6833 4.1047 

            

    R2 F df1, df2   

    0.0029 87.6247* 1, 25787   

Note: *p<.001. Coeff = Coefficient; SE = Standard Error ; CI = Confidence Interval ; LL = Lower Limit ; 
UL = Upper Limit. 

 

Table 7. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the 

relationship between sexual assault and PTSD (H8d) 

  Coeff. SE t CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 28.8844 0.3362 85.9069* 28.2253 29.5434 

Covariates           

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.288 0.1571 1.8332 -0.0199 0.5959 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -2.838 0.1603 -17.7067* -3.1522 -2.5239 

Independent Variables           

   SA 9.7384 0.7633 12.7575* 8.2422 11.2346 

   LTSH (Imm. Sup) 5.476 0.1854 29.5418* 5.1127 5.8393 

Interaction            

   GH x LTSH (Imm. Sup.) 4.4883 1.1139 4.0294* 2.305 6.6716 

            

    R2 F df1, df2   

    0.0006 16.2359* 1, 25787   

Note: *p<.001. Coeff = Coefficient; SE = Standard Error ; CI = Confidence Interval ; LL = Lower Limit ; 

UL = Upper Limit. 

 

While small, these effects still contribute to meaningful implications for survivors’ 

mental health. For a survivor of generalized harassment, having service leadership that tolerates 
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sexual harassment (rather than service leadership that does not tolerate sexual harassment) can 

lead to increase of more than 5 points on the PTSD-Checklist (R2 = .29%). For example, for a 

survivor of generalized harassment who scores a 45 on the PTSD Checklist, also being in a 

service branch of the military whose leadership tolerates sexual harassment would increase the 

individual’s score to above 50, which is past the recommended cut-off point for further PTSD 

evaluation (DoD DMDC, 2011b). Thus, the exacerbating effects of leader tolerance in this case 

would be more likely to result in a greater PTSD score and an increased likelihood of receiving a 

clinical PTSD diagnosis. What is interesting about the results of Hypothesis 4 to 9 is that the 

only relationship significantly moderated by leader tolerance for sexual harassment is the 

relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD. These results demonstrate that having 

leadership that is tolerant of sexual harassment increases PTSD symptomology among survivors 

of generalized harassment, and this is true at all three levels of leadership. 

Also presented in Appendix B are the direct effects of the workplace abuse variable and 

the leader tolerance variable on the survivor outcomes for each model, after controlling for 

gender and rank. In general, across the three levels of leadership the effect sizes are almost the 

same for each of the twelve direct relationships and demonstrate several trends: 1) generalized 

harassment is a stronger predictor of all four outcomes than leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment, 2) leader tolerance for sexual harassment is a stronger predictor than sexual 

harassment itself for three survivors outcomes (all but PTSD symptoms, for which the effects 
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were equal), and 3) leader tolerance for sexual harassment is a stronger predictor of all four 

outcomes than experiencing sexual assault.  

 
Figure 3. The moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment on the relationship between 

generalized harassment and survivor PTSD symptoms 

 

 Finally, Hypothesis 10 involves comparisons between the moderating effects of leader 

tolerance for sexual harassment. However, because Hypotheses 4 to 9 were largely unsupported, 

it is not possible to make comparisons for all relationships. The only significant moderating 

effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at more than one level of leadership is the 

relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD. These results show a significant amount 

of variance explained by the moderating effect of leader tolerance at the immediate supervisor 

level (R2 = .18%), for the moderating effect of leader tolerance at the installation/ship level of 
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leadership (R2 = .29%), and for the moderating effect of leader tolerance at the service level of 

leadership (R2 = .30%).  
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

 

 

Leaders have many responsibilities that demand their attention, but they cannot take days 

off from stopping the degradation of some Service members by others. 

      - Independent Review Commission for Sexual Assault in the U.S. Military, 2021, p. 9 

In this dissertation I test aspects of the DoD’s continuum of harm model, which is widely 

used in the military’s sexual harassment and sexual assault prevention and response efforts. I do 

so by 1) examining the effects of nonsexual forms of workplace abuse on survivors’ mental 

health and job attitudinal outcomes, and 2) investigating whether leadership tolerance for sexual 

harassment interacts with workplace abuse to influence survivors’ mental health and job 

attitudes, and how these effects differ based on the level of leadership implicated. In this 

dissertation I contribute to research by empirically testing components of the continuum of harm 

model, and I contribute to practice by identifying empirical support for behavioral risk factors 

that could be further integrated into the DoD’s prevention and response efforts, namely, 

generalized harassment and leader tolerance for sexual harassment. 

The results of this study show that survivors of generalized harassment – as well as 

sexual forms of workplace abuse – are more likely to exhibit adverse mental health and job 

attitudinal outcomes. Additionally, the tolerance for sexual harassment by leaders at all levels of 

the military hierarchy exacerbate the negative effects of generalized harassment on PTSD 
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symptomology. Below I discuss these results, the implications of these findings for research and 

practice, limitations, and future research directions. 

Practical Implications 

 First, I explored whether a nonsexual form of workplace abuse would impact survivors’ mental 

health and job attitudinal outcomes, and how these effects would compare to the effects of sexual 

forms of workplace abuse on these same outcomes. These results demonstrate that generalized 

harassment is more strongly associated with all four outcomes than experiencing sexual 

harassment, and experiencing sexual harassment is more strongly associated with all four 

outcomes than experiencing sexual assault. While these results show only partial support for 

Hypothesis 3, this general trend provides initial empirical support for including generalized 

harassment in the continuum of harm framework, not only because it can lead to sexual assault 

(OPA, 2020), but also because it can contribute harmful effects on survivors’ mental health and 

job attitudes. Not only do these findings show that generalized harassment has a significant 

relationship with service members’ general levels of stress, PTSD symptomology, level of 

morale, and active-duty retention intentions, but they also show that the effects of generalized 

harassment on all four of these outcomes is significantly stronger than the effects of sexual 

harassment or the effects of sexual assault. These results are notable, because they show that, as 

was done regarding sexual harassment (DoD, 2014; OPA, 2017), serious consideration should be 

given to including generalized harassment behaviors explicitly in the DoD’s continuum of harm. 

This first set of findings demonstrates that experiencing generalized harassment is indeed 

a significant risk factor in terms of survivors’ mental health and job attitudes. One research 

implication from this finding is that the behaviors identified as generalized harassment in the 

present study should be distinctively considered for inclusion in the DoD’s continuum of harm 
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framework. While protective factors (e.g., “dignity and respect”) have more recently been 

included in the DoD’s model, the present research suggests that certain abusive behaviors that 

are nonsexual in nature (e.g., generalized harassment) may be serious enough to be explicitly 

included as risk factors when investigating not only sexual abuse (e.g., OPA, 2020), but also 

when seeking to understand the effects of abusive behavior on survivors’ mental health and job 

attitudinal outcomes. This is in line with more recent depictions and conceptualizations of the 

DoD’s continuum of harm. 

 Given the extensive use of the DoD’s continuum of harm model for sexual harassment and 

assault prevention and response efforts, this finding also has direct practical implications. For 

example, incorporating a description of these behaviors into mandatory leader training courses 

for service members would assist leaders not only identifying what behaviors constitute 

generalized harassment, but it would also afford the DoD an opportunity to train leaders to have 

the moral courage needed to eliminate these behaviors in their command climate before they 

escalate into additional forms of abuse or further deteriorate survivors’ mental health and job 

attitudes. Including a description of the explicit behaviors that constitute generalized harassment 

(e.g., not providing assistance when a coworker or subordinate needs it; swearing at a coworker 

or subordinate in a hostile manner), along with examples of generalized harassment that might 

manifest differently in the military context (e.g., a supervisor giving a subordinate an 

underserved UCMJ violation), could increase the leader’ ability to transfer this training to the 

actual work environment. 

 The second research question explored the moderating effects of leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment on the relationships between forms of workplace abuse and survivor outcomes. The 

results of these moderation analyses, while marginally significant, reveal that, for survivors of 
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generalized harm, leader tolerance for sexual assault interacts to significantly influence the 

extent to which those survivors’ PTSD symptoms. One interesting aspect regarding the results of 

Hypothesis 4 to 9 is that the only relationship significantly moderated by leader tolerance for 

sexual harassment is the relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD. Having 

leadership that is tolerant of sexual harassment increases PTSD symptomology among survivors 

of generalized harassment, and this is true at all three levels of leadership, but none the effects of 

leadership tolerance were significant for any of the other relationships investigated. It is also 

important, however, to note the practical versus statistical significance of this set of findings 

specifically. While statistically significant, these moderating effects are small and demonstrate 

that leader tolerance for sexual harassment interacts with the effects of generalized harassment to 

account for only a marginal amount of variance in predicting PTSD symptomology. 

This set of findings demonstrates that when leaders “look the other way” regarding 

sexual harassment, it has nontrivial consequences for survivors’ mental health. A research 

implication stemming from this finding is like the one made above, namely, that this specific 

variable is also a serious candidate for inclusion in the DoD’s continuum of harm model. While 

more recent versions of the continuum of harm model include the variable “engaged leadership” 

as a protective factor on the continuum, there is surprisingly little empirical research 

investigating the tangible behaviors of military leaders at multiple levels of the hierarchy that 

impact survivors’ outcomes, either positively or negatively (see Offerman & Malamut, 2002 for 

a notable exception). The behavior assessed in the present research is the described as “not 

making make honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual harassment behaviors, regardless of 

what is said officially”. Although it is a single item, it has shown, at least in this study, to 

significantly impact the PTSD symptoms of service members who survive generalized 
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harassment, and this effect is evident across three levels of leadership. Thus, a research 

implication of this finding is that leader tolerance for sexual harassment is an important factor in 

determining further harm to service members who have survived workplace abuse, and that 

leadership at all levels interacts with the effects of workplace abuse to exacerbate survivors’ 

PTSD symptomology. Due to the influential role of U.S. military leaders in the work 

environment, these findings have several implications for practice beyond the specifications 

made to the continuum of harm, including implications for officer selection and leadership 

training and development. To emphasize the practical application of these results, I discuss these 

findings in relation to the IRC’s (2021) recommendations to the DoD.  

On February 26, 2021, at the direction of President Biden, Secretary of Defense Austin 

established the 90-Day Independent Review Commission (IRC) on Sexual Assault in the 

Military, which, chaired by Lynn Rosenthal, was charged with conducting “an independent, 

impartial assessment” of the current state of the military’s treatment of sexual harassment and 

sexual assault. The full report delivered by the IRC presented several “hard truths”, emphasized 

the military’s duty to change, and confirmed what the Fort Hood Independent Review 

Commission (FHIRC, 2020) reported on November 6, 2020, less than 6 months after the death of 

Specialist Vanessa Guillen – that leadership in this fight is not only paramount; it is a command 

responsibility that, when neglected, can cost lives that do not need to be lost. 

The leader behavior that is under examination in the current dissertation, leader tolerance 

for sexual harassment, has also been termed the “leader neglect phenomenon”, defined as “the 

negative consequences that come from leaders walking past unhealthy unit culture, which is 

allowed to then harden and set” (IRC, 2021, p. 38). The IRC points out the prevalence of this 

leader behavior specifically, referring to published findings revealing that, in a sample of 1,337 
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Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom–era Army and Air Force 

servicewomen, 40% reported via survey that their leader knew about deviant sexual activity 

behavior in the barracks yet did not do anything about it (Sadler et al., 2017). The IRC concludes 

that “Commanders must be held accountable for their unit climates and for their action – or 

inaction – when it comes to protecting their people” (IRC, 2021, p. 4), and gave several key 

recommendations for military leadership. Under the theme of climate and culture, the IRC 

suggests that the military “use qualitative data to select, develop, and evaluate the right leaders 

for Command positions” (IRC, 2021, p. 7). Similarly, under the theme of prevention, the IRC 

suggests that the military “equip all leaders with prevention competencies and evaluate their 

performance” (IRC, 2021, p. 7). While separate, these recommendations share interrelated goals, 

and the findings presented in this dissertation can be used to inform these recommendations. 

First, the findings of the present study can serve as a launching point for the DoD in its 

efforts to train and maintain leaders of quality who have the moral courage needed to stop sexual 

harassment. The IRC specifically recommends that the Secretary of Defense direct the Services 

to “identify leaders who are not upholding Service values nor placing a high priority on 

prevention of sexual assault/harassment” (IRC, 2021, p. 36). But what bona fide criteria should 

be assessed to determine if a leader is “placing a high priority of sexual assault/harassment”, and 

how do we evaluate these competencies?  

To answer these questions, an appropriate first step would be for the DoD to conduct a 

thorough job analysis for all leadership positions and levels of hierarchy to model the 

knowledge, skills, and abilities that show if a leader is proficient at stopping sexual harassment; 

the single-item measure used in the present study could be a useful starting place. Regarding the 

IRC’s recommendation to use qualitative data, this item could be used in future studies to gather 
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qualitative data about the characteristics and/or behaviors of a leader that cause a service member 

to perceive that the leader does not “make honest and reasonable efforts to stop sexual 

harassment). For example, 360-degree qualitative data could be collected from subordinates, 

superiors, and other colleagues to examine their descriptions of leader behaviors that shape their 

perceptions of leadership’s efforts to stop sexual harassment.  

To effectively select, train, and evaluate leaders, it will be essential to model these 

competencies and create a comprehensive index of the essential knowledge, skills, and abilities 

that leaders must have to demonstrate that they are making honest and reasonable efforts to stop 

sexual harassment. This data could then be used to inform bona fide selection criteria, targeted 

training outcomes, and evaluation standards to assist the DoD in its efforts to produce military 

leaders who do not lack moral courage needed to stop sexual harassment (Klein & Gallus, 2018; 

Sadler et al., 2018). One positive example of such efforts already taking place include the 

Army’s attempts to identify promising and toxic leaders through the Battalion Commander 

Assessment Program (BCAP) and the Colonels Command Assessment Program (CCAP; Denton, 

2021). It could be beneficial to use the results of the present study – in combination with the 

lessons learned through these and other boots-on-the-ground efforts – to make the gains needed 

to move the needle on sexual harassment and assault prevention. 

While these findings have obvious practical implications for the military work 

environment, they also have implications for civilian work contexts. The first implication is 

regarding the significance of nonsexual forms of workplace abuse. The present study 

demonstrates that generalized harassment harms employee well-being and work-related attitudes, 

and to a greater extent than sexual harassment and sexual assault. While the sexual and 

nonsexual forms of workplace abuse are often separate in the literature, the findings of this study 
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suggest that there may be value in not only studying these behaviors together, but in addressing 

them in a coordinated manner. Practitioners should consider incorporating generalized 

harassment and other forms of nonsexual workplace abuse into extant sexual harassment and 

assault prevention and response programming to maximize these efforts. A second implication of 

the present study for non-military workplaces is that leader tolerance for sexual harassment plays 

an important role in determining the harm experienced by survivors of workplace abuse. 

Practitioners should be aware of the effects of such behaviors and incorporate these findings into 

extant leader training and development programs, selection criteria, and evaluation practices. It is 

critical that leaders at all levels of organizational hierarchy demonstrate zero tolerance for sexual 

harassment. 

Theoretical Implications 

 In addition to practical implications, this research has important theoretical implications. In the 

present study several theories were applied to examine the effects of workplace abuse and leader 

tolerance for sexual harassment on survivors’ mental health and job attitudinal outcomes, 

including the transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), affective events theory 

(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), and the victim precipitation and perpetrator predation paradigms 

(see Cortina, 2017). The findings of this dissertation inform the use of the transactional model of 

stress for studying workplace abuse victimization, because it identifies three distinct forms of 

abuse (generalized harassment, sexual harassment, and sexual assault) that impact survivors’ 

stress-related outcomes. The significant adverse effects of all three forms of workplace abuse – 

as well as leader tolerance for sexual harassment – on survivors’ mental health outcomes 

provides support for the use of the transactional model of stress when studying workplace abuse. 

Additionally, this research is the first to my knowledge to extend the model by introducing leader 
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tolerance for sexual harassment as a potential factor that could invoke further stress for 

survivors. However, future work is needed to more closely examine the stressor appraisal 

process that mediates the relationship between a stimulus (e.g., experiencing abuse) and stress-

induced outcomes (e.g., PTSD symptoms). Because aspects of this cognitive appraisal process 

(e.g., attribution of blame, determination of perpetrator intent) influence an individual’s appraisal 

of workplace abuse, it is critical to for future research to measure various aspects of the appraisal 

process.  

 The findings of this dissertation also inform and extend the use of affective events theory for 

studying workplace abuse victimization in several ways. First, while this theory has been used to 

examine predictors of employee moods, emotions, job satisfaction, and organizational 

commitment (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), less published research has focused on the job 

attitudes examined in this dissertation – morale and active-duty retention intentions – especially 

in a military work environment. Second, in line with affective events theory, the present research 

identifies generalized harassment, sexual harassment, and sexual assault as negative-inducing 

emotional incidents at work that are distinguishable and have a significant psychological impact 

on workers’ morale and retention intentions. Third, these findings also demonstrate the 

significant effects of a unique variable – leader tolerance for sexual harassment – in determining 

two important work-related attitudes for survivors of workplace abuse. This extends affective 

events theory by identifying leader tolerance for sexual harassment as a potentially negative-

inducing emotional incident at work that deserves further research attention to explore the 

mechanisms underlying an individual’s affective reaction to leader behaviors that show tolerance 

for sexual harassment. 
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 In this dissertation I use the victim precipitation paradigm and the perpetrator predation 

paradigm to understand the risk factors for victimization and perpetration of workplace abuse, 

respectively. In doing so, I contribute to these paradigms in several ways. First, the findings in 

this study align with the victim precipitation paradigm and confirm what prior research has 

shown: that factors associated with the victim (e.g., rank and gender) are significantly associated 

with experiencing workplace abuse and its negative outcomes. Regarding the perpetrator 

predation paradigm, the contribution of the present study is limited, due to the nature of the 

variables included in the publicly available 2010 WGRA data. Future research should focus on 

accounting for characteristics of the perpetrators (Cortina, 2017), and this work is especially 

needed in a military work environment. Second, while both the victim precipitation and 

perpetrator predation paradigms assist with identifying the risk and protective factors for 

workplace abuse, the results of the present study suggest that there may be additional factors 

(e.g., leader tolerance for sexual harassment) that also influence the incidence of workplace 

abuse. In this study, leader tolerance for sexual harassment significantly contributed to adverse 

mental health and job attitudinal outcomes for survivors. Future research is needed to explore the 

effects of this variable, as well as other leader behaviors, and both the victim precipitation and 

the perpetrator predation paradigms can be useful in doing so. However, it should also be noted 

that other predictive factors, such as those associated with the climate or the work environment 

itself (e.g., job gender context), can also contribute to harm for survivors of workplace abuse and 

should be a focus of future research in this area. 

Limitations 

 This dissertation research is not without limitations, which mainly include those 

associated with the nature of the data as archival and cross-sectional. While archival data can 
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save time and resources and provide researchers with access to large, informative datasets, one of 

the major downsides of using archival datasets is that the data are limited to what is provided in 

the dataset. For example, this study was limited to data for the full-scale scores (and not the 

individual items) for most of the variables of interest. Additionally, some of these scores were 

dichotomized, which prevented exploration of the effect of frequency15. 

 The second main limitation is the cross-sectional nature of the data, which limits the 

ability to speak temporally about the results. Because these data are not separated by time, the 

causal nature of effects cannot be determined empirically. This is a limitation to the extent that 

the observed relationships could theoretically occur in the opposite direction from what was 

hypothesized in the present study. For example, in this study leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment had a significant direct effect on survivor outcomes and an interaction effect for 

survivors of generalized harassment. However, there are two other possible explanations that 

cannot be examined due to the cross-sectional nature of the data. For example, it is theoretically 

possible that an individual's perception of a leader's tolerance for sexual harassment is a predictor 

of workplace abuse (e.g., an individual is more likely to experience workplace abuse because 

their leader is tolerant of sexual harassment), and this is supported when using Bandura’s (1991) 

interactionist perspective as a theoretical lens. Additionally, it is possible that leader tolerance for 

sexual harassment is an outcome of experiencing workplace abuse (e.g., an individual is more 

likely to perceive that their leader tolerates sexual harassment because the individual was a target 

of workplace abuse). In the latter case, the victim precipitation hypothesis would suggest that, in 

 
15 Exploratory moderation analyses of the effects of the frequency of generalized harassment were conducted as well, 

because this was the only workplace abuse variable that reported a full-scale score in terms of the frequency of 

experiencing the behavior. The results revealed a significant moderating effect (with changes in R2 ranging from 

.05% to .16%) of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at all levels of leadership on the relationships between 

generalized harassment and stress, PTSD symptoms, and morale, but not on the relationship between generalized 

harassment and retention intentions. 
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these instances, survivors may attribute the reason for their abuse to their leaders’ tolerance of 

sexual harassment (Perrewé and Zellars, 1999). These limitations also point to future research 

directions. For example, longitudinal data examining the causal relationships between leader 

tolerance for sexual harassment (at all levels of leadership), forms of workplace abuse, and 

survivor mental health and job attitudinal outcomes would be useful in providing a better 

understanding of the timeline of these experiences and behaviors, which would have obvious 

implications for identifying the most significant predictive factors of service member harm. 

Future Research 

In addition to the future directions mentioned above, the findings of the present study 

generate new research questions, such as “What are the mechanisms by which leader tolerance 

for sexual harassment influences the effect of generalized harassment on PTSD symptomology?” 

and “Are these the same at different levels of leadership, or are there different mechanisms 

operating at each level?” Given that the military workplace provides a “strong situation” (Meyer 

et al., 2011) in which there is a high degree of consensus among employees regarding the types 

of behavior that are expected and/or desired by the organization (Schneider et al., 2002), the 

behaviors exhibited by military leaders at all levels are likely to be influential. According to this 

Bandura’s (1991) interactionist perspective of social cognitive theory, leaders’ behaviors 

influence the behavior of their subordinates, and, when a leader is tolerant of sexual harassment, 

this can serve as an institutionally backed external sanction of such abuse. The social cognitive 

aspect of the theory would suggest that when leaders fail to “make honest and reasonable efforts 

to stop sexual harassment”, they transmit this standard of moral conduct to others in their work 

environment (Bandura, 1991; Reiss, 1965). When leaders do not make efforts to stop sexual 

harassment, they are sanctioning these behaviors and signaling to subordinates that abusing and 
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dehumanizing behaviors targeted at certain members is acceptable in the command unit. Through 

a lack of vicarious punishment, subordinates are less disinhibited to self-regulate and thus are 

more likely to engage in behaviors that dehumanize others, such as the behaviors specified as 

generalized harassment in the present study (Bandura, 1991; Bandura et al., 1975). While this 

perspective provides one explanation, future research is needed not only to explore these 

mediating mechanisms and further explain the “leadership neglect phenomenon” (IRC, 2021), 

but to investigate whether these mechanisms operate similarly at all levels of the leadership 

hierarchy. 

There are several other ways in which future research could build off the current findings 

to inform theory and practice regarding sexual harassment and assault prevention and response 

efforts. For example, future research could explore the moderating effects of leader tolerance for 

sexual harassment on the relationships between workplace abuse and other survivor outcomes, 

such as depression, general health, suicidal ideation, and completed suicides. Additionally, along 

with conceptualizing workplace abuse as an individual-level phenomenon, for a more 

comprehensive perspective on this phenomenon researchers could conceptualize workplace 

abuse as a group-level phenomenon (e.g., ambient sexual harassment; Glomb et al., 1997). 

Aggregating subordinates’ responses to get a unit-level perception of leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment, for example, could provide another angle from which to examine this phenomenon.  

Future research could also explore why, in the present sample, leader tolerance for sexual 

harassment exacerbates the effects of generalized harassment and not sexual harassment on 

survivor’s PTSD symptoms. In the present study, the unconditional direct effects demonstrate 

that, compared to sexual harassment and sexual assault, generalized harassment is a stronger 

predictor of all four outcomes. One possible explanation for this is that sexual harassment 
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mediates the relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD symptoms, such that 

individuals’ experiences of generalized harassment make them more likely to experience sexual 

harassment, which makes them more likely to exhibit PTSD symptoms as the result of both 

forms of workplace abuse. However, because the data used in this study cannot be used to 

conclude true mediation, future research using longitudinal data could explore the mediating role 

of sexual harassment between generalized harassment and survivor mental health outcomes, 

including PTSD symptomology. 

Another future direction stems from the findings of Hypotheses 4 to 9, which examined 

the moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment. In each of the four models with 

significant results, gender became an insignificant predictor of the outcome (PTSD symptoms). 

This suggests that, after accounting for the survivors’ rank, experienced generalized harassment, 

leader tolerance for sexual harassment, and the interaction effect of the latter two variables, 

gender is not a predictive factor in whether a survivor of generalized harassment is likely to 

experience PTSD symptoms. However, more research (perhaps using datasets from other 

WGRA surveys) is needed to examine these findings, which were marginally significant in the 

present study. One potential future direction could be the investigation of other gender along 

with gender-related factors (e.g., survivors’ sexual orientation) as moderating factors that 

influence the relationships examined in the present study, especially those focused on the 

outcome of PTSD symptomology. Such minority characteristics have been shown to be 

positively associated with forms of workplace abuse, including discrimination, sexism, and 

sexual harassment in the U.S. military (e.g., DEOMI, 2017; Murdoch et al., 2007; Gurung et al., 

2020; Schuyler et al., 2020), which should prompt the DoD to conduct future research on these 

issues specifically. For example, others have highlighted the need for information regarding 
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subgroup differences in the workplace abuse experiences of racial/ethnic and sexual orientation 

minority group members in the military, who they may be more likely to experience the 

cumulative effects of abuse as a result of their minority status (Stander & Thomsen, 2016). 

Conclusion 

The U.S. military has a long and unfortunate history of sexual abuse within its ranks 

(DoD SAPRO, 2021; GAO, 2017; McCone et al., 2018; Stander & Thomsen, 2016; Turchik & 

Wilson, 2010). The realization that specific and intentional changes need to be made regarding 

the military’s efforts to prevent sexual harassment and assault is not a debate (Bakken, 2020; 

IRC, 2021; McCone et al., 2018; Williams, 2018), and it is even a bipartisan concern in the year 

2021 (Grisales, 2021). Given this consensus, combined with the untold millions of dollars and 

billions of man-hours that have gone into this fight to document, to address, and to prevent these 

heinous acts and troubling behaviors, it is incredible that the implementation of numerous 

policies, initiatives, and 249 statutory charges in seventeen years has not produced noticeable 

(beneficial) changes in this battle (GAO, 2021). 

In their 300-page report, the IRC concluded that “there is a wide chasm between what 

senior leaders believe is happening under their commands, and what junior enlisted Service 

members actually experience… across the enterprise” (p. 3-4). The IRC’s conclusion echoes a 

sentiment made popular almost a decade ago by the release of a documentary on sexual assault in 

the U.S. military called The Invisible War (Dick et al., 2012). Is this chasm an intentional choice 

to remain “in the dark”, or is it true incompetence on the part of the leader? The present study 

highlights the “invisibility” of this war by examining what happens to survivors of workplace 

abuse when leaders choose to pretend that sexually abusive behavior is not occurring under their 

command. While invisible to some leaders, however, this war is not invisible to Specialist 
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Vanessa Guillen, or Sergeant Elder Fernandes, or any of the others who did not survived this 

fight – just as it is not invisible to the thousands of Service members who live daily with the 

effects. And it should not be invisible to us. 



87 

 

 

 

 

 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Andersson, L. M., & Pearson, C. M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility in the 

workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24(3), 452–471. 

http://doi.org/10.2307/259136 

Andone, D. (2020, July 25). Here’s what we know about eight of the soldiers who have died this 

year at Fort Hood. CNN. Retrieved July 30, 2020 from 

https://www.cnn.com/2020/07/25/us/fort-hood-soldier-deaths-trnd/index.html 

Aquino, K., & Byron, K. (2002). Dominating interpersonal behavior and perceived victimization 

in groups: Evidence for a curvilinear relationship. Journal of Management, 28(1), 69–87. 

doi:10.1177/014920630202800105 

Aquino, K., Grover, S. L., Bradfield, M., & Allen, D. G. (1999). The effects of negative 

affectivity, hierarchical status, and self-determination on workplace victimization. 

Academy of Management Journal, 42(3), 260–272. https://doi.org/10.5465/256918 

Aquino, K., & Thau, S. (2009). Workplace victimization: Aggression from the target's 

perspective. Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 717-741. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163703 

Arnold, C. S. L. (2018). Examining United States military sexual misconduct policy processes. 

International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy, 39(3/4), 235–249. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-07-2018-0114 

Bakken, T. (2020). The cost of loyalty: Dishonesty, hubris, and failure in the US military. USA: 

Bloomsbury Publishing. 

Bandura, A. (1971). Vicarious and self-reinforcement processes. In R. Glaser (Ed.), The nature 

of reinforcement (pp. 228-278). New York: Academic Press. 

Bandura, A. (1973). Abuse: Social learning analysis. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 

Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of self-regulation. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 248–287. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90022-l 

Bandura, A, Underwood, B., & Fromson, M. E. (1975). Disinhibition of abuse through diffusion 

of responsibility and dehumanization of victims. Journal of Research in Personality, 9, 

253-269. 

 



88 

 

Barling, J., Dupré, K. E., & Kelloway, E. K. (2009). Predicting workplace abuse and violence. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 60(1), 671–692. https://doi.org/10/fwf6r6 

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal 

attachment as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–529. 

https://doi.org/10/hkt 

Bell, M. E., Street, A. E., & Stafford, J. (2014). Victims’ psychosocial well-being after reporting 

sexual harassment in the military. Journal of Trauma & Dissociation, 15(2), 133–152. 

psyh. https://doi.org/10/gf4rpr 

Bennet, R. J. & Robinson, S. L. (2000). Development of a measure of workplace deviance. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(3), 349-360. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.85.3.349 

Berdahl, J. L. (2007). Harassment based on sex: Protecting social status in the context of gender 

hierarchy. Academy of Management Review, 32(2), 641–658. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351879 

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(4), 527-547. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1996.tb00320.x 

Berdahl, J. L., & Raver, J. L. (2011). Sexual harassment. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA Handbooks in 

Psychology. APA handbook of industrial and organizational psychology (Vol. 3, pp. 

641–669). Washington, D.C.: American Psychological Association. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/12171-018 

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. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(2), 230-242. https://doi.org/10/chz6k3 

Bowling, N. A., & Beehr, T. A. (2006). Workplace harassment from the victim's perspective: A 

theoretical model and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(5), 998-1012. 

https://doi.org/10/cxct22 

Bowling, N. A., Camus, K. A., & Blackmore, C. E. (2015). Conceptualizing and measuring 

workplace abuse: Implications for the study of abuse’s predictors and consequences. In P. 

L. Perrewe´, J. R. B. Halbesleben, & C. C. Rosen (Eds.), Mistreatment in organizations 

(pp. 225–263). Bingley, UK: Emerald. 

Brady, L. & Cunningham, C. (2019, November). Challenge, hindrance, and threat stressors: A 

within- and between-persons examination of general and specific stressor appraisal 

tendencies and a priori categorizations. Paper presented at the 13th International 

Conference on Work, Stress, & Health, Philadelphia, PA. 

 



89 

 

Brady, L., Credé, M., Harms, P. D., Brummel, B. J., Lester, P. B. (2021). Meta-analysis of 

outcomes for sexual harassment and sexual assault in U.S. military samples. Unpublished 

manuscript. 

Campbell, R., & Raja, S. (2005). The sexual assault and secondary victimization of female 

veterans: Help-seeking experiences with military and civilian social systems. Psychology 

of Women Quarterly, 29(1), 97–106. https://doi.org/10/bg7gpg 

Campos, K. (2021). What little we know: Peer-reviewed articles on the impact of United States 

military culture on male victims of military sexual trauma. Violence and Gender, 8(2), 

74–79. https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2020.0072 

Cantisano, G. T., Domínguez, J. F. M., & Depolo, M. (2008). Perceived sexual harassment at 

work: Meta-analysis and structural model of antecedents and consequences. The Spanish 

Journal of Psychology, 11(1), 207–218. https://doi.org/10/ggpmg4 

Chan, D. K. S., Chow, S. Y., Lam, C. B., & Cheung, S. F. (2008). Examining the job-related, 

psychological, and physical outcomes of workplace sexual harassment: A meta-analytic 

review. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 32(4), 362–376. https://doi.org/10/c88f3p 

Chawla, N., Gabriel, A. S., O’Leary Kelly, A., & Rosen, C. C. (2021). From #MeToo to 

#TimesUp: Identifying next steps in sexual harassment research in the organizational 

sciences. Journal of Management, 47(3), 551–566. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320980518 

Chawla, N., Wong, E. M., & Gabriel, A. S. (2019). Expanding the discourse surrounding sexual 

harassment: The case for considering experienced and observed hostile sexism, 

benevolent sexism, and gendered incivility. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 

12(01), 79–83. https://doi.org/10/ghgqb2 

Cohen, Z., & Browne, R. (2020, December 8). Army punishes 14 senior officers after murder 

and other deaths at Fort Hood. CNN Politics. Retrieved August 5, 2021, from 

https://edition.cnn.com/2020/12/08/politics/fort-hood-investigation/index.html 

Cohen, S., & Williamson, G. (1988). Perceived stress in a probability sample of the United 

States. In S. Spacapan & S. Oskamp (Eds.), The social psychology of health: Claremont 

Symposium on Applied Social Psychology (pp. 31–67). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Cortina, L. M. (2017). From victim precipitation to perpetrator predation: Toward a new 

paradigm for understanding workplace abuse. In N. Bowling & M. S. Hershcovis (Eds.), 

Research and theory on workplace abuse (pp. 121–135). New York: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Cortina, L. M., & Areguin, M. A. (2021). Putting people down and pushing them out: Sexual 

harassment in the workplace. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and 

Organizational Behavior, 8, 285-309. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-

055606 



90 

 

Cortina, L. M., & Magley, V. J. (2003). Raising voice, risking retaliation: Events following 

interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 8(4), 247–265. https://doi.org/10/fh42pk 

Cortina, L. M., & Marchiondo, L. A. (2012). Measurement of interpersonal mistreatment in 

organizations. In Sinclair, R.R., Wang, M., & Tetrick, L.E. (Eds.). Research methods in 

occupational health psychology: Measurement, design, and data analysis (pp. 115-130). 

Routledge. 

Cortina, L. M., Rabelo, V. C., & Holland, K. J. (2018). Beyond blaming the victim: Toward a 

more progressive understanding of workplace mistreatment. Industrial and 

Organizational Psychology, 11(1), 81–100. https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2017.54 

Daniel, S., Neria, A., Moore, A., & Davis, E. (2019). The impact of leadership responses to 

sexual harassment and gender discrimination reports on emotional distress and retention 

intentions in military members. Journal of Trauma & Dissociation, 20(3), 357–372. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2019.1571887 

Department of the Army (DoA). (2016). SHARP Guidebook (Version 1.1, October 13). 

Retrieved January 15, 2021 from https://www.soc.mil/SWCS/sharp/pdf/SHARP-

Guidebook.pdf 

Department of Defense (DoD). (2014). Department of Defense 2014–2016 sexual assault 

prevention strategy. Retrieved August 3, 2021 from 

http://sapr.mil/public/docs/prevention/DoD_SAPR_Prevention_Strategy_2014–2016.pdf. 

Department of Defense Defense Manpower Data Center (DoD DMDC). (2003). Armed forces 

2002 Sexual Harassment Survey. (Report No. 2003-026). Arlington, VA: Lipari, R. N., & 

Lancaster, A. R. Retrieved October 22, 2021 from 

https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/pdfs/ADA419817.pdf 

Department of Defense Defense Manpower Data Center (DoD DMDC). (2011a). 2010 

Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members: Overview Report on 

Sexual Assault. (Report No. 2010-025). Retrieved August 10, 2021 from 

https://www.sapr.mil/public/docs/research/DMDC_2010_WGRA_Overview_Report_of_

Sexual_Assault.pdf 

Department of Defense Defense Manpower Data Center (DoD DMDC). (2011b). 2010 

Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members: Overview Report on 

Sexual Assault. (Report No. 2010-025). Retrieved August 10, 2021 from 

https://www.sapr.mil/public/docs/research/DMDC_2010_WGRA_Overview_Report_of_

Sexual_Assault.pdf 

Department of Defense Defense Manpower Data Center (DoD DMDC). (2018). DoD Personnel, 

Workforce Reports, & Publications. Retrieved August 10, 2021 from 

https://dwp.dmdc.osd.mil/dwp/app/dod-data-reports/workforce-reports 

 



91 

 

Department of Defense Directive (DoDD). (2015). Department of defense military equal 

opportunity (MEO) program (DoD Directive 1350.2, Change 2). Retrieved August 10, 

2021 from https://home.army.mil/rheinland-

pfalz/application/files/8815/5412/0712/DODD_1350.2_Military_Equal_Opportunity_ME

O_Program.pdf 

Department of Defense Directive (DoDD). (2012). Sexual assault prevention and response 

(SAPR) program (DoD Directive 6495.01, Change 4). Retrieved August 10, 2021 from 

https://www.esd.whs.mil/Portals/54/Documents/DD/issuances/dodd/649501p.pdf 

Department of Defense Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Office (DoD SAPRO) (2021). 

Department of Defense annual report on sexual assault in the military: Fiscal year 2020. 

Retrieved July 25, 2021 from 

https://www.sapr.mil/sites/default/files/DOD_Annual_Report_on_Sexual_Assault_in_the

_Military_FY2020.pdf 

Denton, C.J. (2021). BCAP: The Battalion Command Assessment Program. 

https://www.army.mil/article/243040/bcap_the_battalion_command_assessment_progra

m   

Dhanani, L. Y., Beus, J. M., & Joseph, D. L. (2018_. Workplace discrimination: A meta-analytic 

extension, critique, and future research agenda. Personnel Psychology, 71, 147-179. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12254 

Dhanani, L. Y., & LaPalme, M. L. (2019). It’s not personal: A review and theoretical integration 

of research on vicarious workplace mistreatment. Journal of Management, 45(6), 2322–

2351. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318816162 

Dhanani, L. Y., LaPalme, M. L., & Joseph, D. L. (2021). How prevalent is workplace 

mistreatment? A meta‐analytic investigation. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 1-17. 

https://10.1002/job.2534 

Dick, K., Scully, R. K., Newsom, J. S., Ziering, A., Leifer, T., Boxer-Keegan, N., Fifer, S. J., 

Johnson, S. E., Disney, A. E., Cole, M. C., Dreyfous, G. W., & Barklow, T. K. (2012). 

The invisible war. Docurama, Cinedigm Entertainment Group. 

Dipboye, R. L., & Halverson, S. K. (2004). Subtle (and not so subtle) discrimination in 

organizations. In R. W. Griffin & O’Leary-Kelly, A. (Eds.), The dark side of 

organizational behavior (pp. 131-158).  

Duffy, M. K., Ganster, D. C., & Pagon, M. (2002). Social undermining in the workplace. 

Academy of Management Journal, 45(2), 331–351. https://doi.org/10.5465/3069350 

Dworkin, E. R., Menon, S. V., Bystrynski, J., & Allen, N. E. (2017). Sexual assault victimization 

and psychopathology: A review and meta-analysis. Clinical Psychology Review, 56, 65–

81. https://doi.org/10/gbrr45 

 



92 

 

Edwards, J. R., & Lambert, L. S. (2007). Methods for integrating moderation and mediation: A 

general analytical framework using moderated path analysis. Psychological Methods, 

12(1), 1–22. https://doi.org/10/bxvf4h 

Elliott, D. M., Mok, D. S., & Briere, J. (2005). Adult sexual assault: Prevalence, 

symptomatology, and sex differences in the general population. Journal of Traumatic 

Stress, 17(3), 203–211. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOTS.0000029263.11104.23 

Estes, A. (2020, December 13). Fort Hood soldier was still alive days after he disappeared, 

raising possibility that suicide could have been prevented, reports show. Boston Globe. 

Retrieved October 22, 2021 from https://www.bostonglobe.com/2020/12/13/metro/fort-

hood-soldier-was-still-alive-days-after-he-disappeared-raising-possibility-that-suicide-

could-have-been-prevented-reports-show/ 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. (2015). Sexual harassment. Retrieved October 22, 

2021 from https://www.eeoc.gov/sexual-harassment 

Farris, C., Schell, T. L., & Tanielian, T. (2013). Physical and psychological health following 

military sexual assault: Recommendations for care, research, and policy. RAND 

Corporation. https://doi.org/10/ggh5bx 

Ferris, D. L., Brown, D. J., Berry, J. W., & Lian, H. (2008). The development and validation of 

the Workplace Ostracism Scale. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1348–1366. 

https://doi.org/10/dxfv8r 

Firestone, J. M., Miller, J. M., & Harris, R. (2012). Implications for criminal justice from the 

2002 and 2006 Department of Defense Gender Relations and Sexual Harassment 

Surveys. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 37(3), 432–451. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-010-9085-z 

Fitzgerald, L. F., & Cortina, L. M. (2018). Sexual harassment in work organizations: A view 

from the 21st century. In C. B. Travis, & J. W. White (Eds.), APA handbook of the 

psychology of women: Perspectives on women’s private and public lives (Vol. 2, pp. 215-

234). American Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/0000060-012 

Fitzgerald, L. F., Drasgow, F., Hulin, C. L., Gelfand, M. J., & Magley, V. J. (1997a). 

Antecedents and consequences of sexual harassment in organizations: A test of an 

integrated model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(4), 578-589. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.4.578 

Fitzgerald, L.F., Drasgow, F., & Magley, V.J. (1999a). Sexual harassment in the Armed Forces: 

A test of an integrated model. Military Psychology, 11(3), 329-343. 

https://doi.org.10/bzb3jp 

Fitzgerald, L. F., Gelfand, M. J., & Drasgow, F. (1995). Measuring sexual harassment: 

Theoretical and psychometric advances. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 17(4), 

425–445. https://doi.org/10/dpvs82 



93 

 

Fitzgerald, L. F., Magley, V. J., Drasgow, F., & Waldo, C. R. (1999b). Measuring sexual 

harassment in the military: The sexual experiences questionnaire (SEQ-DoD). Military 

Psychology, 11(3), 243-263. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1103_3 

Fitzgerald, L. F., Swan, S., & Magley, V. J. (1997b). But was it really sexual harassment?: Legal, 

behavioral, and psychological definitions of the workplace victimization of women. In 

O’Donohue, W. (Ed.), Sexual harassment: Theory, research, and treatment (pp. 5–28). 

Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Fort Hood Institutional Review Commission (FHIRC). (2020). Report of the Fort Hood 

Independent Review Commission. Retrieved October 22, 2021 from 

https://www.army.mil/e2/downloads/rv7/forthoodreview/2020-12-

03_FHIRC_report_redacted.pdf 

Garrett, L. H. (2011). Sexual assault in the workplace. American Association of Occupational 

Health Nurses (AAOHN) Journal, 59(1), 15–22. https://doi.org/10/ggtczh 

Gelfand, M., Fitzgerald, L. and Drasgow, F. (1995). The structure of sexual harassment: A 

confirmatory analysis across cultures and settings. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 47(2), 

164–177. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1995.1033 

Glomb, T. M., Richman, W. L., Hulin, C. L., Drasgow, F., Schneider, K.T., Fitzgerald, L.F. 

(1997). Ambient sexual harassment: An integrated model of antecedents and 

consequences. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 71(3), 309–328. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1997.2728 

Government Accountability Office (GAO). (2017). Sexual violence: Actions needed to improve 

DoD’s efforts to address the continuum of unwanted sexual behaviors. (GAO-18-33). 

Washington, D.C.: Farrell, B. S., Gosling, T., Band, I., Bond, M., Buquicchio, V., 

DeCelles, C., Jones, M., Lauber, K., & Pegram, B. Retrieved August 11, 2019, from 

https://ncvc.dspacedirect.org/handle/20.500.11990/1627 

Government Accountability Office (GAO). (2021). Sexual assault in the military: Continued 

Congressional oversight and additional DOD focus on prevention could aid DOD’s 

efforts. (GAO-21-463T). Washington, D.C.: Farrell, B. S. Retrieved October 22, 2021, 

from https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-21-463t.pdf 

Greathouse, S. M., Saunders, J., Matthews, M., Keller, K. M., & Miller, L. L. (2015). A review of 

the literature on sexual assault perpetrator characteristics and behaviors. Santa Monica, 

CA: RAND Corporation. https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1082.html 

Grisales, C. (2021, May 6). Bill to combat sexual assault in the military finally has votes to pass, 

senators say. NPR. Retrieved October 22, 2021 from 

https://www.npr.org/2021/05/06/993957643/bill-to-combat-sexual-assault-in-military-

finally-has-votes-to-pass-senators-say 

 



94 

 

Gurung, S., Ventuneac, A., Rendina, H. J., Savarese, E., Grov, C., & Parsons, J. T. (2018). 

Prevalence of military sexual trauma and sexual orientation discrimination among 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender military personnel: A descriptive study. Sexuality 

Research & Social Policy: Journal of NSRC: SR & SP, 15(1), 74–82. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-017-0311-z 

Hackney, K. J., & Perrewé, P. L. (2018). A review of abusive behaviors at work: The 

development of a process model for studying abuse. Organizational Psychology Review, 

8(1), 70-92. https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386618755724 

Harned, M. S., Ormerod, A. J., Palmieri, P. A., Collinsworth, L. L., & Reed, M. (2002). Sexual 

assault and other types of sexual harassment by workplace personnel: A comparison of 

antecedents and consequences. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 7(2), 174–

188. https://doi.org/10/cxj542 

Hauge, L. J., Skogstad, A., & Einarsen, S. (2010). The relative impact of workplace bullying as a 

social stressor at work. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 51(5), 426–433. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2010.00813.x 

Hayes, T. L., Kaylor, L. E., & Oltman, K. A. (2020). Coffee and controversy: How applied 

psychology can revitalize sexual harassment and racial discrimination training. Industrial 

and Organizational Psychology, 13, 1–20. https://doi.org/10/ggtcvg 

Hemming, H. (1985). Women in a man’s world: Sexual harassment. Human Relations, 38(1), 

67-79. https://doi.org/10/fwzh9w 

Henle, C. A., & Gross, M. A. (2014). What have I done to deserve this? Effects of employee 

personality and emotion on abusive supervision. Journal of Business Ethics, 122(3), 461-

474. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1771-6 

Hershcovis, M. S. (2011). “Incivility, social undermining, bullying . . . oh my!”: A call to 

reconcile constructs within workplace aggression research. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 32(3), 499–519. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.689 

Hershcovis, M. S., & Barling, J. (2010). Comparing victim attributions and outcomes for 

workplace abuse and sexual harassment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(5), 874–888. 

https://doi.org/10/bvzssc 

Ilies, R., Hauserman, N., Schwochau, S., & Stibal, J. (2003). Reported incidence rates of work-

related sexual harassment in the United States: Using meta-analysis to explain reported 

rate disparities. Personnel Psychology, 56(3), 607–631. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-

6570.2003.tb00752.x 

Institutional Review Commission (IRC). (2021). Hard truths and the duty to change: 

Recommendations from the Independent Review Commission on sexual assault in the 

military. Retrieved October 22, 2021 from 

https://media.defense.gov/2021/Jul/02/2002755437/-1/-1/0/IRC-FULL-REPORT-

FINAL-1923-7-1-21.PDF 



95 

 

Jones, T., & Wade, E. E. (2020). Me too? Race, gender, and ending workplace sexual 

harassment. Duke Journal of Gender Law and Policy, 27, 203-225. 

https://scholarship.law.duke.edu/djglp/vol27/iss1/12 

Keashly, L., Harvey, S. R., Hunter, S. (1997). Abusive interaction and role state stressors: 

Relative impact on student residence assistant stress and work attitudes. Work & Stress, 

11, 175-185. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678379708256833 

Klein, M., & Gallus, J. A. (2018). The readiness imperative for reducing sexual harassment and 

assault in the U.S. Armed Forces: Respect and professionalism as the foundation for 

change. Military Psychology, 30(3), 264–269. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08995605.2017.1422949 

Kozlowski, S. W., & Doherty, M. L. (1989). Integration of climate and leadership: Examination 

of a neglected issue. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(4), 546–553. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.4.546 

Lapierre, L. M., Spector, P. E., & Leck, J. D. (2005). Sexual versus generalized workplace abuse 

and victims’ overall job satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 10(2), 155–169. https://doi.org/10/cbbqbw 

Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute (DEOMI). (2017). Sexual orientation and 

harassment: The role of sexism in predicting reactions to harassment. Research, 

Development, and Strategic Initiatives Directorate (Report No. 08-17). Patrick AFP, FL: 

Law, C. L., & McCarthy, K. Reported to Dr. Daniel P. McDonald. 

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

Leymann, H. (1990). Mobbing and psychological terror at workplaces. Violence and victims, 

5(2), 119-126. https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.5.2.119 

Lim, Y., & Cortina, L. M. (2005). Interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace: The interface 

and impact of general incivility and sexual harassment. Journal of Applied Psychology 

90(3), 483–496. https://doi.org/10/cjv5fv 

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(3), 283–302. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1103_5 

Malamuth, N. M., Sockloskie, R. J., Koss, M. P., Tanaka, J.S. (1991). Characteristics of 

aggressors against women: Testing a model using a national sample of college students. 

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 59(5), 670-681. 

https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-006x.59.5.670 

McCollister, K. E., French, M. T., & Fang, H. (2010). The cost of crime to society: New crime-

specific estimates for policy and program evaluation. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 

108(1-2), 98-109. 



96 

 

McCone, D. R., Thomsen, C. J., & Laurence, J. H. (Eds.). (2018). Sexual harassment and sexual 

assault in the U.S. military [Special issue]. Military Psychology, 30(3). 

McDonald, P. (2012). Workplace sexual harassment 30 years on: A review of the literature. 

International Journal of Management Reviews, 14(1), 1–17. https://doi.org/10/b7vwxg 

McWhorter, S. K., Stander, V. A., Merrill, L. L., Thomsen, C. J., & Milner, J. S. (2009). Reports 

of rape reperpretation in newly enlisted male navy personnel. Violence and Victims, 

24(2), 204–218. psyh. https://doi.org/10/fts6sd 

Mengeling, M. A., Booth, B. M., Torner, J. C., & Sadler, A. G. (2014). Reporting sexual assault 

in the military. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 47(1), 17–25. 

https://doi.org/10/gf4rmt 

Messman-Moore, T. L., Brown, A. L., & Koelsch, L. E. (2005). Posttraumatic symptoms and 

self-dysfunction as consequences and predictors of sexual revictimization. Journal of 

Traumatic Stress, 18(3), 253–261. https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.20023 

Meyer, R. D., Dalal, R. S., & Hermida, R. (2010). A review and synthesis of situational strength 

in the organizational sciences. Journal of Management, 36(1), 121–140. 

https://doi.org/10/cjwxzn 

Milam, A. C., Spitzmueller, C., & Penney, L. M. (2009). Investigating individual differences 

among targets of workplace incivility. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 

14(1), 58–69. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012683 

Milgram, S. (1974). Obedience to authority: An experimental view. New York: Harper & Row. 

Miller, T. R., Cohen, M. A., & Wiersema, B. (1996). Victim costs and consequences: A new 

look. Washington D.C.: National Institute of Justice. 

Miner-Rubino, K., & Cortina, L. M. (2004). Working in a context of hostility toward women: 

implications for employees' well-being. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9(2), 

107-122. https:doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.2.107 

Morral, A., Gore, K., & Schell, T. (Eds.). (2014). Sexual assault and sexual harassment in the 

U.S. Military: Volume 1. Design of the 2014 RAND military workplace study. Santa 

Monica, CA: RAND Corporation. https://doi.org/10.7249/RR870.1 

Morral, A. R., Gore, K. L., & Schell, T. L. (Eds.). (2015). Sexual assault and sexual harassment 

in the U.S. military (Vol. 2). Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation. 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR870z2-1.html 

Morral, A. R., Schell, T. L., Cefalu, M., Hwang, J., & Gelman, A. (Eds.). (2018). Volume 5. 

estimates for installation- and command-level risk of sexual assault and sexual 

harassment from the 2014 RAND military workplace study. Santa Monica, CA: RAND 

Corporation. Retrieved July 28, 2021 from 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR870z7.html 



97 

 

Matthews, M., Morral, A. R., Schell, T. L., Cefalu, M., Snoke, J., & Briggs, R. J. (Eds.). (2021). 

Organizational characteristics associated with risk of sexual assault and sexual 

harassment in the U.S. Army. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation. Retrieved October 

22, 2021 from https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA1013-1.html 

Murdoch, M., Pryor, J. B., Polusny, M. A., & Gackstetter, G. D. (2007). Functioning and 

psychiatric symptoms among military men and women exposed to sexual stressors. 

Military Medicine, 172(7), 718–725. https://doi.org/10/gf4rgr 

Murrell, A., Olson, J., & Hanson, I. (1995). Sexual harassment and gender discrimination: A 

longitudinal study of women managers. Journal of Social Issues, 51(1), 139–149. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1995.tb01313.x 

Nesse, R. M., Bhatnagar, S., & Ellis, B. (2016). Evolutionary origins and functions of the stress 

response system. In G. Fink (Ed.), Stress: concepts, cognition, emotion, and behavior: 

Handbook of Stress Series Volume 1, 95-101. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-

800951-2.00011-X 

Neuman, J. H., & Baron, R. A. (1998). Workplace violence and workplace abuse: Evidence 

concerning specific forms, potential causes, and preferred targets. Journal of 

Management, 24(3), 391-419. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639802400305 

Nye, C. D., Brummel, B. J., & Drasgow, F. (2014). Understanding sexual harassment using 

aggregate construct models.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 99(6), 1204-1221. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037965 

O’Reilly, H. N. (2020, April 6). Sexual harassment and sexual assault: What is the connection? 

Military Health System. https://www.health.mil/Military-Health-Topics/Centers-of-

Excellence/Psychological-Health-Center-of-Excellence/Clinicians-Corner-Blog/Sexual-

Harassment-and-Sexual-Assault-What-is-the-Connection 

Offermann, L. R., & Malamut, A. B. (2002). When leaders harass: The impact of target 

perceptions of organizational leadership and climate on harassment reporting and 

outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(5), 885–893. https://doi.org/10/bcfk6c 

Office of People Analytics (OPA). (2017). 2016 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of 

Active Duty Members: Overview report. (Report No. 2016–050). Alexandria, VA: Davis, 

L., Grifka, A., Williams, K., Coffey, M. (Eds). Retrieved August 10, 2021, from 

https://www.sapr.mil/public/docs/reports/FY17_Annual/FY16_Annual_Report_on_Sexu

al_Assault_in_the_Military_Full_Report_Part2_4.pdf 

Office of People Analytics (OPA). (2018). 2017 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of 

Reserve Component Members: Overview Report (Report No. 2018-026). Alexandria, VA: 

Grifka, A., Davis, L., Klauberg, W., Peebles, H., Moore, A., Hylton, K., & Klahr, A. 

Retrieved October 22, 2021, from 

https://www.sapr.mil/public/docs/reports/FY17_Annual/Annex_2_Workplace_and_Gend

er_Relations_Survey_of_Reserve_Component_Members.pdf 



98 

 

Office of People Analytics (OPA). (2019). 2018 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of 

Active Duty Members: Overview report. (Report No. 2019–027). Alexandria, VA: 

Breslin, R., Davis, L., Hylton, K., Hill, A., Klauberg, W., Petusky, M., Klahr, A. 

Retrieved August 10, 2021, from 

https://www.sapr.mil/sites/default/files/Annex_1_2018_WGRA_Overview_Report.pdf 

Office of People Analytics (OPA). (2020). 2019 Military Service Gender Relations Focus 

Groups. (Report No. 2020–065). Alexandria, VA: Davis, L., Klahr, A., Tercha, J., Hill, 

A., Klauberg, W. X., White, A., Owen, B., & Rehlberg, K. Retrieved August 10, 2021, 

from 

https://www.sapr.mil/sites/default/files/15_Annex_1_2019_Military_Service_Gender_Re

lations_Focus_Groups_Overview_Report.pdf 

Office of People Analytics (2020). The continuum of harm: Examining the correlates of sexual 

assault victimization. (Report No. 2020-093). Alexandria, VA: Breslin, R., Klahr, A., & 

Neria, A. (2020). Retrieved October 22, 2021 from 

https://dwp.dmdc.osd.mil/dwp/api/download?fileName=ExecutiveNote_ContinuumofHar

m.pdf&groupName=pubGenderActive 

Perrewé, P. L., & Zellars, K. L. (1999). An examination of attributions and emotions in the 

transactional approach to the organizational stress process. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 20(5), 739–752. https://doi.org/10/cvf3rp 

Pryor, J. B. (1995). The psychosocial impact of sexual harassment on women in the U.S. 

Military. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 17(4), 581–603. 

https://doi.org/10/d6pggd 

Pryor, J. B., Giedd, J. L., Williams, K. B. (2017). A social psychological model for predicting 

sexual harassment. Journal of Social Issues, 51, 69–84. 

Quick, J. C., & McFadyen, M. A. (2017). Sexual harassment: Have we made any progress? 

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(3), 286–298. https://doi.org/10/gbmmqq 

Reiss, I. L. (1965). Social class and premarital sexual permissiveness: A re-examination. 

American Sociological Review, 747-756. Retrieved October 22, 2021 from 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/2091142 

Rempfer, K. (2020, July 22). ‘We need to find out what happened’ at Fort Hood, Army chief 

says. Army Times. Retrieved July 30 from: https://www.armytimes.com/news/your-

army/2020/07/22/we-need-to-find-out-what-happened-at-fort-hood-army-chief-says/ 

Richman, J. A., Rospenda, K. M., Nawyn, S. J., Flaherty, J. A., Fendrich, M., Drum, M. L., & 

Johnson, T. P. (1999). Sexual harassment and generalized workplace abuse among 

university employees: Prevalence and mental health correlates. American Journal of 

Public Health, 89(3), 358–363. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.89.3.358 

 



99 

 

Risser, H. J., Hetzel-Riggin, M. D., Thomsen, C. J., & McCanne, T. R. (2006). PTSS as a 

mediator of sexual revictimization: The role of reexperiencing, avoidance, and arousal 

symptoms. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 19(5), 687–698. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.20156 

Rogers, K. A., & Kelloway, E. K. (1997). Violence at work: Personal and organizational 

outcomes. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 2(1), 63- 71. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.2.1.63 

Rosellini, A. J., Street, A. E., Ursano, R. J., Chiu, W. T., Heeringa, S. G., Monahan, J., Naifeh, J. 

A., Petukhova, M. V., Reis, B. Y., Sampson, N. A., Bliese, P. D., Stein, M. B., 

Zaslavsky, A. M., & Kessler, R. C. (2017). Sexual assault victimization and mental 

health treatment, suicide attempts, and career outcomes among women in the U.S. Army. 

American Journal of Public Health, 107(5), 732–739. https://doi.org/10/gbmhcf 

Rospenda, K. (2002). Workplace harassment, services utilization, and drinking outcomes. 

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 7(2), 141–155. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.7.2.141 

Sadler, A. G., Booth, B. M., Cook, B. L., & Doebbeling, B. N. (2003). Factors associated with 

women’s risk of rape in the military environment. American Journal of Industrial 

Medicine, 43(3), 262–273. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajim.10202 

Sadler, A. G., Lindsay, D. R., Hunter, S. T., & Day, D. V. (2018). The impact of leadership on 

sexual harassment and assault in the military. Military Psychology, 30(3), 229–239. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08995605.2017.1422948 

Sadler, A. G., Mengeling, M. A., Booth, B. M., O’Shea, A. M. J., & Torner, J. C. (2017). The 

relationship between U.S. military officer leadership behaviors and risk of sexual assault 

of reserve, national guard, and active component servicewomen in nondeployed 

locations. American Journal of Public Health, 107(1), 147–155. 

https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2016.303520 

Samnani, A. K., & Singh, P. (2016). Workplace bullying: Considering the interaction between 

individual and work environment. Journal of Business Ethics, 139(3), 537–549. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2653-x 

Schat, A. C., & Frone, M. R. (2011). Exposure to psychological aggression at work and job 

performance: The mediating role of job attitudes and personal health. Work & Stress, 

25(1), 23-40. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2011.563133 

Schat, A. C. H., Frone, M., & Kelloway, E. K. (2006). Prevalence of workplace abuse in the U.S. 

workforce: Findings from a national study. In E. K. Kelloway, J. Barling, & J. J. Hurrel 

(Eds.), Handbook of Workplace Violence, pp. 47–90. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Schneider, B., Salvaggio, A. N., & Subirats, M. (2002). Climate strength: A new direction for 

climate research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 220-229. 



100 

 

Schuyler, A. C., Klemmer, C., Mamey, M. R., Schrager, S. M., Goldbach, J. T., Holloway, I. W., 

& Castro, C. A. (2020). Experiences of sexual Harassment, stalking, and ssexual assault 

during military service among LGBT and non-LGBT service members. Journal of 

Traumatic Stress, 33(3), 257–266. https://doi.org/10.1002/jts.22506 

Selden, M. P., & Downey, R. G. (2012). Workplace hostility: Defining and measuring the 

occurrence of hostility in the workforce. Work: A Journal of Prevention, Assessment and 

Rehabilitation, 42(1), 93-105. 

Snyder, L. A., Chen, P. Y., Grubb, P. L., Roberts, R. K., Sauter, S. L., & Swanson, N. G. (2005). 

Workplace abuse and violence against individuals and organizations: Causes, 

consequences, and interventions. In P. Perrewe, & D. Ganster (Eds.), Research in 

Occupational Stress and Well being: Exploring interpersonal dynamics, Vol. 4. (pp. 1-

65). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1479-3555(04)04001-6 

Soenens, B., Berzonsky, M. K., Vansteenkiste, M., Beyers, W., & Goossens, L. (2005). Identity 

styles and causality orientations: In search of the motivational underpinnings of the 

identity exploration process. European Journal of Personality, 19, 427-442. 

Sojo, V. E., Wood, R. E., & Genat, A. E. (2016). Harmful workplace experiences and women’s 

occupational well-being: A meta-analysis. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 40(1), 10-40. 

https://doi.org/10/f8drs7 

Sonnentag, S., & Frese, M. (2013). Stress in organizations. John Wiley & Sons Inc. 

Stander, V. A., & Thomsen, C. J. (2016). Sexual harassment and assault in the U.S. military: A 

review of policy and research trends. Military Medicine, 181(1, Suppl), 20–27. 

https://doi.org/10/gf4rf4 

Stander, V. A., Thomsen, C. J., Merrill, L. L., Milner, J. S. (2018). Longitudinal assessment of 

risk factors for military sexual abuse among enlisted male Navy personnel. Military 

Psychology, 30(13), 229-239. https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000171 

Steiger, J. H. (1980). Tests for comparing elements of a correlation matrix. Psychological 

Bulletin, 87(2), 245-251. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.87.2.245 

Stockdale, M. S., & Hope, K. G. (1997). Confirmatory factor analysis of U.S. Merit Systems 

Protection Board’s survey of sexual harassment: The fit of a three-factor model. Journal 

of Vocational Behavior, 51(3), 338–357. https://doi.org/10/bp877j 

Sue, D. W., Capodilupo, C. M., Torino, G. C., Bucceri, J. M., Holder, A. M. B., Nadal, K. L., & 

Esquilin, M. (2007). Racial microabuses in everyday life: Implications for clinical 

practice. American Psychologist, 62(4), 271–286. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-

066X.62.4.271 

Suris, A., & Lind, L. (2008). Military sexual trauma: A review of prevalence and associated 

health consequences in veterans. Trauma Violence and Abuse, 9(4), 250–269. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838008324419 



101 

 

Tepper, B. J. (2000). Consequences of abusive supervision. Academy of Management Journal, 

43(2), 178–190. https://doi.org/10.5465/1556375 

Tepper, B. J., Moss, S. E., & Duffy, M. K. (2011). Predictors of abusive supervision: Supervisor 

perceptions of deep-level dissimilarity, relationship conflict, and subordinate 

performance. Academy of Management Journal, 54(2), 279–294. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.60263085 

Tharp, A. T., DeGue, S., Valle, L. A., Brookmeyer, K. A., Massetti, G. M., & Matjasko, J. L. 

(2013). A systematic qualitative review of risk and protective factors for sexual violence 

perpetration. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 14(2), 133–167. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838012470031 

Thomsen, C. J., McCone, D. R., & Gallus, J. A. (2018). Conclusion of the special issue on sexual 

harassment and sexual assault in the US military: What have we learned, and where do 

we go from here?. Military Psychology, 30(3), 282-293. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08995605.2018.1479551 

Thomsen, C. J., Stander, V. A., Foster, R. E., & Gallus, J. A. (2017). Understanding and 

addressing sexual harassment and sexual assault in the U.S. military. In S. V. Bowles & 

P. T. Bartone (Eds.), Handbook of military psychology (pp. 357–373). Springer 

International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-66192-6_21 

To receive testimony on sexual assault in the military: Stenographic transcript before the U.S. 

Senate Committee on Armed Services Subcommittee on Personnel (S. doc.), U.S. Senate, 

117th Cong. (2021). https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/21-16_03-24-

2021.pdf 

Turchik, J. A., & Wilson, S. M. (2010). Sexual assault in the U.S. military: A review of the 

literature and recommendations for the future. Abuse and Violent Behavior, 15(4), 267–

277. https://doi.org/10/c7jvrc 

Uggen, C., Powers, R. A., McLaughlin, H., & Blackstone, A. (2021). Toward a criminology of 

sexual harassment. Annual Review of Criminology, 4(1), 33–51. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-criminol-011419-041436 

Von Hentig, H. (1940). Remarks on the interaction of perpetrator and victim. Journal of 

Criminal Law and Criminology (1931-1951), 31(3), 303-309. https://doi.org/ 

Waller, A. (2020, August 26). Family of Fort Hood soldier found dead demands Congress 

investigate. The New York Times. Retrieved August 30, 2020 from 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/26/us/elder-fernandes-ft-hood-missing.html 

Walsh, B., & Magley, V. (2014). An empirical investigation of the relationship among forms of 

workplace mistreatment. Violence and Victims, 29, 363–379. 

https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-12-00172R1 

 



102 

 

Weathers, F. W., Ruscio, A. M., & Keane, T. M. (1999). Psychometric properties of nine scoring 

rules for the Clinician Administered Posttraumatic Stress Disorder Scale. Psychological 

Assessment, 11, 124–133. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.11.2.124 

Weiss, B. A. (2011). Hotelling's t Test and Steiger's Z test calculator [Computer software]. 

Retrieved October 27, 2021 from 

https://blogs.gwu.edu/weissba/teaching/calculators/hotellings-t-and-steigers-z-tests/. 

Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory: A theoretical discussion of the 

structure, causes, and consequences of affective experiences at work. In B. M. Staw & L. 

L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational behavior (Vol. 18, pp. 1–74). JAI Press. 

Willness, C. R., Steel, P., & Lee, K. (2007). A meta-analysis of the antecedents and 

consequences of workplace sexual harassment. Personnel Psychology, 60(1), 127-162. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00067.x 

Wilson, L. C. (2018). The prevalence of military sexual trauma: A meta-analysis. Trauma, 

Violence, and Abuse, 19(5), 584-597. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838016683459 

Yao, J., Lim, S., Guo, C. Y., Ou, A. Y., & Ng, J. W. X. (2021). Experienced incivility in the 

workplace: A meta-analytical review of its construct validity and nomological network. 

Journal of Applied Psychology. Advance online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000870 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



103 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 

 

 

2010 WGRA Scale Items 

 

 

 

Generalized Harassment 

 

Stem: “How often during the past 12 months have you experienced any of the following 

behaviors where coworkers or supervisors…” 

 

Items: 

1. Intentionally interfered with your work performance? 

2. Did not provide information or assistance when you needed it? 

3. Were excessively harsh in their criticism of your work performance? 

4. Took credit for your work or ideas that were yours? 

5. Gossiped/talked about you? 

6. Used insults, sarcasm, or gestures to humiliate you? 

7. Yelled when they were angry with you? 

8. Swore at you in a hostile manner? 

9. Damaged or stole your property or equipment? 

 

Response options: Never (1), Once or twice (2), Sometimes (3), Often (4), Very often (5) 

 

Scoring: The composite measure includes survey items on the degree to which people in the 

workplace act in an angry or hostile manner towards coworkers and subordinates. A higher score 

indicates the member more frequently experienced generalized harassment behaviors in their 

workplace. 

 

 

 

Sexual Harassment 

 

Stem: “How often during the past 12 months have you been in situations involving military 

personnel (active duty or Reserve), DoD/Service civilian employees, and/or contractors where 

one or more of these individuals (of either gender)…” 

 

Items: 

Crude and Offensive Behaviors subscale 

1. Repeatedly told sexual stories or jokes that were offensive to you? 
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2. Made unwelcome attempts to draw you into a discussion of sexual matters (for example, 

attempted to discuss or comment on your sex life)? 

3. Made offensive remarks about your appearance, body, or sexual activities? 

4. Made gestures or used body language of a sexual nature that embarrassed or offended 

you? 

 

Unwanted Sexual Attention subscale 

5. Made unwanted attempts to establish a romantic sexual relationship with you despite 

your efforts to discourage it? 

6. Continued to ask you for dates, drinks, dinner, etc., even though you said “No?” 

7. Touched you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable? 

8. Intentionally cornered you or leaned over you in a sexual way? 

 

Sexual Coercion subscale: 

9. Made you feel like you were being bribed with some sort of reward or special treatment 

to engage in sexual behavior? 

10. Made you feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for not being sexually cooperative 

(for example, by mentioning an upcoming review)? 

11. Treated you badly for refusing to have sex? 

12. Implied faster promotions or better treatment if you were sexually cooperative? 

 

Sexist Behavior subscale 

13. Referred to people of your gender in insulting or offensive terms? 

14. Treated you “differently” because of your gender (for example, mistreated, slighted, or 

ignored you)? 

15. Made offensive sexist remarks (for example, suggesting that people of your gender are 

not suited for the kind of work you do)? 

16. Put you down or was condescending to you because of your gender? 

 

Response options (for items 1 through 16): Never (1), Once or twice (2), Sometimes (3), Often 

(4), Very often (5) 

 

Separate item to measure Consideration of Behaviors as Sexual Harassment 

1. How many of these behaviors that you marked as happening to you, do you consider to 

have been sexual harassment? 

 

Response options (for separate item measuring Consideration of Behaviors as Sexual 

Harassment): None (1), Some (2), All (3) 

 

Scoring: The prevalence of sexual harassment is determined using a two-step process. To be 

counted as having experienced Sexual Harassment, respondents must have indicated they 

experienced one of the following types of unwanted, gender-related behaviors: Crude/Offensive 

Behavior, Unwanted Sexual Attention, Sexual Coercion, or Sexist Behavior at least once (i.e., a 

response of “2”, “3”, “4”, or “5”) during the 12 months prior to the completion of the survey, 

AND they must have indicated that they considered at least some of the behaviors experienced to 

have been sexual harassment. 
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Scores were dichotomized to indicate whether or not respondents experienced sexual harassment 

in the past 12 months. When respondents indicated that they “Never” experienced any of the 

above behaviors (response option 1 on all 16 items of the Sexual Harassment scale), and/or that 

they considered “None” of the behaviors to have been sexual harassment, respondents received a 

score of “1=Did not experience”, indicating that they did not experience sexual harassment in the 

past 12 months. When respondents indicated that they experienced any of the sexual harassment 

behaviors once or more (response options 2 through 5 on at least one of the 16 items on the 

Sexual Harassment scale), and that they considered “Some” or “All” of the behaviors to have 

been sexual harassment, respondents received a score of “2=Experienced”, indicating that they 

experienced sexual harassment in the past 12 months. 

 

 

 

Sexual Assault 

 

Instructions: Participants were instructed to “Think about the situation(s) you experienced in the 

past 12 months that involved the behaviors you marked as happening to you. Now pick the one 

situation that had the greatest effect on you.” 

 

Stem: “Which of the following categories best describe(s) the behavior(s) in the situation? Mark 

"Yes" or "No" for each item below that describes the situation.” 

 

Items: 

1. Sexually touched you (e.g., intentional touching of genitalia, breasts, or buttocks) or 

made you sexually touch them. 

2. Attempted to make you have sexual intercourse, but was not successful. 

3. Made you have sexual intercourse. 

4. Attempted to make you perform or receive oral sex, anal sex, or penetration by a finger or 

object, but was not successful. 

5. Made you perform or receive oral sex, anal sex, or penetration by a finger or object. 

 

Response options: No (1), Yes (2) 

 

Scoring: Scores were dichotomized to indicate whether or not respondents experienced sexual 

harassment. When respondents indicated “No” (response option 1) to all five of the items listed, 

scores were recoded as “1=Did not experience SA”. When respondents indicated “Yes” 

(response option 2) to at least one of the five items above, scores were recoded as 

“2=Experienced some form of SA”. 
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Stress Symptomology 

 

Stem: “In the past month, how often have you…” 

 

Items: 

1. Been upset because of something that happened unexpectedly? 

2. Felt that you were unable to control the important things in your life? 

3. Felt nervous or stressed? 

4. Felt confident about your ability to handle your personal problems? 

5. Felt that things were going your way? 

6. Found that you could not cope with all of the things you had to do? 

7. Been able to control irritations in your life? 

8. Felt that you were on top of things? 

9. Been angered because of things that were outside of your control? 

10. Felt difficulties were piling up so high that you could not overcome them? 

 

Response options: Never (1), Almost never (2), Sometimes (3), Fairly often (4), Very often (5) 

 

Scoring: The composite measure includes the evaluation of members’ personal stress levels, 

measured by their emotional experiences/reactions in the month prior to taking the survey. The 

measure of perceived stress is a 10-item version of the Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen & 

Williamson, 1988). Items 4, 5, 7, and 8 were reverse-coded. Scores are reported as a single 

figure, which is the sum of the individual scores (range 10 to 50). Higher scores indicate 

members have greater perceived stress. 

 

 

 

PTSD Symptomology 

 

Stem: “Below is a list of problems that people sometimes have in response to stressful 

experiences. Please indicate how much you have been bothered by the following in the past 

month.” 

 

Items: 

1. Having repeated, disturbing memories, thoughts, or images of a stressful experience? 

2. Having repeated, disturbing dreams of a stressful experience? 

3. Suddenly acting or feeling as if a stressful experience were happening again (as if you 

were reliving it)? 

4. Feeling very upset when something reminded you of a stressful experience? 

5. Having physical reactions (e.g., heart pounding, trouble breathing, or sweating) when 

something reminded you of a stressful experience? 

6. Avoiding thoughts about or talking about a stressful experience or avoiding having 

feelings related to it? 

7. Avoiding activities or situations because they remind you of a stressful experience? 

8. Trouble remembering important parts of a stressful experience? 

9. Loss of interest in things that you used to enjoy? 



107 

 

10. Feeling distant or cut off from other people? 

11. Feeling emotionally numb or being unable to have loving feelings for those close to you? 

12. Feeling as if your future will somehow be cut short? 

13. Trouble falling or staying asleep? 

14. Feeling irritable or having angry outbursts? 

15. Having difficulty concentrating? 

16. Being "super alert" or "on guard"? 

17. Feeling jumpy or easily startled? 

 

Response options: Not at all (1), A little bit (2), Moderately (3), Quite a bit (4), Extremely (5) 

 

Scoring: The PTSD Check List (PCL-C), a 17-item screening tool, was used to provide 

information regarding the relative severity of PTSD symptoms that individuals are experiencing. 

Scores on all items are summed to get a Total Score. Total Scores range from 17 to 85, with 

higher scores indicating greater experience of PTSD symptoms. Traditionally, a score of 50 on 

the PCL-C is considered to be a reliable cutoff suggesting that further evaluation for PTSD 

would be beneficial. To score the PCL-C, respondents were required to have answered sixteen of 

the seventeen items. For those who met these criteria, missing data was set to the lowest value, 1, 

and then responses were summed. 

 

 

 

Morale 

 

Item:  

1. Overall, how would you rate your current level of morale? 

 

Response options: Very low (1), Low (2), Moderate (3), High (4), Very high (5) 

 

Scoring: Higher scores indicate that the respondent perceived a higher current level of morale in 

their unit. 

 

 

 

Active-Duty Retention Intentions 

 

Item: 

1. Suppose that you have to decide whether to stay on active duty. Assuming you could 

stay, how likely is it that you would choose to do so? 

 

Response options: Very unlikely (1), unlikely (2), neither likely nor unlikely (3), Likely (4), 

Very likely (5) 

 

Scoring: Higher scores indicate greater retention intentions, or greater commitment (i.e., lower 

turnover intentions) regarding the respondent’s desired active-duty status. 
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Leader Tolerance for Sexual Harassment 

 

Stem: Please give your opinion about whether the persons below make honest and reasonable 

efforts to stop sexual harassment, regardless of what is said officially. 

 

Item: 

1. Your immediate supervisor 

2. Senior leadership of your installation/ship 

3. Senior leadership of your service 

 

Response options: Don't know (0), Yes (1), No (2) 

 

Scoring: Higher scores indicate leader tolerance for sexual harassment 
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APPENDIX B 

 

 

Testing H4a: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level will 

moderate the relationship between generalized harassment and stress. 

 
Hypothesis 4a: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between generalized harassment and stress 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 12.5585 0.1832 68.5437 0.0000 12.1994 12.9176 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.9459 0.084 11.2644 0.0000 0.7813 1.1105 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.1236 0.0867 -12.9584 0.0000 -1.2935 -0.9536 

Independent Variables             

   GH 4.5933 0.1164 39.4771 0.0000 4.3652 4.8213 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 2.1839 0.1304 16.746 0.0000 1.9283 2.4395 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 0.0124 0.2051 0.0606 0.9516 -0.3895 0.4144 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.0037 0.9516 1, 25138   

Note: *p<.001. GH = Generalized Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper 

Level. 
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Testing H4b: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between sexual harassment and stress. 

 
Hypothesis 4b. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between sexual harassment and stress 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 14.4186 0.1882 76.5995 0.0000 14.0497 14.7875 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.6047 0.0904 6.686 0.0000 0.4274 0.782 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.6365 0.0889 -18.4074 0.0000 -1.8107 -1.4622 

Independent Variables             

   SH 3.4713 0.1979 17.5383 0.0000 3.0834 3.8592 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 3.0887 0.1115 27.6932 0.0000 2.8701 3.3074 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.4612 0.2873 -1.6051 .9516 -1.0244 0.102 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0001 2.5765 0.1085 1, 25138   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H4c: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between sexual assault and stress. 

 
Hypothesis 4c. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between sexual assault and stress 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 13.9741 0.1880 74.3209 0.0000 13.6055 14.3426 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 1.0622 0.0878 12.1031 0.0000 0.8902 1.2342 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.6382 0.0895 -18.3001 0.0000 -1.8137 -1.4628 

Independent Variables             

   SA 3.9351 0.4264 9.2276 0.0000 3.0992 4.7709 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 3.3566 0.1036 32.4089 0.0000 3.1536 3.5596 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.5237 0.6235 -0.8399 0.4010 -1.7457 0.6984 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.7055 0.4010 1, 25138   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H4d: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD. 

 
Hypothesis 4d: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 26.0106 0.3257 79.8519 0.0000 25.3721 26.6491 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.2138 0.1492 1.4331 0.1518 -0.0786 0.5063 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.8428 0.1542 -11.949 0.0000 -2.1450 -1.5405 

Independent Variables             

   GH 8.2578 0.2070 39.8951 0.0000 7.8521 8.6636 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 2.6951 0.2311 11.6631 0.0000 2.2422 3.1481 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 2.7342 0.3641 7.5084 0.0000 2.0204 3.4479 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0018 56.3763 0.0000 1, 25760   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H4e: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between sexual harassment and PTSD. 

 
Hypothesis 4e. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between sexual assault and PTSD 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 29.8976 0.3343 89.4208 0.0000 29.2423 30.553 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.8486 0.1607 -5.2822 0.0000 -1.1635 -0.5337 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -2.8150 0.1580 -17.8131 0.0000 -3.1247 -2.5052 

Independent Variables             

   SH 8.2910 0.3515 23.5877 0.0000 7.6020 8.9799 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 5.0669 0.1980 25.5956 0.0000 4.6789 5.4549 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 0.6301 0.5092 1.2373 0.2160 -0.3680 1.6282 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 1.5310 0.2160 1, 25760   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H4f: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between sexual assault and PTSD. 
 

Hypothesis 4f. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between sexual assault and PTSD 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 28.7182 0.3356 85.5669 0.0000 28.0604 29.376 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.2909 0.1566 1.8575 0.0632 -0.0161 0.5979 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -2.7948 0.1599 -17.4779 0.0000 -3.1082 -2.4813 

Independent Variables             

   SA 10.942 0.7586 14.4244 0.0000 9.4551 12.4289 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 5.9322 0.1846 32.1288 0.0000 5.5703 6.2941 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 1.6563 1.1115 1.4901 0.1362 -0.5224 3.8350 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0001 2.2204 0.1362 1, 25760   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H5a: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between generalized harassment and morale. 
 

 

Hypothesis 5a: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between generalized harassment and morale 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.7080 0.0280 132.3276 0.0000 3.6531 3.7629 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.1817 0.0128 -14.1572 0.0000 -0.2068 -0.1565 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.1610 0.0133 12.1387 0.0000 0.1350 0.1870 

Independent Variables             

   GH -0.7783 0.0178 -43.6981 0.0000 -0.8132 -0.7434 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.3966 0.0199 -19.9755 0.0000 -0.4355 -0.3577 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 0.0020 0.0313 0.0645 0.9486 -0.0594 0.0634 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.0042 0.9486 1, 25864   

Note: *p<.001. GH = Generalized Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper 
Level. 
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Testing H5b: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between sexual harassment and morale. 
 

Hypothesis 5b. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between sexual harassment and morale 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.4058 0.0291 117.1535 0.0000 3.3488 3.4628 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.1407 0.0140 -10.0808 0.0000 -0.1681 -0.1134 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2487 0.0137 18.1154 0.0000 0.2218 0.2757 

Independent Variables             

   SH -0.4442 0.0306 -14.5230 0.0000 -0.5042 -0.3843 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.5413 0.0172 -31.4953 0.0000 -0.5750 -0.5076 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.0323 0.0443 -0.7301 0.4653 -0.1192 0.0545 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.5331 0.4653 1, 25864   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H5c: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between sexual assault and morale. 
 

 

Hypothesis 5c. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between sexual assault and morale 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.4723 0.0290 119.6000 0.0000 3.4154 3.5292 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2093 0.0135 -15.4551 0.0000 -0.2358 -0.1827 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2500 0.0138 18.0844 0.0000 0.2229 0.2771 

Independent Variables             

   SA -0.3012 0.0657 -4.5860 0.0000 -0.4300 -0.1725 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.5909 0.0160 -37.0291 0.0000 -0.6222 -0.5596 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.1336 0.0959 -1.3927 0.1637 -0.3216 0.0544 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0001 1.9396 0.1637 1, 25864   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H5d: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between generalized harassment and retention intentions. 
 

 

Hypothesis 5d: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between generalized harassment and retention intentions 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 4.1720 0.0370 112.7076 0.0000 4.0994 4.2445 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2799 0.0169 -16.5141 0.0000 -0.3131 -0.2466 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.1667 0.0175 9.5176 0.0000 0.1324 0.2011 

Independent Variables             

   GH -0.5923 0.0235 -25.1648 0.0000 -0.6384 -0.5462 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.3417 0.0262 -13.0384 0.0000 -0.3931 -0.2903 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.0492 0.0413 -1.1889 0.2345 -0.1302 0.0319 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 1.4134 0.2345 1, 25977   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H5e: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between sexual harassment and retention intentions. 
 

Hypothesis 5e. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between sexual assault and retention intentions 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.9299 0.0373 105.3803 0.0000 3.8568 4.0030 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2348 0.0179 -13.1152 0.0000 -0.2699 -0.1997 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2336 0.0176 13.2595 0.0000 0.1991 0.2681 

Independent Variables             

   SH -0.4450 0.0392 -11.3402 0.0000 -0.5219 -0.3680 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.4761 0.0220 -21.6046 0.0000 -0.5193 -0.4329 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 0.0375 0.0568 0.6598 0.5094 -0.0739 0.1489 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.4353 0.5094 1, 25977   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H5f: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level 

moderates the relationship between sexual assault and retention intentions. 
 

Hypothesis 5f. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the immediate supervisor level on 

the relationship between sexual assault and retention intentions 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.9910 0.0371 107.4602 0.0000 3.9182 4.0638 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2999 0.0173 -17.3176 0.0000 -0.3338 -0.2660 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2356 0.0177 13.3194 0.0000 0.2009 0.2702 

Independent Variables             

   SA -0.3174 0.0841 -3.7760 0.0002 -0.4822 -0.1526 

   LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) -0.5176 0.0204 -25.3688 0.0000 -0.5576 -0.4776 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Immediate Supervisor) 0.0394 0.1227 0.3212 0.7481 -0.2012 0.2800 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.1032 0,7481 1, 25977   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 

 
 



121 

 

Testing H6a: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between generalized harassment and stress. 
 

Hypothesis 6a: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between generalized harassment and stress 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 12.5672 0.1830 68.6696 0.0000 12.2085 12.9259 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.9180 0.0840 10.9273 0.0000 0.7533 1.0827 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.1186 0.0866 -12.9110 0.0000 -1.2884 -0.9487 

Independent Variables             

   GH 4.6574 0.1148 40.5655 0.0000 4.4323 4.8824 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) 2.1432 0.1264 16.9554 0.0000 1.8955 2.3910 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Installation/Ship) 0.0849 0.2032 0.4176 0.6762 -0.3134 0.4831 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.1744 0.6762 1, 25175   

Note: *p<.001. GH = Generalized Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper 

Level. 
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Testing H6b: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between sexual harassment and stress. 
 

Hypothesis 6b. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between sexual harassment and stress 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 14.4994 0.1881 77.0645 0.0000 14.1307 14.8682 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.5615 0.0906 6.1981 0.0000 0.3839 0.7390 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.6520 0.0889 -18.5722 0.0000 -1.8263 -1.4776 

Independent Variables             

   SH 3.7536 0.1953 19.2228 0.0000 3.3709 4.1364 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) 2.9970 0.1104 27.1490 0.0000 2.7806 3.2134 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.8480 0.2872 -2.9524 0.0032 -1.4109 -0.2850 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0003 ######### 0.0032 1, 25175   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H6c: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between sexual assault and stress. 
 

Hypothesis 6c. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between sexual assault and stress 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 14.0570 0.1882 74.6854 0.0000 13.6881 14.4259 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 1.0467 0.0880 11.8969 0.0000 0.8742 1.2191 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.6607 0.0897 -18.5230 0.0000 -1.8364 -1.4850 

Independent Variables             

   SA 4.0642 0.4387 9.2640 0.0000 3.2043 4.9241 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) 3.1712 0.1032 30.7147 0.0000 2.9688 3.3736 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.7972 0.6230 -1.2796 0.2007 -2.0183 0.4239 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 1.6375 0.2007 1, 25175   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H6d: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD. 
 

 

Hypothesis 6d: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 25.9875 0.3248 80.0102 0.0000 25.3508 26.6241 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.1571 0.1490 1.0542 0.2918 -0.1350 0.4491 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.8059 0.1538 -11.7410 0.0000 -2.1074 -1.5044 

Independent Variables             

   GH 8.1329 0.2039 39.8861 0.0000 7.7333 8.5326 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) 2.7522 0.2236 12.3099 0.0000 2.3139 3.1904 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Installation/Ship) 3.4418 0.3602 9.5563 0.0000 2.7359 4.1477 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0030 91.3232 0.0000 1, 25794   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H6e: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between sexual harassment and PTSD. 
 

Hypothesis 6e. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between sexual assault and PTSD 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 29.9714 0.3337 89.8216 0.0000 29.3174 30.6255 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.9247 0.1607 -5.7555 0.0000 -1.2396 -0.6098 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -2.8102 0.1579 -17.8028 0.0000 -3.1196 -2.5008 

Independent Variables             

   SH 8.1734 0.3459 23.6325 0.0000 7.4955 8.8513 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) 5.0206 0.1955 25.6783 0.0000 4.6374 5.4039 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Installation/Ship) 1.2519 0.5082 2.4635 0.0138 0.2558 2.2479 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0002 6.0688 0.0138 1, 25794   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H6f: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between sexual assault and PTSD. 
 

Hypothesis 6f. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between sexual assault and PTSD 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 14.0570 0.1882 74.6854 0.0000 13.6881 14.4259 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 1.0467 0.0880 11.8969 0.0000 0.8742 1.2191 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.6607 0.0897 -18.5230 0.0000 -1.8364 -1.4850 

Independent Variables             

   SA 4.0642 0.4387 9.2640 0.0000 3.2043 4.9241 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) 3.1712 0.1032 30.7147 0.0000 2.9688 3.3736 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.7972 0.6230 -1.2796 0.2007 -2.0183 0.4239 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0001 1.6375 0.2007 1, 21754   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H7a: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between generalized harassment and morale. 
 

Hypothesis 7a: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between generalized harassment and morale 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.7046 0.0280 132.0751 0.0000 3.6496 3.7596 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.1792 0.0129 -13.9354 0.0000 -0.2045 -0.1540 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.1616 0.0133 12.1686 0.0000 0.1355 0.1876 

Independent Variables             

   GH -0.7991 0.0176 -45.3490 0.0000 -0.8336 -0.7646 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.3704 0.0193 -19.2125 0.0000 -0.4082 -0.3327 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Installation/Ship) 0.0049 0.0311 0.1574 0.8749 -0.0560 0.0658 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.0248 0.8749 1, 25897   

Note: *p<.001. GH = Generalized Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper 

Level. 
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Testing H7b: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between sexual harassment and morale. 
 

Hypothesis 7b. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between sexual harassment and morale 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.3854 0.0291 116.1814 0.0000 3.3283 3.4425 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.1349 0.0140 -9.6209 0.0000 -0.1623 -0.1074 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2537 0.0138 18.4156 0.0000 0.2267 0.2807 

Independent Variables             

   SH -0.4887 0.0303 -16.1568 0.0000 -0.5480 -0.4295 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.4959 0.0170 -29.0956 0.0000 -0.5294 -0.4625 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Installation/Ship) 0.0013 0.0444 0.0293 0.9766 -0.0857 0.0883 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.0009 0.9766 1, 25897   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H7c: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between sexual assault and morale. 
 

Hypothesis 7c. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between sexual assault and morale 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.4543 0.0291 118.5138 0.0000 3.3972 3.5114 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2087 0.0136 -15.3294 0.0000 -0.2353 -0.1820 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2559 0.0139 18.4310 0.0000 0.2287 0.2831 

Independent Variables             

   SA -0.3885 0.0676 -5.7498 0.0000 -0.5210 -0.2561 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.5407 0.0159 -33.9130 0.0000 -0.5720 -0.5095 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Installation/Ship) 0.0470 0.0961 0.4894 0.6245 -0.1414 0.2355 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.2395 0.6245 1, 25897   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H7d: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between generalized harassment and retention intentions. 
 

Hypothesis 7d: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between generalized harassment and retention intentions 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 4.1771 0.0369 113.1642 0.0000 4.1047 4.2494 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2729 0.0169 -16.1250 0.0000 -0.3060 -0.2397 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.1634 0.0175 9.3508 0.0000 0.1291 0.1976 

Independent Variables             

   GH -0.5992 0.0232 -25.8235 0.0000 -0.6447 -0.5537 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.3678 0.0253 -14.5176 0.0000 -0.4175 -0.3181 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.0497 0.0409 -1.2163 0.2239 -0.1299 0.0304 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0001 1.4794 0.2239 1, 26061   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
 



131 

 

Testing H7e: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between sexual harassment and retention intentions. 
 

Hypothesis 7e. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

on the relationship between sexual assault and retention intentions 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.9269 0.0372 105.6436 0.0000 3.8540 3.9997 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2262 0.0179 -12.6515 0.0000 -0.2612 -0.1911 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2324 0.0176 13.2272 0.0000 0.1980 0.2669 

Independent Variables             

   SH -0.4736 0.0386 -12.2713 0.0000 -0.5493 -0.3980 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.4885 0.0217 -22.4816 0.0000 -0.5310 -0.4459 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Installation/Ship) 0.0740 0.0566 1.3069 0.1913 -0.0370 0.1850 

              

    R
2
 F p df1, df2   

    0.0001 1.7079 0.1913 1, 26061   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper 

Level. 
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Testing H7f: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level 

moderates the relationship between sexual assault and retention intentions. 
 

Hypothesis 7f. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the installation/ship level on the 

relationship between sexual assault and retention intentions 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.9878 0.0371 107.6224 0.0000 3.9152 4.0604 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2948 0.0173 -17.0409 0.0000 -0.3287 -0.2609 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2354 0.0176 13.3398 0.0000 0.2008 0.2700 

Independent Variables             

   SA -0.3130 0.0860 -3.6406 0.0000 -0.4816 -0.1445 

   LTSH (Installation/Ship) -0.5202 0.0203 -25.6817 0.0000 -0.5599 -0.4805 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Installation/Ship) 0.0740 0.1223 0.6049 0.5453 -0.1658 0.3138 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.3659 0.5453 1, 26061   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H8a: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between generalized harassment and stress. 
 

Hypothesis 8a: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between generalized harassment and stress 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 12.5730 0.1832 68.6117 0.0000 12.2139 12.9322 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.9332 0.0841 11.0976 0.0000 0.7684 1.0980 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.1219 0.0868 -12.9320 0.0000 -1.2919 -0.9518 

Independent Variables             

   GH 4.6686 0.1141 40.9145 0.0000 4.4449 4.8922 

   LTSH (Service) 2.0254 0.1271 15.9415 0.0000 1.7764 2.2744 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Service) 0.1730 0.2044 0.8463 0.3974 -0.2276 0.5735 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.7163 0.3974 1, 25166   

Note: *p<.001. GH = Generalized Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper 

Level. 
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Testing H8b: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between sexual harassment and stress. 
 

Hypothesis 8b. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between sexual harassment and stress 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 14.5245 0.1884 77.0925 0.0000 14.1552 14.8938 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.5732 0.0907 6.3164 0.0000 0.3953 0.7510 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.6610 0.0891 -18.6421 0.0000 -1.8356 -1.4864 

Independent Variables             

   SH 3.7741 0.1929 19.5690 0.0000 3.3961 4.1521 

   LTSH (Service) 2.8885 0.1112 25.9842 0.0000 2.6706 3.1064 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Service) -0.7772 0.2885 -2.6936 0.0071 -1.3427 -0.2117 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0003 7.2557 0.0071 1, 25166   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H8c: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between sexual assault and stress. 
 

Hypothesis 8c. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between sexual assault and stress 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 14.0792 0.1886 74.6618 0.0000 13.7096 14.4488 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 1.0705 0.0881 12.1464 0.0000 0.8978 1.2433 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.6728 0.0898 -18.6209 0.0000 -1.8489 -1.4968 

Independent Variables             

   SA 3.7759 0.4297 8.7864 0.0000 2.9336 4.6182 

   LTSH (Service) 3.0479 0.1041 29.2884 0.0000 2.8439 3.2519 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Service) -0.1252 0.6256 -0.2001 0.8414 -1.3514 1.1010 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.0400 0.8414 1, 25166   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H8d: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between generalized harassment and PTSD. 
 

Hypothesis 8d: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between generalized harassment and PTSD 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 26.0183 0.3254 79.9622 0.0000 25.3805 26.6560 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.1763 0.1492 1.1814 0.2374 -0.1162 0.4688 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -1.8153 0.1541 -11.7798 0.0000 -2.1173 -1.5132 

Independent Variables             

   GH 8.2629 0.2027 40.7561 0.0000 7.8655 8.6603 

   LTSH (Service) 2.5227 0.2251 11.2079 0.0000 2.0815 2.9639 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Service) 3.3940 0.3626 9.3608 0.0000 2.6833 4.1047 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0029 87.6247 0.0000 1, 25787   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H8e: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between sexual harassment and PTSD. 
 

Hypothesis 8e. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between sexual assault and PTSD 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 30.0540 0.3343 89.9009 0.0000 29.3987 30.7092 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.9044 0.1610 -5.6174 0.0000 -1.2199 -0.5888 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -2.8343 0.1582 -17.9158 0.0000 -3.1443 -2.5242 

Independent Variables             

   SH 8.2033 0.3421 23.9805 0.0000 7.5328 8.8738 

   LTSH (Service) 4.7151 0.1972 23.9133 0.0000 4.3286 5.1015 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Service) 1.5177 0.5107 2.9720 0.0030 0.5168 2.5187 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0003 8.8327 0.003 1, 25787   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H8f: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between sexual assault and PTSD. 
 

Hypothesis 8f. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between sexual assault and PTSD 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 28.8844 0.3362 85.9069 0.0000 28.2253 29.5434 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) 0.2880 0.1571 1.8332 0.0668 -0.0199 0.5959 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) -2.8380 0.1603 -17.7067 0.0000 -3.1522 -2.5239 

Independent Variables             

   SA 9.7384 0.7633 12.7575 0.0000 8.2422 11.2346 

   LTSH (Service) 5.4760 0.1854 29.5418 0.0000 5.1127 5.8393 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Service) 4.4883 1.1139 4.0294 0.0001 2.3050 6.6716 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0006 16.2359 0.0001 1, 25787   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H9a: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between generalized harassment and morale. 
 

Hypothesis 9a: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between generalized harassment and morale 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.7054 0.0281 132.0190 0.0000 3.6504 3.7604 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.1811 0.0129 -14.0763 0.0000 -0.2064 -0.1559 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.1616 0.0133 12.1604 0.0000 0.1355 0.1876 

Independent Variables             

   GH -0.8094 0.0175 -46.2530 0.0000 -0.8437 -0.7751 

   LTSH (Service) -0.3648 0.0194 -18.8160 0.0000 -0.4028 -0.3268 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Service) 0.0187 0.0313 0.5971 0.5505 -0.0426 0.0799 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.3565 0.5505 1, 25891   

Note: *p<.001. GH = Generalized Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper 

Level. 
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Testing H9b: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between sexual harassment and morale. 
 

 

Hypothesis 9b. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between sexual harassment and morale 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.3822 0.0292 115.9589 0.0000 3.3251 3.4394 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.1367 0.0140 -9.7376 0.0000 -0.1642 -0.1092 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2547 0.0138 18.4619 0.0000 0.2276 0.2817 

Independent Variables             

   SH -0.5021 0.0299 -16.7948 0.0000 -0.5607 -0.4435 

   LTSH (Service) -0.4842 0.0172 -28.1902 0.0000 -0.5179 -0.4505 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Service) 0.0147 0.0446 0.3300 0.7414 -0.0727 0.1021 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.1089 0.7414 1, 25891   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H9c: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between sexual assault and morale. 
 

Hypothesis 9c. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between sexual assault and morale 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.4504 0.0292 118.2175 0.0000 3.3932 3.5077 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2124 0.0136 -15.5802 0.0000 -0.2391 -0.1856 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2576 0.0139 18.5207 0.0000 0.2303 0.2848 

Independent Variables             

   SA -0.3247 0.0663 -4.8949 0.0000 -0.4547 -0.1947 

   LTSH (Service) -0.5220 0.0161 -32.4702 0.0000 -0.5535 -0.4905 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Service) -0.0978 0.0965 -1.0142 0.3105 -0.2869 0.0913 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 1.0286 0.3105 1, 25891   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H9d: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between generalized harassment and retention intentions. 
 

Hypothesis 9d: Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between generalized harassment and retention intentions 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 4.1762 0.0370 112.9247 0.0000 4.1037 4.2487 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2760 0.0169 -16.2838 0.0000 -0.3092 -0.2428 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.1636 0.0175 9.3440 0.0000 0.1293 0.1979 

Independent Variables             

   GH -0.6032 0.0231 -26.1570 0.0000 -0.6485 -0.5580 

   LTSH (Service) -0.3470 0.0255 -13.5892 0.0000 -0.3970 -0.2969 

Interaction              

   GH x LTSH (Service) -0.0621 0.0412 -1.5089 0.1313 -0.1428 0.0186 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0001 2.2767 0.0000 1, 26006   

Note: *p<.001. SH = Sexual Harassment; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H9e: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between sexual harassment and retention intentions. 
 

Hypothesis 9e. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between sexual assault and retention intentions 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.9220 0.0372 105.3118 0.0000 3.8490 3.9950 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2291 0.0179 -12.7853 0.0000 -0.2642 -0.1940 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2339 0.0176 13.2761 0.0000 0.1994 0.2684 

Independent Variables             

   SH -0.4702 0.0382 -12.3184 0.0000 -0.5450 -0.3954 

   LTSH (Service) -0.4674 0.0219 -21.3222 0.0000 -0.5103 -0.4244 

Interaction              

   SH x LTSH (Service) 0.0479 0.0569 0.8425 0.3995 -0.0636 0.1595 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.7098 0.3995 1, 26006   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 
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Testing H9f: Leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level moderates the 

relationship between sexual assault and retention intentions. 
 

Hypothesis 9f. Moderating effect of leader tolerance for sexual harassment at the service level on the relationship 

between sexual assault and retention intentions 

  Coeff. SE t p CI (LL) CI (UL) 

   Constant 3.9834 0.0371 107.2655 0.0000 3.9106 4.0562 

Covariates             

   Gender (1=male, 2=female) -0.2993 0.0173 -17.2604 0.0000 -0.3332 -0.2653 

   Rank (1=enlisted, 2=officer) 0.2373 0.0177 13.4101 0.0000 0.2026 0.2720 

Independent Variables             

   SA -0.2576 0.0844 -3.0503 0.0023 -0.4231 -0.0921 

   LTSH (Service) -0.4983 0.0204 -24.3787 0.0000 -0.5384 -0.4582 

Interaction              

   SA x LTSH (Service) -0.0612 0.1228 -0.4985 0.6181 -0.3019 0.1794 

              

    R2 F p df1, df2   

    0.0000 0.2485 0.6181 1, 26006   

Note: *p<.001. SA = Sexual Assault; CI = 95% Confidence Interval; LL = Lower Level; UL = Upper Level. 

 


