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Abstract

This qualitative study explored gender differences in socially interactive technology (SIT) use/abuse
among dating teens from Michigan (N = 23). Focus group transcripts were coded using three
categories: (1) type of SIT (e.g., social networking); (2) abusive action (e.g., monitoring); and (3)
consequence (e.g., jealousy). Texting and social networking were the most commonly used types of
SIT. Spying/monitoring, sexting, and password sharing/account access were the most common
abusive actions. Distrust and jealousy were the most frequent consequences. Young men and
women differed in their conceptualization of SIT abuse. Most participants agreed that some abusive
actions were typical parts of adolescent dating experiences.
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Introduction

As socially interactive technologies (SITs) quickly pervade and expand the landscape of teen
communication, growing concern has developed among scholars, educators, and prevention workers
regarding the potential for teens to misuse technology to threaten, demean, or control teen dating part-
ners. Little academic research has explored the prevalence and etiology of these behaviors. Private
foundations and large corporations have primarily led the charge to better understand how teens are
experiencing and/or are affected by cyberbullying and SIT-driven dating abuse. Pew Internet and
American Life Project conducted one of the first surveys to examine teens’ use of SIT and found that
of social network users, 39% reported being bullied, compared with 22% of online teens who do not
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use social networks (Lenhart, Madden, Rankin Macgill, & Smith, 2007). This same study found that
15% of youth had received explicit pictures from a peer. Another survey conducted by Liz Claiborne
Inc. found that 25% of participating youth reported experiencing teen dating violence (TDV) facili-
tated by technology (Picard, 2007). Following suit, an online survey conducted by MTV and the Asso-
ciated Press found nearly half (47%) of randomly recruited 14- to 17-year-olds (N =1,355) reported
that they consider digital abuse to be a serious problem for people of their age (Associated Press &
MTV, 2011).

Experts define SITs as technologies including social networking, texting, sexting, instant messaging,
or video chatting (Pierce, 2009), and SIT dating abuse is defined as using any form of SIT to threaten,
stalk, demean, or control one’s dating partner. SIT abuse among dating partners is punctuated by coer-
cive and controlling behaviors commonly discussed as psychological abuse (Mishna, Cook, Saini, Wu,
& MacFadden, 201 1; Teten, Ball, Valle, Noonan, & Rosenbluth, 2009). The Centers for Disease Control
(2012) describes psychological abuse as verbal remarks that diminish the receiver’s sense of self-worth.
Teens appear to be using SITs to engage in psychologically abusive behaviors in dating relationships but
evidence is not yet clear as to how or why teens might be engaging in SIT abuse in their dating relation-
ships or what role gender plays. To this end, we describe qualitative research that explores how teens
perceive the potential risks and benefits of SIT in their dating relationships as well as the extent to which
these perceptions vary by gender. We begin by reviewing the scarce literature on technology and TDV,
with special attention to gender differences in technology use and in dating conflicts.

SIT Behavior Among Teens

Asrecently as 2011, 77% of U.S. teens aged 12 to 17 owned cell phones and almost one fourth of teens
owned a smartphone (Lenhart, 2012). Teen males and females tend to own cell phones at approxi-
mately the same rate. These data also suggest that teens use texting as the primary mode of commu-
nication where the median number of texts exchanged on a daily basis is 60. In 2011, approximately
two thirds of teens texted daily to communicate with their peers, while 39% talked to their peers via
cell phone daily. Internet use among teens is even more widespread than cell phone use. An estimated
95% of U.S. teens use the Internet and 80% of those use social networking sites, such as Facebook. In
the last decade, there has been an upsurge of studies documenting the increasing prevalence of elec-
tronic aggression, online harassment, and cyberbullying among teens (David-Ferdon & Hertz, 2007;
Hoft & Mitchell, 2009; Holfeld & Grabe, 2012; Lenhart et al., 2007). However, there is relatively little
research that focuses on SIT use and abuse within teen dating relationships.

SIT Use and Abuse Among Teen Dating Partners

With widespread use of the Internet, cell phones, and social networking sites among teens, SIT abuse
has become pervasive among teen dating partners; one in four teens report having been the victim of
some form of cyber aggression in their dating relationship (Zweig, Dank, Yahner, & Lackman,
2013). The Liz Claiborne Inc. study found one in three teens who were in a relationship received
more than 10 text messages per hour from their dating partner inquiring about their whereabouts,
who they are with, or what they are doing (Picard, 2007). This same study found 25% of teens had
a partner who insistently contacted them via SITs despite their resistance, and 1 in 10 teens in rela-
tionships reported being physically threatened via SITs (e.g., e-mail, text, chat, instant message,
social networking, etc.). SITs provide potential constant contact that increases opportunities for
behaviors considered by many adults to be psychological abuse (Mishna et al., 2011). The frequently
hidden nature of SIT abuse compounds this increased opportunity for psychologically abusive beha-
viors; half of teens in the Liz Claiborne study agreed that new SITs make it more likely for abuse to
occur and easier to keep secret (Picard, 2007).
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Teens may engage in SIT abuse in a dating relationship by controlling a partner’s social network-
ing friends list and/or online interactions, constantly monitoring their partners through Facebook,
Twitter, and other social networking sites, sending partners threatening text messages, demeaning
a partner via status updates or comments, pressuring a partner to share sexually explicit pictures,
demanding that partners immediately respond to texts, and accessing partners’ accounts and cell
phones to monitor their interactions (Is this Abuse?, 2012). While teens may not necessarily concep-
tualize these to be acts of abuse, practitioners in the field of TDV consider these acts to be psycho-
logically abusive (Weisz & Black, 2009). In an effort to delineate between psychological abuse and
more normative relationship conflict, one qualitative study explored teens’ views about the purposes
of electronic aggression and SIT use in their dating relationships (Draucker & Matsolf, 2010). Cell
phones, text messaging, social networking, instant messaging, and e-mailing were used for specific
purposes in teen dating relationships. These included different ways to make a stronger connection
with partners as well as ways of expressing anger and seeking help.

Baker and Helm (2010) analyzed focus group transcripts on TDV from 51 Pacific Islander youth.
Their research indicated that teens conceptualize TDV in terms of thresholds (e.g., the level of violence
that constitutes actual TDV). They found teens generally agree that physical and sexual violence is
unequivocally serious, but they define some forms of emotional abuse and cyber control as irritating
rather than serious. The teens in these focus groups identified social networking as a vehicle for rela-
tionship problems, such as jealousy, cheating, rumor spreading, and fighting. They also discussed the
insidious use of cell phones to monitor, harass, stalk, and control dating partners. Although some teens
cogently discuss the problematic implications of SIT abuse, they often describe many SIT behaviors as
nothing more than irritating aspects of dating relationships.

The Role of Gender

Feminist theory, consistent with ecological theory, suggests that the differing social positions of young
women and young men will lead them to handle dating conflicts differently (Ismail, Berman, & Ward-
Griffin,” 2007). Families and communities convey different values and expectations to teens according
to their gender, and these values affect their dating behaviors (Chung, 2007). While feminist theory has
sometimes been applied to TDV, it has not yet been used to help clarify potential gender differences in
SIT abuse. Given the socioemotional differences between young men and young women, there may be
gender differences in how SITs are used in dating relationships. Young men tend to be more aggressive
and impulsive (Perry & Pauletti, 2011). Young women tend to be more hesitant to demonstrate out-
ward aggression, but when they can anonymously or collectively show aggression, their level of
aggression is thought by some to approximate that of males (Hyde, 2005).

There is debate in the literature regarding the extent to which males and females equally perpe-
trate various types of violence, and space does not permit an extensive discussion. A meta-analytic
study (Archer, 2000) provides some concise evidence. The meta-analysis, focused on studies of
adults and teens, found that women, especially young women, were somewhat more likely than men
to use physical aggression but men were more likely to cause an injury. Within the category of those
injured by a partner, women were the majority (62%). Some research suggests young women are
more likely than young men to perpetrate psychological abuse toward their dating partner (Hokoda,
Del Campo, & Ulloa, 2012; Orpinas, Nahapetyan, Song, McNicholas, & Reeves, 2012), while young
men are more likely than young women to perpetrate sexual abuse in their dating relationships
(Young, Grey, & Boyd, 2009). SITs may provide the context for young women to engage in indirect
aggression. Text messages punctuated by power and control are far less direct than physical acts of
violence, so females might prefer SITs as vehicles to perpetrate forms of psychological abuse. In
support of this theory, one study found young women in dating relationships perpetrate nonsexual
cyber abuse more often, while young men perpetrate sexual cyber abuse more often (Zweig

Downloaded from aff.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on March 5, 2016


http://aff.sagepub.com/

Lucero et al. 481

et al., 2013). This evidence suggests that young women may engage in SIT abuse for different
reasons than young men.

Study Purpose

Although SIT abuse appears to be prevalent among teens, there is little empirical research that
explores this phenomenon. While teens tend to minimize the seriousness of SIT abuse (Baker &
Helm, 2010), research indicates that SIT abuse is occurring at high rates (Picard, 2007; Zweig
et al., 2013) and leading to increased problems for youth (Draucker & Martsolf, 2010). Our study
aims to contribute to the knowledge base on SIT abuse as well as provide a context, language, and
understanding from a teen perspective to inform future research in this area. Given that research on
this topic is only just emerging, we aimed to explore how teens conceptualize SIT use and abuse in
dating relationships and how these conceptualizations may vary by gender. To explore this topic, we
posed the following research questions: (1) What type(s) of SITs do teens use in their dating relation-
ships? (2) What are the common actions associated with SIT use in teen dating relationships? (3)
What are the consequences of these actions in teen dating relationships? and finally, (4) What role
does gender play in SIT use and abuse in teen dating relationships?

Method
Study Background

The current study is a qualitative pilot study focusing on how teens understand and define various
forms of TDV (physical, sexual, psychological, and SIT). As the data were transcribed, we noted that
a good portion of the transcription focused on SIT aspects of teen dating behaviors and thus provided
rich enough data for analysis.

We conducted focus groups in two neighboring schools in a large metropolitan area during the
Spring of 2010. We selected two high schools as data collection sites based on the racial and socio-
economic diversity of students as well as the school administrators’ agreement to participate. After
receiving approval from the university’s institutional review board, we sent a study description and
recruitment mailing to parents of all 10th grade students (approximately 200 students at each
school). The response rate to the letters was approximately 20% over the course of 4 weeks. From
both schools, we invited the first 15 male students and the first 15 female students who returned
signed parental consent forms to participate in the focus groups, with the expectation we would have
a final sample of 60. Telephone reminders were conducted the evening before each focus group to
remind students of the focus group and confirm their participation. Regardless of telephone prompts,
some invited participants did not attend.

Our final sample consisted of 10 male and 13 female high school sophomores who were
assigned to two female groups and two male groups. The participants came from diverse back-
grounds (6 Latino, 4 African American, 3 Middle Eastern, and 10 white students). The demo-
graphic composition of the focus groups closely approximated the student body of each
respective school. Gender-specific focus groups were used to encourage more open dialogue.
Ethnically diverse graduate students, of the same gender as participants, conducted the groups
immediately after school in predetermined classrooms. Because all student participants were
from the 10th grade in the same school, participants were at least familiar with each other. Stu-
dents signed assent forms prior to focus group administration and confidentiality was discussed.
Students were provided with a referral sheet and opportunity to follow-up with the focus group
moderators to protect against psychological risks. Students received a US$10 gift card as a
thank-you for their participation.
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The focus group discussion guide was developed based on previous work from one of the authors
(Black et al., 2009) and a review of the literature. The guide included identical questions and dis-
cussion prompts for both male and female focus groups in order to allow a gendered comparison
of results. The level of participant engagement, however, varied between groups and the types of
follow-up questions that naturally followed participant responses also varied between each group.
The semistructured focus group guide included questions such as, “What do you think TDV is?”
“How do you and your friends show jealousy and control in relationships?”” and “Have you or your
friends’ dating partners ever constantly checked up on you using text messages, Facebook, or other
ways? What do you think about that?”

Analytic Strategy

The focus groups were audiorecorded and transcribed. Codes were developed using a grounded
theory, constant comparison approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1990); and NVivo software was used
to analyze the data. Two of the authors read the transcripts, took extensive notes on emergent
themes and potential ways of organizing the data, and developed a coding rubric in collabora-
tion. The final rubric was developed utilizing an iterative process of inspecting the data, col-
laboratively narrowing our codes, and testing our coding scheme for interrater agreement. In
keeping with our research questions, the final coding rubric coded the data by “type of SIT,”
““action,” and “consequence.” In order to decipher whether these actions and consequences
seemed to be occurring more for particular types of SITs (e.g., texting, social networking, etc.),
we developed a “type” code.

Using the final rubric, two of the authors independently coded the data, compared coding, and
reached an agreement by consensus when necessary. Interrater agreement was high (>.90). We
coded transcripts line by line and assigned a type of SIT code (e.g., texting, social networking, e-
mailing, etc.) to each statement. Within the larger code of type of SIT, most participant responses
received an ““action” code. For example, if an individual said that he knew a friend who asked his
girlfriend to send him a naked picture, the statement would receive a type of SIT code of “sexting”
and an action code of “soliciting pictures.” Not all participant statements received a consequence
code. In the previously mentioned example regarding soliciting pictures, the teens did not discuss
any consequences. However, if participants said they knew people in their school who constantly
texted their boyfriends, and when they did not respond immediately, they became suspicious about
what they were doing, the statement would have received a type of SIT code of “texting,” an action
code of “constant messaging,” and a consequence code of ““jealousy.” With this coding scheme, we
were able to develop an understanding of which consequences were most often linked to specific
actions or specific types of SITs.

Results

Emergent Themes

As stated previously, coders examined each participant’s statement for three types of codes: type of
SIT, action, and consequence. Subsequently, we explain how often these codes were identified in the
data. Our count data indicates the frequency with which each type of code was identified in separate
statements or in statements of agreement among focus group participants. For example, if an indi-
vidual noted, “I get texts from my boyfriend in the middle of the night and his texts are always ask-
ing who I’m with,” then the statement would have received just one type of SIT code count of
texting despite the word ““text” being mentioned twice.
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Type of SIT. Although focus group guides were open ended in discussing various forms of SIT use
among teens, the only types of SIT participants discussed were social networking (e.g. Facebook and
MySpace) and cell phones (e.g. sexting, texting, and calling). Each of the four groups indicated that
the term sexting is never used among their peers. With unanimous group agreement, one participant
noted “I think that’s what adults call it on the news. I think people do it, but they don’t actually [say]
like, ‘Oh, I’m gonna go sext somebody right now.’” For clarity in this discussion, however, we will
continue to use the term to describe the sharing of text messages (either text or picture) of a sexually
explicit nature.

Across all four groups, social networking was the most frequent type of SIT discussed. In total,
social networking was referenced 81 times. Sexting was referenced 41 times and texting was refer-
enced 31 times. Participants mentioned cell phone calling far less often (10 times) than social net-
working, sexting, and texting. Despite prompts, participants did not discuss other forms of SIT (e.g.,
instant messaging, video chatting, e-mailing, or blogging).

Action. Participants mentioned these actions most often: password sharing/account access (45 times),
spying/monitoring (33 times), sending sexually explicit pictures (21 times), soliciting sexually explicit
pictures (12 times), and constant contact (12 times). When comparing actions by type of SIT, we found
that social networking was the primary tool for spying/monitoring and password sharing/account
access. Text messaging was the primary way for teens to maintain constant contact. The teens reported
that they sexted by sending and soliciting pictures over the phone but not over the Internet.

Consequence. The teens referenced these consequences of SIT actions most often: trust or distrust of
one’s partner (18 times), jealousy (12 times), and damage to the relationship (12 times). When com-
paring consequences by action, we found that they were most likely to discuss damage to the rela-
tionship within the context of constant contact. Further, we found that respondents often described
how spying/monitoring and password sharing/account access led to consequences of trust/distrust
and jealousy.

Gender Differences

SIT monitoring among young women. We compared how young men and women conceptualized the
use of SITs as a means of monitoring one’s partner. Young women discussed constant monitoring
as a necessary component of relationships and, in some cases, described going to great lengths to
monitor their partners’ SIT lives. Young women reported that it is fairly common to create fake
social networking profiles to monitor their boyfriends’ “pictures, e-mails, inbox, all of that [to] see
when they’re talking to girls and everything” (n = 7). In other cases, this same type of monitoring
was described as being “too overprotective or controlling of [one’s partner]” (n = 6).

SIT monitoring among young men. Unlike the young women who discussed their own monitoring beha-
viors, male teens discussed how their girlfriends monitor them. Young men unanimously agreed that
their girlfriends constantly check on them using texting and social networking. One male said:

I’11 lock my MySpace account so she can’t go on. There’s nothing on it. I don’t trust other people, but like
I’11 et her go on and look at my messages. I’ll delete some of my text messages ‘cause Il text other girls
sometimes just to talk to them’ cause I’'m good friends with them. But if she sees those, she gets really
mad. So I just delete them. Either that or I put them on lock, but if I put them on lock she’ll be like ‘why
do you have these locked?’

Another young man, in discussing constant monitoring, said:
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You’ll be in the car with your friends going to get like a slurpy or something and she’ll be like, ‘where are
you?’ And then she’ll be like, ‘who are you with?” and I’ll say, and then she’ll be like ‘no you’re not,
there’s a girl in the car isn’t there?’ I’ll be like, ‘no, no, I’m just going to get a slurpy.’

Young men discussed issues of jealousy as it relates to monitoring each other’s text messaging.
One male said, “I’ll steal my girlfriend’s phone or she’ll steal mine once in a while and look and see
a text from another girl.”” All young men agreed that if their girlfriend was texting another friend,
they might be a little jealous, but their jealousy would dramatically increase if she was texting
another male. Some males (n = 4) agreed that it was fairly common to steal their girlfriends’ phones
in order to “text the guy [while I] act as my girlfriend and see what he says back.” A number of
males (n = 3) stated that they had caught their girlfriends deleting text messages, presumably to
avoid their boyfriend’s jealousy regarding their text message inbox.

Password sharing among young women. In order to more closely monitor their partners and likewise
allow their dating partners to monitor them, participants discussed sharing their account passwords
or allowing their partners to access their SIT communications (e.g., text message inbox and outbox,
e-mails, and social networking private messages). There were mixed results regarding password
sharing/account access. A large proportion of females (» = 10) agreed that sharing passwords and
allowing their boyfriends to access their text message log or social networking accounts were not an
issue of concern.

For these females, password sharing was a symbol of trust—a sign of a healthy, committed rela-
tionship. For example, one female said “If he give[s] it to you, no problem, then you have nothing to
worry about. If you don’t give it to him, then he will worry.” Another young woman agreed, “If you
have a good one [boyfriend], he’ll just give it to you.” There was unanimous agreement in one
female focus group that password sharing was a representation of trust. Another young woman
added, “I think when you give them the password that it shows you have nothing to hide, but that
doesn’t mean that they go on it. Just to have it, that shows that they have nothing to hide and they’re
not like talking to anyone else or anything like that.”” More than half of young women in the focus
groups agreed that password sharing (both sharing and receiving one’s partner’s password) was both
a display of trust and a catalyst for relationship problems. Relative to the consequences of password
sharing, one female said, . .. if you know your girlfriend has your password or you have your boy-
friend’s password, they might delete your messages before you could get on, and they might change
their password and then you don’t know it.”

Female participants clearly discussed the potential problems that may arise from password shar-
ing; however, they consistently spoke of password sharing as an act of trust. When participants
acknowledged the juxtaposition of trust and the relationship “drama” that springs from displaying
trust through password sharing, the discussion shifted from more serious relationship problems to a
narrative that downplayed the serious consequences and/or motivations for password sharing. The
female group unanimously agreed that account monitoring extended through password sharing
might just be a way to fulfill one’s curiosity. One female said, “They get tempted and just wanna,
just wanna find out.” Interestingly in this same group, hacking (accessing another person’s
password-protected accounts without permission) accounts to monitor one’s partner was only some-
thing one did “because they’re stupid jealous.” In other words, having permission to monitor one’s
partner’s SIT life is acceptable and even adaptive. If one does not have permission to monitor, then it
is the opposite, an act of jealousy.

Some female participants did not acknowledge the harmful consequences of this type of surveil-
lance (whether with or without permission). One female said, “I see people just take them and look
at their phones, they don’t really get mad, but everyone deletes their text messages now.” Other
females (n = 8) agreed that deleting text messages was common practice in order to “avoid the
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drama.” While these teens did not believe SIT monitoring of this nature was very serious, they were
still taking measures to ensure it was less likely to happen. On the other hand, some females (n = 3)
expressed confusion over why teens would share their passwords:

Participant 1: Like, you know — like I don’t get it, you give each other your passwords ...

Participant 2: Oh, yeah ...I've seen couples do that and it just destroys them ...

Participant 3: Yeah, people do that all the time.

Participant 2: It’s a really bad idea because there might be something in your inbox, say on MySpace,
you got like the messaging- and it might be from like a year back ... like you might be talking to a
girlfriend or something about how cute this one guy was and they’ll start getting jealous like off the
wazoo and it was like a year ago!

Another young woman expressed disagreement with the acceptability of password sharing:

It’s like I don’t want your password ‘cause I kinda don’t want you to have mine. ‘Cause then they get into
even more personal stuff like your inbox, and if there are like other guys and they’re just friends and the
guy is like overbearing or gets jealous quickly, he’ll take it the wrong way, and then he’ll check your stuff
and then he’ll ask you about somebody and then you will be looking like “Who are you talking about?”’
and then he’ll be like “Now you think I’m stupid. I don’t need a ho [whore].

This particular focus group participant details the chain of events that can occur when password
sharing takes place. First, one’s privacy is invaded (whether with permission or without), then one has
to defend his or her previous SIT communications with members of the opposite sex, then one’s part-
ner has an inevitable jealous reaction, possibly involving psychologically abusive tactics and finally,
the relationship is harmed or ended. Another young woman acknowledged, “ ... if you’re with some-
one, like you’re dating, you should already trust them enough. You shouldn’t have to go see what
they’re doing on the computer. Like you should just know that they’re not going to do anything.”
In agreement, another female participant noted, “I think if you’re like dating someone, you guys still
have separate lives, so you don’t have to give him your password and show him everything you do all
day. Like, you guys have different lives; you don’t have to be in each other’s business all the time.”

Password sharing among young men. Male teens tended to discuss password sharing with more caution
than did females. For example, the majority of males (n = 7) agreed that supervised SIT monitoring
was appropriate. One young man said, ‘“Um, most of the time I will let her come over and I'll type it
in. Cause [ don’t like giving out my password, because what happens if you break up with them, and
then that’s just bad.” Another young man discussed password sharing as if it was not problematic,
stating, ““The only reason it gets logged on is because she logs on it. She has my password, so she just
goes on both [his and her MySpace accounts].” Although males did not discuss password sharing at
length like females, they did agree that sharing your passwords or granting access to your accounts
was something you did only when you had built trust.

Public Nature of Social Networking

Teens discussed how social networking sites (Facebook in particular) tended to create “drama” in
dating relationships. Regarding the accessibility of relationship status and information on social net-
working sites, one male said, “Yeah, and it’s like OK. Well, that’s to the point where the relationship
is put on display for everyone to see.” Another male stated, * .. . like the whole Facebook and Twit-
ter, I think its kinda too personal—things that happen, you know in a relationship, and someone goes
and ‘oh, blah blah blah.” They say it on there. And then it puts other people into it.” Male partici-
pants agreed that this is often the beginning of teen dating problems as they relate to SIT. Regarding
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the element of relationship display that Facebook fosters, one male stated, ... that’s how more
conflict starts.” Another male said, “anything that goes on the Internet just stays on the Internet.”
In agreement, young men discussed the accessibility of social networking sites as a way their dating
partners could monitor their past and present relationships with other girls.

Sexting

Both young men and women discussed sexting; however, the male focus group discussion focused
more heavily on the topic. Young women unanimously agreed that sexting occurs in relationships
(and outside of relationships) but that it is generally very private. Young men discussed sexting
in a different context. All males agreed that sexting “happens a lot.”” One male noted that a girl
he knew “‘sent a picture to her boyfriend, and as soon as he got the picture he broke up with her and
sent it to a whole bunch of people.” All young men agreed that there was nothing wrong with send-
ing nude pictures to each other, but it was inappropriate to forward the pictures. Young men dis-
cussed how common it was for other young men to share sexts they had received from their
girlfriends; yet young women stressed the private nature of sexting.

Discussion

The findings from our exploratory study augment the literature by providing details and a feminist
perspective on gender differences in teens’ perspectives of SIT in dating relationships. Regarding
our research questions concerning the type, action, and consequence of SIT use in dating relation-
ships, we found that teens discussed social networking, password sharing, and jealousy or distrust
most often. The participants did not typically describe the actions and consequences as ‘“‘dating
abuse,” so the concept of thresholds (Baker & Helm, 2010) enables us to examine when teens view
SIT behavior as serious enough to be considered abuse. Comparing our findings to the literature on
psychological abuse (Stith, Smith, Penn, Ward, & Tritt, 2004) as well as the widely used Teen Power
and Control Wheel suggests that the threshold for adults to label a behavior as abusive is much lower
than it is for a teen to label that behavior as abusive. In fact, some of the very behaviors that experts
list as warning signs of abuse are those that teens in our study seemed to accept as common, non-
serious SIT dating behaviors (e.g., spying/monitoring, constant contact, etc.). Our findings are sim-
ilar to other studies reporting on teens’ attitudes and definitions of dating violence (Foshee et al,
2011; Miller, 2008). These studies find that teens often minimize or deny the seriousness of beha-
viors that adults would categorize as quite serious.

Regarding our fourth research question, our study found some notable differences by gender in
terms of the teens’ chosen discussion topics and their interpretations of SIT dating behaviors.
Young men’s focus group discussions underscored the dynamics of sexting—emphasizing the
appropriateness or normative nature of sexting within relationship bounds. On the other hand, the
subject of password sharing and account access dominated the female focus group discussion, with
group consensus that password sharing and account access was appropriate within relationship
bounds. Participants indicated that these two behaviors were only problematic when they occurred
outside of dating relationships (e.g., a sexually explicit picture is shared in person or by forwarding
to others, or one’s previous partner hacks into one’s Facebook account without the implicit con-
sent of the account owner).

Although TDV prevention educators speak frequently of the importance of boundaries in rela-
tionships (Is this Abuse?, 2012; Weisz & Black, 2009), our findings show that teens often believe
that it is fine to supersede dating partners’ boundaries with SITs. Young women, in particular,
found monitoring of partners to be very acceptable while males believed sharing sexually explicit
pictures was acceptable. This acceptance of boundary violations is supported by media, such as the
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very popular Twilight Series books and movies that romanticize such behavior (Collins & Carm-
ody, 2011).

Dating violence is heavily influenced by dominant norms of masculinity and femininity (Black &
Weisz, 2003; Feldman & Gowen, 1998). The feminist perspective suggests dating violence occurs in
a social context that is dominated by males and perpetuated by socialization into traditional gender roles
(Prospero, 2007; for a full review of this perspective, see Collins & Carmody, 2011). According to this
framework, young men are socialized to use dating violence as a means to control young women. The
scant literature that exists on SIT abuse suggests young men and women are equal perpetrators of SIT
abuse (Zweig et al., 2013), but rates of perpetration vary by type of violence. Based on our findings
regarding gender differences about the acceptability of monitoring, we suggest that young men and
women may engage in SIT abuse for different reasons. The young women in our study might have been
more insecure about their partners’ trustworthiness because of long-held stereotypes that males are
likely to be sexual predators (Sears, Byers, & Price, 2007; Tolman, Spencer, Rosen-Reynoso, & Porche,
2003).

Additionally, young men might accept girls’ jealousy because of their endorsement of the same
belief about themselves as predators (Tolman et al., 2003). Young women may not perceive their
monitoring behaviors as abusive but rather as a means to safeguard their relationships. Perhaps the
young women had a stronger orientation toward maintaining constant connection while the young
men were more focused on independence (Chung, 2005; Letendre, 2007). This would be consistent
with research on gender differences in adolescence and adulthood (Chodorow, 1978; Weisz, &
Black, 2002). Similarly, research suggests that young women may increase their use of psychologi-
cal abuse as teens because of their awareness that there are increasing physical differences between
them and young men (Sears et al., 2007). In addition, as the less valued gender group, they may have
been trained to hide their own wants and needs, resulting in attempts to gain power through indirect
or psychological aggression (Letendre, 2007).

Prevention workers are concerned about jealousy as a risk factor for other forms of abuse (Glass,
Fredland, Campbell, Yonas, Sharps, & Kub, 2003). Jealousy can lead to excessive power and control
behaviors that border on stalking. However, teens in this study, as well as others (Fredland, Camp-
bell, Yonas, Sharps, & Kub, 2005), seemed to view jealousy as normal or a positive sign of love
(Chung, 2005) and were often “matter-of-fact” when jealousy led to other abuses in dating relation-
ships (Fredland et al., 2005; Toscano, 2013). In addition, teens, especially girls, might view the qual-
ity of their romantic relationships as a reflection of their self-worth and might want to portray the
relationship in a positive light no matter how jealous and controlling their partners’ behaviors might
be (Chung, 2007; Toscano, 2013). Therefore, SIT behaviors resulting from jealousy had to be
extreme before these teens viewed them as threatening or serious.

Our findings suggest that social networking might offer a new form of public scrutiny. When
teens present the details of their romantic relationships on social networking sites, there are some
potential opportunities for public support as well as opportunities for abuse. A potential asset may
be that if teens reveal details of abuse or power and control, others will become aware and may
intervene, decreasing the social isolation that often accompanies partner abuse (Klein, 2004).
However, this opportunity only exists if teens are honest in displaying dating problems on social
networking sites.

Teens tend to enter into and exit out of romantic relationships frequently (Meier & Allen, 2009).
Although our focus group participants deemed sexting and password sharing/account access as
appropriate within the bounds of a romantic relationship, the ever changing nature of teen dating
relationships does not lend itself to any sort of safety or security when one engages in these beha-
viors. Teen dating relationships can end quickly and sometimes with drama. If teens possess incri-
minating pictures, or have access to their former partners’ accounts, psychological harm may ensue
and consequences may exponentially multiply due to the viral nature of SITs.
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Limitations

Despite the merits of our study, it suffers from a number of limitations. First, it is possible that indi-
viduals self-selected into our sample. However, they were not told the group would focus on SIT
abuse specifically, so their attendance would not have been influenced by their interest or experi-
ences with this subject but rather with TDV and relationships in general. Greater attendance or more
focus groups would have enabled us to obtain a wider range of opinions. Our sample size was quite
small, and thus we may not have reached saturation in our data. In addition, while group interviews
allow teens to stimulate each other’s thoughts to identify and discuss important issues, individual
interviews might enable them to share deeper vulnerabilities and avoid posturing or other aspects
of social desirability that may be inherent in a group of one’s peers.

Future Directions and Practice Implications

Future work might more fully examine gender implications of the boundaries that teens draw around
SIT behaviors in dating relationships. In addition, future work might examine group differences
within gender. For example, it may be possible that SIT behaviors vary by race/ethnicity, class, age,
sexual orientation, and other demographic characteristics. The results of our study indicate that teens
generally minimize the seriousness of SIT abuse. Future research should include teens’ conceptua-
lizations and definitions of SIT abuse in order to inform measure development, build theory, and
guide prevention programming. Our study’s finding that teens, particularly young women, find pass-
word sharing and spying/monitoring acceptable has implications for prevention work in this area.
Prevention programming that deconstructs unhealthy/unsafe beliefs about the acceptability of these
types of SIT behaviors may protect teens, especially young women, from perpetrating or being vic-
timized by SIT abuse and its associated risks.

Conclusion

Our study focuses on the increasingly important role of socially interactive technologies in dating
relationships and the potential for these technologies to be a medium for perpetrating abuse. There-
fore, our study has the potential to help concerned adults and other practitioners to engage in mean-
ingful discussions with teens about this important arena in their lives. Adults will be able to reach
teens more effectively if they understand gender differences in teens’ views on SIT use in dating, and
adults can be alerted to the ways that teens often minimize the seriousness of SIT-based power and
control behaviors in dating relationships.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/or publi-
cation of this article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

References

Archer, J. (2000). Sex differences in aggression between heterosexual partners: A meta-analytic review.
Psychological Bulletin, 126, 651-680. doi:10.1037//0033-2909.126.5.651

Associated Press & MTV. (2011, August 18-31). AP-MTV Digital abuse study, executive summary. Retrieved
October 8, 2013 from http://www.athinline.org/pdfs’sMTVAP_2011_Research_Study-Exec_Summary.pdf

Baker, C., & Helm, S. (2010). Pacific youth and shifting thresholds: Understanding teen dating violence in
Hawaii. Journal of School Violence, 9, 154—173. doi:10.1080/15388220903585879

Downloaded from aff.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on March 5, 2016


http://www.athinline.org/pdfs/MTVAP_2011_Research_Study-Exec_Summary.pdf
http://aff.sagepub.com/

Lucero et al. 489

Black, B. M., Peterson, B. L., Weisz, A. N., Kernsmith, P. D., Lewandowski, L. A., & Hedge, K. K. (2009).
Definitions of Violence: African American and Iraqi American adolescents’ perceptions. International
Journal of Adolescence and Youth, 14, 313-331.

Black, B., & Weisz, A. (2003). Dating violence: Help-seeking behaviors of African American middle schoolers.
Violence Against Women, 9, 187-206. doi:10.1177/1077801202239005

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2012). National center for injury prevention and control, division
of violence prevention, Retrieved from http://www.cdc.gov/Violence Prevention/intimatepartnerviolence/
teen_dating_violence.html

Chodorow, N. (1978). The reproduction of mothering: Psychoanalysis and the sociology of gender. Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press.

Chung, D. (2005). Violence, control, romance and gender equality: Young women and heterosexual relation-
ships. Women'’s Studies International Forum, 28, 445-455. doi:10.1016/j.wsif.2005.09.005

Chung, D. (2007). Making meaning of relationships: Young women’s experiences and understandings of dating
violence. Violence Against Women, 13, 1274-1295. doi:10.1177/1077801207310433

Collins, V. E., & Carmody, D. C. (2011). Deadly love: Images of dating violence in the ‘‘Twilight Saga’’.
Affilia, 26, 382-394. doi:10.1177/0886109911428425

David-Ferdon, C., & Hertz, M. F. (2007). Electronic media, violence, and adolescents: An emerging public
health problem. Journal of Adolescent Health, 41, S1-S5. doi:10.1016/j.jadohealth.2007.08.020

Draucker, C. B., & Martsolf, D. S. (2010). The role of electronic communication technology in adolescent dat-
ing violence. Journal of Child and Adolescent Psychiatric Nursing, 23, 133—142. doi:10.1111/.1744-6171.
2010.00235.x

Feldman, R. B., & Gowen, L. K. (1998). Conflict negotiation tactics in romantic relationships in high school
students. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 27, 691-717.

Foshee, V. A., McNaughton, H. L., Ennett, S. T., Suchindran, C., Mathias, J. P., Karriker-Jaffe, K. J., Bauman, K.
E., & Benefield, T. S. (2011). Risk and protective factors distinguishing profiles of adolescent peer and dating
violence perpetration. Journal of Adolescent Health, 48, 344-350. doi:10.1016/j.jadohealth.2010.07.030

Fredland, N., Campbell, J., Yonas, M., Sharps, P., & Kub, J. (2005). The meaning of dating violence in the lives
of middle school adolescents: A report of a focus group study. Journal of School Violence, 4, 95-114. doi:
10.1300/J202v04n02_06

Glass, N., Fredland, N., Campbell, J., Yonas, M., Sharps, P., & Kub, J. (2003). Adolescent dating violence:
Prevalence, risk factors, health outcomes, and implications for clinical practice. Journal of Obstetric, Gyne-
cologic, and Neonatal Nursing, 32, 227-238. doi:10.1177/0884217503252033

Hoff, D. L., & Mitchell, S. N. (2009). Cyberbullying: Causes, effects, and remedies. Journal Of Educational
Administration, 47, 652—665. doi:10.1108/09578230910981107

Hokoda, A., Del Campo, M., & Ulloa, E. C. (2012). Age and gender differences in teen relationship violence.
Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 21, 351-364. doi:10.1080/10926771.2012.659799

Holfeld, B., & Grabe, M. (2012). An examination of the history, prevalence, characteristics, and reporting of
cyberbullying in the United States. In Q. Li, D. Cross, & P. K. Smith (Eds.), Cyberbullying in the global
playground: Research from international perspectives (pp. 117-142). Oxford, UK: Wiley-Blackwell. doi:
10.1002/9781119954484.ch7

Hyde, J. S. (2005). The gender similarities hypothesis. American Psychologist, 60, 581-592. doi:10.1037/0003-
066X.60.6.581

Ismail, F., Berman, H., & Ward-Griffin, C. (2007). Dating violence and the health of young women: A feminist
narrative study. Health Care for Women International, 28, 453—477. doi:10.1080/07399330701226438

Is this Abuse? (2012). Love is respect. Retrieved from http://loveisrespect.org.html

Klein, R. (2004). Sickening relationships: Gender-based violence, women’s health, and the role of informal
third parties. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 21, 149-165. doi:10.1177/0265407504039842

Lenhart, A. (2012). Teens, smartphones, & texting. Pew Research Center. Retrieved from http://pewinternet.
org/Reports/2012/Teens-and-smartphones.aspx

Downloaded from aff.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on March 5, 2016


http://www.cdc.gov/Violence Prevention/intimatepartnerviolence/teen_dating_violence.html
http://www.cdc.gov/Violence Prevention/intimatepartnerviolence/teen_dating_violence.html
http://loveisrespect.org.html
http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2012/Teens-and-smartphones.aspx
http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2012/Teens-and-smartphones.aspx
http://aff.sagepub.com/

490 Affilia: Journal of Women and Social Work 29(4)

Lenhart, A., Madden, M., Rankin Macgill, A., & Smith, A. (2007). Teens and social media. Pew Internet & Amer-
ican Life Project. Retrieved from http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2007/Teens-and-Social-Media.aspx
Letendre, J. (2007). “Sugar and spice but not always nice”: Gender socialization and its impact on development
and maintenance of aggression in adolescent girls. Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal, 24, 353-368.

doi:10.1007/s10560-007-0088-7

Meier, A., & Allen, G. (2009). Romantic relationships from adolescence to young adulthood: Evidence from the
national longitudinal study of adolescent health. The Sociological Quarterly, 50, 308-335. doi:10.1111/j.
1533-8525.2009.01142.x

Miller, J. (2008). Getting played: African American Girls, urban inequality, and gendered violence. New Y ork,
NY: New York University Press.

Mishna, F., Cook, C., Saini, M., Wu, M. J., & MacFadden, R. (2011). Interventions to prevent and reduce cyber
abuse of youth: A systematic review. Research on Social Work Practice, 21, 5-14. doi:10.1177/
1049731509351988

Orpinas, P., Nahapetyan, L., Song, X., McNicholas, C., & Reeves, P. M. (2012). Psychological dating violence
perpetration and victimization: Trajectories from middle to high school. Aggressive Behavior, 38, 510-520.
doi:10.1002/ab.21441

Perry, D. G., & Pauletti, R. E. (2011). Gender and adolescent development. Journal of Research on Adoles-
cence, 21, 61-74. doi:10.1111/j.1532-7795.2010.00715.x

Picard, P. (2007). Tech abuse in teen relationships. Chicago, IL: Teen Research Unlimited. Retreived from
http://www .loveisrespect.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/03/liz-claiborne-2007-tech-relationship-abuse.pdf

Pierce, T. (2009). Social anxiety and technology: Face-to-face communication versus technological com-
munication among teens. Computers in Human Behavior, 25, 1367-1372. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2009.06.
003

Prospero, M. (2007). Young adolescent boys and dating violence: The beginning of patriarchal terrorism?
Affilia, 22, 271-280. doi:10.1177/0886109907302259

Sears, H. A., Byers, E. S., & Price, E. L. (2007). The co-occurrence of adolescent boys’ and girls’ use of
psychologically, physically, and sexually abusive behaviours in their dating relationships. Journal of Ado-
lescence, 30, 487-504. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2006.05.002

Stith, S. M., Smith, D. B., Penn, C. E., Ward, D. B., & Tritt, D. (2004). Intimate partner physical abuse perpe-
tration and victimization risk factors: A meta-analytic review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 10, 65-98.
doi:10.1016/j.avb.2003.09.001

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory procedures and techniques.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Teten, A. L., Ball, B., Valle, L. A., Noonan, R., & Rosenbluth, B. (2009). Considerations for the definition,
measurement, consequences, and prevention of dating violence victimization among adolescent girls.
Journal of Women’s Health, 18, 923-927. doi:10.1089=jwh.2009.1515

Tolman, D. L., Spencer, R., Rosen-Reynoso, M., & Porche, M. V. (2003). Sowing the seeds of violence in
heterosexual relationships: Early adolescents narrate compulsory heterosexuality. Journal of Social Issues,
59, 159-178. doi:10.1111/1540-4560.t01-1-00010

Toscano, S. E. (2013). “My situation wasn’t that unique”: The experience of teens in abusive relationships.
Journal of Pediatric Nursing, 59, 159—178. doi:10.1016/j.pedn.2013.08.004

Weisz, A. N., & Black, B. M. (2002). Gender and moral reasoning: African American youth respond to dating
dilemmas. Human Behavior in the Social Environment, 5, 35-52. d0i:10.1300/J137v05n01_03

Weisz, A. N., & Black, B. M. (2009). Programs to reduce teen dating violence and sexual assault: Perspectives
on what works. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Young, A. M., Grey, M., & Boyd, C. J. (2009). Adolescents’ experiences of sexual assault by peers: Prevalence
and nature of victimization occurring within and outside of school. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 38,
1072-1083. doi:10.1007/s10964-008-9363-y

Downloaded from aff.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on March 5, 2016


http://www.pewinternet.org/Reports/2007/Teens&dash;and&dash;Social&dash;Media.aspx
http://www.loveisrespect.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/03/liz-claiborne-2007-tech-relationship-abuse.pdf
http://aff.sagepub.com/

Lucero et al. 491

Zweig, J. M., Dank, M., Yahner, J., & Lackman, P. (2013). The rate of cyber dating abuse among teens and how
it relates to other forms of teen dating violence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 42, 1063—1077. doi:10.
1007/s10964-013-9922-8

Author Biographies

Jessica L. Lucero is an Assistant Professor of Social Work at Utah State University. Her research focuses on
intimate partner violence, teen dating violence, marriage and fertility, and neighborhood effects.

Arlene N. Weisz is a Professor at the School of Social Work, Wayne State University, in Detroit, where she has
been on the faculty since 1995. Her research focus is on domestic violence and teen dating violence and sexual
assault prevention programming.

Joanne Smith-Darden is an Assistant Professor of Research at Wayne State University’s School of Social
Work. Recently her work has focused on the evolution and prevention of teen dating violence as well as the
role that technology and social media plays in understanding perpetration of teen dating violence.

Steven M. Lucero is a Psychologist at Counseling and Psychological Services at Utah State University. His
research centers on how people use religion and spirituality in coping with major life events and integrating
religion and spirituality in treatment.

Downloaded from aff.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on March 5, 2016


http://aff.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


