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ABSTRACT: The rise of research on workplace mistreatment in the past twenty years can be attributed to the realization
that workplace mistreatment is associated with a host of deleterious outcomes for both the individual targets of the mistreatment
and the organizations in which they work. However, the extant literature is failing to capture the full range of sex-based
mistreatment that people may experience through a tendency to focus solely on sexual harassment and sex discrimination, which
are very specific types of behavior based on one’s sex and gender stereotypes. This study introduces the construct of Not Woman
Enough Harassment, or the extent to which women perceive that they are treated unfavorably because they do not meet
traditionally held stereotypes of femininity. A scale was developed and validated in order to measure this type of harassment.
Results demonstrated that not woman enough harassment was experienced by approximately 32.5% of the sample. The scale
showed good psychometric properties, with two distinct factors of harassment based on physical and non-physical traits. Not

woman enough harassment was demonstrated to be distinct from other forms of sexual and workplace harassment.
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:1. INTRODUCTION

In the past several decades, there has been a growing interest
in interpersonal forms of mistreatment in the workplace. A
Google Scholar search of the extant literature on mistreatment
at work between 1900 and 1980 yields merely 5,410 results,
while a search between 1980 and 2021 yields 57,000 results.
This increase in interest can be attributed to the realization that
experiencing workplace mistreatment leads to a plethora of
deleterious outcomes for both the individual target of the
mistreatment and the organization in which the mistreatment is
occurring. Recent meta-analyses have shown that workplace
discrimination and sexual harassment are associated with
decreased job attitudes, decrements in performance, and
weakened physical and mental health [1-3]. In addition,
mistreatment resulting from one’s social identity, such as
discrimination and sexual harassment, has serious legal
consequences, including considerable financial costs
associated with lawsuits. For example, in 2012, Mercy General
Hospital in Sacramento, California was required to pay 168
million dollars to Ani Chopourian for a hostile environment
sexual harassment claim [4]. Although this is an extreme case,
it demonstrates the potential financial costs associated with
workplace mistreatment. Further, given that there were
125,905 sexual harassment charges filed between 2010 and
2019 [5], the cumulative cost for organizations with sexual

harassment and discrimination problems is substantial.

The aforementioned negative outcomes that can be incurred by
both the individual target and the organization involved in
workplace mistreatment illustrates the importance of
continued study on this topic. However, the majority of the
extant work in this area has been focused on more established
forms of group-based mistreatment, such as discrimination and
sexual harassment. While it is well documented in the extant
literature that mistreatment is associated with deleterious
outcomes [2, 6], focusing singularly on these forms of
interpersonal mistreatment likely fails to capture the full scope
of employee experiences. There is literature in other areas that
suggest that other forms of sex-based mistreatment exist
outside of traditional sexual harassment and sex-based
discrimination. Until other forms are fully explored it is
impossible to measure, to understand who is likely to
experience it, and to know the magnitude of the outcomes.
This study seeks to expand the understanding of workplace
harassment by exploring a mistreatment construct that captures
the mistreatment of women, not based on traditional gender-
based stereotypes, but on perceived violations of those
stereotypes (referred to as not woman enough harassment).
Essentially, not woman enough harassment is mistreatment
that occurs when women do not meet traditionally held
stereotypes of femininity. This not woman enough harassment
construct directly mirrors the not man enough harassment
construct proposed by Berdahl and Moore [7], in which men
are harassed for not adhering to traditional masculine gender
norms. Further research on not man enough harassment has
shown that it was related to a threatened sense of manhood,
decreased cognitive ability, and lowered attentional self-
control [8].
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The current study seeks to develop a scale that will assess the
extent to which women experience harassment based on
physical appearance as well as behavioral traits that are
perceived to violate gender norms. Additionally, this study
will contribute to the extant literature by broadening our
understanding and definition of sex-based harassment beyond
forms born of an adherence to gender stereotypes. Ultimately,
the analyses from this study will illuminate the current state of
sex-based harassment suffered by women who do not conform
to traditional feminine stereotypes and inform future
theorizing on this topic.

1.1 Sexual Harassment

Although sexual harassment at work has arguably existed for
as long as organizations have been around, it is only in the last
30 years that research has begun to consider it an issue in need
of being addressed [9]. The original view of sexual harassment
was the model of a male boss engaging in sexual coercion of a
female subordinate, motivated by sexual desire for the target
[10]. This embodies quid pro quo harassment, which was the
first form to be recognized by the legal system [11]. However,
recent work on sexual harassment has broadened this
definition to include a more expansive set of gender-motivated
behaviors. Today, one of the most widely accepted definitions
of sexual harassment is “unwanted sex-related behavior at
work that is appraised by the recipient as offensive, exceeding
resources, or threatening well-being” [12].

In addition to the conceptualization of sexual harassment
outlined above, researchers have also recognized a type of
harassment that is not sexually motivated, but is experienced
by a victim because of his or her sex; this is referred to as sex-
based harassment [13]. Sex-based harassment behaviors
include the not man enough harassment construct [7], where
men are harassed for possessing traditionally feminine
characteristics and the analogous not woman enough
harassment construct examined here, in which women are
harassed for possessing traditionally masculine characteristics.
The assumption underlying sex-based harassment is that the
behaviors are motivated by a desire to maintain traditional
gender structures [14-16]. This idea will be explored
throughout the discussion of not woman enough harassment.

1.2 Not Woman Enough Harassment

The not woman enough harassment construct captures the
extent to which women perceive that they are treated
unfavorably because they do not meet traditionally held
stereotypes of femininity. Not woman enough harassment is
composed of comments, suggestions, and teasing related to a
woman’s lack of conformity to feminine gender norms in
terms of physical traits (i.e., hair, clothing, makeup) and non-
physical traits (i.e., assertiveness, humor, low levels of
sensitivity). However, in addition to objective occurrences of
these behaviors, not woman enough harassment also includes
women’s perceptions of this harassment. This is an important
component of the construct, as many scholars argue that the
perception of workplace mistreatment is more important than
discrete behaviors for determining individual outcomes [17,
178]. Stated differently, mistreatment only has the ability to
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affect one’s job attitudes and behavior if one perceives the
behaviors as mistreatment. This represents a direct analog to
the not man enough harassment construct proposed by Berdahl
and Moore [7], which captures men’s perceptions of
mistreatment resulting from their perceived deviation from
stereotypes of masculinity. Support for the proposed construct
of not woman enough harassment can be found in the extant
literature on the topic of agentic women in leadership roles.
Gender stereotypes serve both a descriptive and prescriptive
role in society, such that the descriptive stereotypes of women
are proscribed for men, while the descriptive stereotypes of
men are proscribed for women [19]. Women’s descriptive
stereotypes are generally those of being communal, caring,
and interdependent, while men’s descriptive stereotypes are
those of being agentic, ambitious, and self-reliant [20]. Hence,
women who display agentic traits are both simultaneously
disconfirming their descriptive stereotypes and violating the
norms of proscriptions toward men’s descriptive stereotypes.
Research has found that while agentic women are perceived as
equally competent as agentic men in leadership positions,
these women suffer social backlash that their male
counterparts do not experience [21-23]. In 2007, Berdahl
found that women with masculine personalities are more
victimized by traditional sexual harassment than women with
feminine personalities. In another series of studies, men used
electronic communication to interact with women who had
different mindsets regarding gender roles. Half of the men
communicated with a woman who was studying economics,
planned to become a bank manager, believed men and women
were equal, and belonged to women’s rights groups. The other
half of the men communicated with a woman who was
interested in becoming a lawyer but chose to become a school
teacher instead in order to dedicate more time to her family,
and because she felt law was more appropriate for men and
was afraid to compete with them. The men were given the
option to respond to these messages with different images, and
the men who were communicating with the future bank
manager were more likely to respond with offensive
pornographic images than the men speaking to the school
teacher [24, 25]. Women who do not conform to traditional
gender stereotype behaviors may also suffer career related
setbacks through discrimination, such as the case of Price
Waterhouse v. Hopkins, where a female accountant was
denied a promotion for being too “macho” and was directed to
“walk more femininely, talk more femininely, dress more
femininely, wear makeup, have her hair styled, and wear
jewelry” (1989).

In addition to behaviors that are prescribed for women through
traditional gender stereotypes, there are also appearance norms
that, when violated may result in female employees
experiencing not woman enough harassment. This is
illustrated by the Price Waterhouse v. Hopkins [26] case, in
which the plaintiff was directed by her superiors to wear more
makeup in an effort to appear more feminine. Similarly, in
Jespersen v. Harrah’s [27], a female server was fired for a
refusal to wear makeup. Additionally, in Sanchez v. City of
Miami Beach [28], a female police officer who was also a
body builder was subjected to sexual noises and materials, and
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found vibrators, urinal devices, used condoms and sanitary
napkins in her office mailbox. Taken together, these court
cases demonstrate that appearance can have significant
influence on female employees’ outcomes. Empirical evidence
also supports the notion that appearance can influence how
women are perceived and treated. In one qualitative study,
women shared that they felt pressure to wear makeup to work
in order to conform to the gender norms associated with being
a heterosexual female, and those who did not conform
revealed the discrimination they faced, including being fired
from a job for not having the “right look” [29]. Feminine
appearance gender norms are pervasive throughout different
industries, although they may manifest in different ways. Bell
and McLaughlin [30] suggest that working in a nightclub may
call for a highly sexualized appearance, while working as a
schoolteacher may require a “mother image” (p. 458). In sum,
regardless of the role a woman is in, her femininity is still at
the forefront of the appearance norms that she will be
evaluated against.

Not woman enough harassment differs from other forms of
sex-based mistreatment, such as sexual harassment and sex
discrimination, in that it does not result solely from the
existence of stereotypes about women and the general
subordination of women in our society. Instead, not woman
enough harassment results from the deviation from sex-related
stereotypes. Stated differently, not woman enough harassment
occurs when women behave in ways that are stereotype-
inconsistent, leading others to react negatively to this violation
of gender expectations.

1.3 Comparison of Not Woman Enough

Harassment to Not Man Enough Harassment

As stated in the introduction, the construct of not woman
enough harassment was inspired by the not man enough
harassment construct proposed by Berdahl and Moore [7], in
which men are mistreated for a lack of adherence to traditional
masculine norms. The sexual harassment of men in the
workplace is not a new concept. Waldo, Berdhal, and
Fitzgerald [31] were among the first to explore a framework
for understanding the experiences of male victims of sexual
harassment. In their paper, they posited that the use of
instruments intended to measure sexual harassment of women
were inappropriate for use in a male population, as similar
experiences are likely to be interpreted differently by males
and females due to variances in socialization and power (both
organizational and physical). In their scale, Waldo, Berdahl,
and Fitzgerald identified five dimensions of male sexual
harassment: sexual coercion, unwanted sexual attention, lewd
comments, negative remarks about men, and enforcing the
male gender role. While the sexual harassment of women is
nearly exclusively perpetuated by the opposite sex, male
sexual harassment was found to be surprisingly divided
between offenders of the same and opposite sex. Males more
often perpetrated lewd comments and enforcement of the male
gender role, women were more often the instigators of
negative remarks about men, and unwanted sexual attention
and sexual coercion were equally divided among male and
female offenders [31]. Additionally, it was found that gender
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role enforcement was the most upsetting form of sexual
harassment faced [31].

While masculine gender norms are proscriptive for females,
masculinity is a highly prized trait that society encourages
males to actively demonstrate across cultures [32-35]. With
the value placed on the demonstration of masculine traits for
males, deviations from these norms are poorly tolerated, with
significantly more male children than female children
receiving psychological referrals for treatment of Gender
Identity Disorder [36]. Hence, males are highly motivated to
reject non-masculine traits in themselves [37, 38] and others
[39]. Berdahl [40] posited that sexual harassment is motivated
not by sexual desire, but rather by a drive to protect the status
of one’s social identity, which in this context is one’s sex. As
men enjoy the majority status between the two sexes, it makes
sense that women are the victims of traditional sexual
harassment, which may humiliate or derogate them into
submission in the view of the harasser, and that women are the
victims of not woman enough harassment, which punishes
them for not complying with their prescriptive gender norms.
It also makes sense that men are both the perpetrators and the
victims of not man enough harassment, or gender norm
enforcement sexual harassment, as men who do not actively
display their masculinity in line with male prescriptive gender
norms may be viewed as a threat to the “superiority” of the
male sex.

Prior research on the not man enough harassment construct has
demonstrated that it is related to feelings of upset [31]; a
threatened sense of manhood, decreased cognitive ability, and
lowered attentional self-control [8]; and decreased
psychological well-being and job satisfaction [41]. However,
the outcomes of men regarding sexual harassment may not
carry the same impact that they do for women. Berdahl,
Magley, and Waldo [14] demonstrated that men report
significantly less anxiety due to sexual harassment than
women do. Cochran, Frazier, and Olson [42] also found that
men rate sexual harassment experiences as less upsetting than
women. Waldo, Berdahl, and Fitzgerald [31] point out that
sexual harassment is only considered harassing if the victims
find the experience to be “offensive, threatening, or upsetting”
(p.74), and found in their study that men reported their
experiences to be only “slightly” upsetting.

In sum, it appears that males may face more societal pressure
to embrace masculine traits than women do to embrace
feminine traits. However, it also appears that women face
more severe outcomes of sexual harassment than do men. Not
man enough harassment is still in its nascence and there are
still many questions to be answered. The present research
seeks to take the first steps toward the creation of a unified
theory of harassment based on deviation from traditional
gender norms.

2. THE CURRENT STUDY

A study was performed in order to develop and assess the
items of the Not Woman Enough Harassment Scale and to
identify the factor structure thereof.
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2.1 Participants and Procedure

Participants were students at a large southeastern university
who were at least 18 years of age and employed at least part-
time. Participants were given experimental credit in exchange
for their participation. Data collection took place online
through a survey form. Prior research has indicated that online
surveys are effective in the collection of data for psychological
studies [43-47] and are possibly superior to paper and pencil
questionnaires when the items are about sensitive topics such
as discrimination and harassment [48]. Participants were
guided to the survey after signing up for the study, where they
read an informed consent letter before proceeding. Female
participants completed a survey related to not woman enough
harassment, while male participants completed a survey
related to not man enough harassment.

A total of 294 females and 286 males responded to the survey.
The average time it took to complete the survey was 22.63
minutes for females and 24.96 for males. Three quality check
items were included in the survey and participants who failed
to correctly answer these quality check items were excluded
from the final analysis. Additionally, participants who
indicated that they were unemployed or of the incorrect sex for
each survey, were also excluded.

The final female sample consisted of 287 participants, which
exceeded the recommended minimums of 100 [49, 50], 150
[50], and 200. The average age was 21.71 years (SD = 5.42).
50.2% of the sample was Caucasian, 23.7% were Hispanic,
13.9% were African-American, 4.5% were Asian, and 7.7%
identified as “other.” 88.2% of the sample identified as
heterosexual, 7.7% identified as bisexual, 1.4% identified as
homosexual, and 2.8% identified as “not sure” regarding their
sexual orientation. 77.4% of the samples were employed part-
time, and 22.6% were employed full-time. The average tenure
at current position was 19.44 months (SD = 28.98), and the
average lifetime tenure was 52.04 months (SD = 59.85).

The final male sample consisted of 274 participants. The
average age was 20.57 (SD = 4.94). 54.7% of the sample was
Caucasian, 22.3% were Hispanic, 8.8% were African-
American, 6.6.% were Asian, and 7.7% identified as “other.”
91.2% of the sample identified as heterosexual, 5.1%
identified as homosexual, 2.6% identified as bisexual, and
1.1% identified as “not sure” regarding their sexual
orientation. 83.9% of the samples were employed part-time,
and 16.1% were employed full-time. The average tenure at
current position was 16.53 months (SD = 32.85), and the
average lifetime tenure was 39.15 months (SD = 60.91).

2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Not Woman Enough Harassment

Not woman enough harassment was measured using the 46-
item Not Woman Enough Harassment Scale developed for this
study, in which respondents were asked to identify the
frequency with which they receive harassment ranging from
comments to suggestions to teasing in regard to the
masculinity of their physical and non-physical traits. A sample
item is “During the past two years at work, have any of your
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supervisors or co-workers suggested or advised you to change
your hairstyle to be more feminine.” Perception of harassment
was also measured with a single item that assesses how
harassed a woman has felt from being the recipient of not
woman enough harassment.

2.2.2 Discriminant Validity

Both gender-related and general harassment were measured in
order to establish the discriminant validity of the Not Woman
Enough Harassment Scale. Sexual harassment was measured
by the 17-item Sexual Experiences Questionnaire [52], in
which respondents were asked to report the frequency with
which they have experienced sexually harassing behaviors
from their supervisors or co-workers in the past two years. A
sample item is “Have any of your supervisors or co-
workers...made unwanted attempts to discuss sexual matters
with you.” The Sexual Experiences Questionnaire has
demonstrated good reliability and validity in samples across
contexts and cultures [53]. In this study Cronbach’s alpha was
.96 for the female sample and .95 for the male sample. General
workplace harassment was measured by the 20-item
Aggressive  Experiences Scale [54], which assesses
participants’ general experiences with negative treatment
without reference to any social group. A sample item is
“During the past two years at work, have you ever been in a
situation where someone belittled your opinion in front of
others?” Prior research has demonstrated high reliability of
this scale (0=.75). In this study Cronbach’s alpha was .93 for
the female sample and .94 for the male sample.

2.2.3 Not Man Enough Harassment

Not man enough harassment was measured using a parallel
scale to the one developed for not woman enough harassment
for this study. Respondents were asked to identify the
frequency with which they have received harassment ranging
from comments to suggestions to teasing in regard to the
femininity of their physical and non-physical traits. A sample
item is “During the past two years at work, have any of your
supervisors or co-workers suggested or advised you to change
your hairstyle to be more masculine.” Perception of
harassment was also measured with a single item that assesses
how harassed a man has felt from being the recipient of not
man enough harassment.

2.3 Item Generation

Items were created from a review of the extant literature on
female stereotypes and stereotype violations. Indicators of not
woman enough harassment that assessed both physical (e.g.,
hair, makeup) and non-physical (e.g., assertiveness, sense of
humor) traits were used in developing the scale. In addition to
assessing physical and non-physical dimensions, the scale also
examines the intensity of harassment, by assessing which
behaviors were suggestions, which behaviors were comments,
and which behaviors were teasing. For example, in assessing
not woman enough harassment pertaining to a target’s hair
style, the scale measures suggestions that the target change her
hair to be more feminine, comments about her hair style being
masculine, and teasing her about her masculine hair style.
Comments, suggestions, and teasing are actions commonly
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used in popular harassment scales. In this scale, comments are
considered the lowest intensity behavior, as a comment’s
attribution is largely left to the interpretation of the recipient,
and could thus be interpreted as positive, negative, or neutral.
Suggestions are of medium intensity, as while the target could
interpret the attribution as positive (i.e., the speaker wishes to
assist the target), it is also clearly conveying that the target’s
trait is not valued. Finally, teasing is the highest intensity
behavior in this scale, as it is a degrading behavior that also
conveys a lack of value for the target’s trait. The response
scale assesses the frequency with which each behavior is
experienced, and ranges from 1 (never) to 5 (most of the time).
As a result of sampling from the literature on female
stereotypes and harassment intensity, 45 items were generated
for the scale. Faculty and graduate students familiar with the
workplace mistreatment literature reviewed the items for face
validity.

2.4 Analyses

2.4.1 Not Woman Enough Harassment

In order to retain only the most robust items from the initial
Not Woman Enough Harassment Scale, inter-item correlations
were examined and items were excluded that fail to correlate
.40 or higher with more than three other items, following the
suggested guidelines of Hinkin [55]. Additionally, any items
that are endorsed by less than 5% of the sample were also
dropped due to inadequate variance. The items that remain
were used for the subsequent analyses.

As the scale was developed in order to assess physical and
non-physical trait-related not woman enough harassment and
the intensity of the harassment, the scale was expected to
represent one of three competing factor structures. The first
was a 2-factor structure of physical and non-physical traits.
The second was a 3-factor structure of low intensity behaviors
(comments), medium intensity behaviors (suggestions), and
high intensity behaviors (teasing). The third was a
combination of the two prior structures: a 6-factor structure of
low intensity physical trait harassment, medium intensity
physical trait harassment, high intensity physical trait
harassment, low intensity non-physical trait harassment,
medium intensity non-physical trait harassment, and high
intensity non-physical trait harassment.

These three competing models were tested for model fit
through a maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analysis
using Amos Graphics v. 23 [56]. Model fit was evaluated
using the chi-square statistic (x?), confirmatory fit index (CFI),
non-normed fit index (NNFI), and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA). Although it was included in the
analyses, chi square statistics are heavily influenced by sample
size, and thus CFI, NNFI, and RMSEA are more appropriate
estimates of fit in this sample. CFI and NNFI values that are
greater than .95 are indicative of good-fitting models [57]. A
value of .06 or less for RMSEA is indicative of acceptable
model fit [58].

2.4.2 Reliability and Validity of the Not Woman Enough
Harassment Scale
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Upon establishment of the factor structure of the scale,
analyses were conducted for reliability and validity.
Coefficient alphas were examined for each subscale and for
the total scale, and correlations among the subscales were
assessed. In order to establish construct validity for not woman
enough harassment, discriminant validity was assessed in
order to establish the distinctiveness of not woman enough
harassment from other forms of gender-based and general
forms of mistreatment at work. More specifically, correlations
were examined between not woman enough harassment and
sexual harassment and not woman enough harassment and
general  workplace harassment. Positive, moderately
significant correlations were expected, demonstrating that not
woman enough harassment is related to, but distinct from
other forms of workplace mistreatment.

3, RESULTS

3.1 Item Analyses

Before examining the factor structure, the 45 items written for
the Not Woman Enough Harassment Scale were examined for
initial acceptability. The 13 items that participants endorsed as
“not applicable” were dropped from the scale to ensure that
the final items were applicable to a broad range of women.
The remaining 33 items demonstrated acceptable inter-item
correlations with none falling below .40. Further, all 33 items
were endorsed by at least 5% of the sample. Thus, all
remaining items met the suggested guidelines set by Hinkin
[55].

The same criteria were applied to the 42 items of the Not Man
Enough Harassment Scale. The 15 items for which participants
responded “not applicable” were excluded from the final scale.
The remaining 27 items demonstrated acceptable inter-item
correlations with none falling below .40, and all were endorsed
by at least 5% of the sample.

3.1.1 Not Woman Enough Harassment Factor Structure

To test the proposed factor structures, a two-factor model
(physical and non-physical), a three-factor model (low
intensity, medium intensity, and high intensity), and a six-
factor model (trait by intensity) were tested. The two-factor
model demonstrated poor fit to the data (x?(494) = 3612.51, p
<.001), RMSEA = .15, CFI = .66, NNFI = .64). Similarly, the
three-factor model (x’(492) = 3115.56, p < .001), RMSEA =
.14, CFI = .72, NNFI = .69) and the six-factor model (x?(480)
= 2409.88, p <.001), RMSEA = .12, CFI = .79, NNFI = .77)
also demonstrated unacceptable model fit. Given that none of
the factor structures proposed a priori were supported by the
data, additional factor structures were explored. First, a model
was explored in which all 33 not woman enough harassment
items reflected a single factor, but this model demonstrated
poor fit (x?(495) = 4054.56, p < .001), RMSEA = .16, CFI =
.61, NNFI = .59). Next, a series of single-factor models were
tested that examined items at each level of intensity (i.e., a
model testing low intensity, a model testing medium intensity,
and a model testing high intensity). The single-factor low
intensity (x’(44) = 398.25, p < .001), RMSEA = .16, CFI =
.78, NNFI = .71), medium intensity (x?(44) = 491.66, p <
.001), RMSEA = .19, CFI = .83, NNFI =.78), and high
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intensity models (x’(44) = 507.99, p < .001), RMSEA = .18,
CFI = .86, NNFI = .82) demonstrated unacceptable fit. Next,
two-factor models within each intensity level were examined,
with the two factors reflecting physical and non-physical
items. The two-factor low intensity model demonstrated
improved fit over the single-factor low intensity model (x°(43)
=308.42, p <.001), RMSEA = .14, CFI = .85, NNFI = .80),
but still did not reach adequate fit. The two-factor medium
intensity model similarly fit better than the single-factor model
(x*(43) = 277.95, p < .001), RMSEA = .14, CFI = .91, NNFI =
.88), but this model still fell below the cutoffs for acceptable
model fit. The last model tested, a two-factor model that
retained high intensity items, showed adequate fit (x’(43) =
318.09, p <.001), RMSEA = .12, CFI = .93, NNFI = .90).

Item Physical Non-
Factor Physical
Factor
“Have any of your supervisors or
co-workers ever teased or made
fun of you for”:
...Having a masculine hairstyle? 93
...Not being pretty enough? .83
...Your attire at work being 81
masculine?
...Not wearing enough makeup? .87
...Displaying masculine traits and 92
behaviors at work?
...Not being sensitive enough? .67
...Being too assertive or .69
aggressive?
...Your mannerisms or style of .88
speech being masculine?
...Being “one of the guys”? .85
...Your sense of humor being 93
masculine?
Note: N=287
Table 1: Not woman enough harassment items and factor

loadings

The two-factor high intensity model demonstrated the best
model fit and loading, and was thus retained. While the
RMSEA is higher than recommended cutoffs, the value is
consistent with prior findings in the area of workplace
mistreatment [58, 59]. As Nye and colleagues [58, 59] point
out, responses to mistreatment scales tend to concentrate at the
lower end of the scale, which may inflate RMSEA scores. This
model likely emerged with best fit due to the lack of ambiguity
in the interpretation of teasing behaviors as harassment, as
opposed to comments or suggestions. Hence, the 11 items
representing high intensity harassment (i.e., teasing) were
retained, and the 22 items representing medium intensity (i.e.,
suggestions) and low intensity (i.e., comments) were dropped.
Of the 11 retained items, four reflected harassment based on
physical traits and six reflected harassment resulting from non-
physical characteristics. All subsequent analyses were
performed using the final 11 items. Item factor loadings are
presented in Table 1 & Figure 1. Cronbach’s alpha was .95 for
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the overall scale, .94 for the physical factor, and .92 for the

non-physical factor.
Physical -84 Nup-
. \ 92
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Figure 1: Measurement Model of Not Woman Enough
Harassment Scale

93

3.1.2 Not Man Enough Harassment Factor Structure

The factor structure for the Not Man Enough Harassment
Scale showed a similar pattern of results. The proposed two-
factor (physical and non-physical) (x*(323) = 3162.46, p <
.001, RMSEA = .18, CFI = .61, NNFI = .58), three-factor
(intensity) (x?(321) = 1862.21, p < .001, RMSEA = .13, CFI =
.79, NNFI = .77), and six-factor models (x*(309) = 1717.23, p
< .001, RMSEA = .13, CFI = .81, NNFI = .79), all
demonstrated unacceptable model fit. Similar to the Not
Woman Enough Harassment Scale, additional factor structures
were explored. The first model tested all 27 items loading onto
a single factor. This model demonstrated poor fit (x?(324) =
3200.73, p <.001, RMSEA = .18, CFI1= .61, NNFI = .58). The
single-factor low intensity items only model (x*(27) = 166.62,
p <.001, RMSEA = .14, CFI = .91, NNFI = .89), single-factor
medium intensity items only model (x’(27) = 228.64, p < .001,
RMSEA = .16, CFI = .93, NNFI = .88), and the single-factor
high intensity items only model (x*(27) = 204.19, p < .001),
RMSEA = .15, CFI = .92, NNFI = .90) all showed inadequate
fit. When testing two-factor (physical and non-physical)
models within each intensity level, results showed that the
two-factor low intensity model (x’(26) = 134.55, p < .001,
RMSEA = .12, CFI = .93, NNFI= .91) and the two-factor
medium intensity model (x*(26) = 214.11, p < .001), RMSEA
= .16, CFI = .91, NNFI = .88) showed moderate fit. The two-
factor high intensity items only model demonstrated the best
fit (x’(26) = 189.19, p < .001), RMSEA = .15, CFI = .93,
NNFI = .90). As with the not woman enough harassment
models, the RMSEA values did exceed the recommended
cutoffs for determining model fit. However, this is again
consistent with prior findings in the area of workplace
mistreatment [58, 59]. Thus, the 9 items representing high
intensity harassment regarding teasing were retained (3
physical items and 6 non-physical items), and the 18 items
representing comments and suggestions were dropped. All
subsequent analyses were performed using the final 9 items.
Item factor loadings are presented in Table 2 & Figure 2.
Cronbach’s alpha was .94 for the overall scale, .81 for the
physical factor, and .94 for the non-physical factor.

Item Physical Non-
Factor Physical
Factor
“Have any of your supervisors or
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co-workers ever teased or made
fun of you for”:

...Having a feminine hairstyle? .69

...Being too pretty? 74

...Your attire at work being .87
feminine?

...Displaying feminine traits and 92
behaviors at work?

...Being too sensitive? 78

...Not being assertive or 77
aggressive enough?

...Your mannerisms or style of .90
speech being feminine?

...Being “one of the girls”? .89

...Your sense of humor being .87
feminine?

Note: N=274

Table 2: Not man enough harassment items and factor
loadings

Physical .86 Non-
Factor Physical
> Factor

N 4.74 :" “.‘ 87 y 73..' 77‘.‘: ! % 39
Dy EEDEEE
000 O OO0
Figure 2: Measurement Model of Not Man Enough
Harassment Scale

3.1.3 Validity

In order to further establish the wvalidity of the Not
Woman/Man Enough Harassment Scales, discriminant validity
was assessed in order to establish the distinctiveness of not
woman/man enough harassment from other forms of gender-
based and general forms of mistreatment. The correlations
between not woman enough harassment and sexual harassment
(r = .40, p < .01), and generalized workplace harassment (r =
.33, p < .01) suggest that these forms of mistreatment are
related but distinct constructs representing unique forms of
harassment. In the male sample, not man enough harassment
was moderately positively correlated with sexual harassment
(r = .46, p < .01), and generalized workplace harassment (r =
40, p < .01), which also suggests that not man enough
harassment is distinct from other forms of harassment.

3.1.4 Incidence Rates

In the female sample, results demonstrated that 32.8% of
women reported experiencing at least one form of not woman
enough harassment. Non-physical harassment was reported by
more women (26.5%) in comparison to harassment based on
physical characteristics (16.7%).

The most commonly endorsed item was “Have any of your
supervisors or co-workers teased or made fun of you for being
too assertive or aggressive?” which was endorsed by 16.4% of
respondents. However, only 5.2% of respondents endorsed the
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item regarding teasing for not being pretty. Further, not
woman enough harassment was experienced by 33.3% of
racial majority participants, and 32.2% of racial minority
participants, 33.6% of heterosexual respondents and 26.5% of
non-heterosexual respondents. Therefore, not woman enough
harassment was relatively equal across demographic groups.
In exploring the sources of not woman enough harassment,
23.4% of women reported that it came primarily from co-
workers, 9.6% reported that it came primarily from
supervisors, and 7.4% reported that it came equally from both
co-workers and supervisors. Further, 20.2% of respondents
reported that the perpetrators were primarily female, 11.7%
reported that the perpetrators were primarily male, and 12.8%
reported that they received not woman enough harassment
from both females and males evenly. Together, this
demonstrates that co-workers and females appear to perpetrate
not woman enough harassment more than supervisors and
males.

For the male sample, 40.1% of males reported experiencing at
least one form of not man enough harassment. Non-physical
forms of harassment were reported by more men (24.5%) than
harassment related to physical characteristics (17.5%). The
most commonly endorsed item for males was “Have any of
your supervisors or co-workers teased or made fun of you for
not being assertive or aggressive enough?,” which was
endorsed by 17.9%. However, only 7.3% of respondents
endorsed the item regarding teasing for having a feminine
sense of humor. Further, not man enough harassment was
experienced by 40.0% of racial majority participants, and
40.3% of racial minority participants, 40.4% of heterosexual
respondents and 37.5% of non-heterosexual respondents. As
with not woman enough harassment, not man enough
harassment is experienced by a similar number of men in each
demographic group. When considering the source of not man
enough harassment, 29.1% of men reported that it came
primarily from co-workers, 5.8% reported that it came
primarily from supervisors, and 9.3% reported that it came
equally from both co-workers and supervisors. 15.1% of
respondents reported that the perpetrators were primarily
female, 23.3% reported that the perpetrators were primarily
male, and 9.3% reported that they received not man enough
harassment from both females and males evenly. This supports
the notion that this form of harassment is most commonly
enacted by one’s co-workers. However, unlike not woman
enough harassment, not man enough harassment appears to be
predominantly perpetrated by other males.

4. DISCUSSION

This study was designed to address the gap in the extant
literature on workplace sex-based harassment that fails to
capture mistreatment based on deviation from gender
stereotypes for women. To that end, the construct of not
woman enough harassment, or mistreatment that occurs when
women do not meet traditionally held stereotypes of
femininity, was proposed in order to expand the
conceptualization of harassment experienced by women in the
workplace. In order to measure this construct, the Not Woman
Enough Harassment Scale was created, in which two types of
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not woman enough harassment emerged: harassment based on
physical characteristics (e.g., hair and attire) and harassment
based on non-physical characteristics (e.g., assertiveness and
humor). The results showed that not woman enough
harassment is an issue faced by women in the workplace. In
fact, it is likely a larger issue than the present data of
university students captured, as full-time employment
significantly predicted not woman enough harassment, and the
majority of the present sample were part-time workers.

The findings of this study have several important implications
for both the extant literature and for real-world applications.
Until now, sex-based harassment has focused on sexual
harassment and sex discrimination, which are both based on
one’s sex and gender stereotypes. The introduction of not
woman enough harassment expands the construct space to
include women who are punished for violating those
stereotypes, more fully capturing the full range of experiences
women face in the workplace. This construct should inform
future research into workplace harassment and mistreatment,
and be integrated into interventions and policies aimed at
reducing the occurrence of such.

The development of the Not Woman Enough Harassment
Scale contributes to both practical and theoretical applications.
If researchers or practitioners are interested in a global
construct of harassment, the general scale would be more
applicable, whereas if a more finely grained analysis of
harassment is desired, the Not Woman Enough Harassment
Scale provides a measurement of harassment based on
deviation from gender norms.
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