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Self-objectification has been shown to be harmful to women, yet little research has examined the
underlying mechanisms that drive women to self-objectify. Theorists have suggested that women
self-objectify because of continual exposure to sexual objectification in society. However, how
this occurs is unclear. System justification processes could be why women internalize gendered
status differences and self-objectify. In two studies, system justification processes were
experimentally manipulated by exposing participants to a system threat and then measuring
participants’ self-objectification. If system justification processes are one reason why women
self-objectify, then women (but not men) should self-objectify more after exposure to a system
threat than after exposure to other forms of threat. In Experiment 1, we find partial support for
the prediction that exposure to a system threat results in increased self-objectification among
women when compared with a control condition. This was not the case for men as there were no
differences between conditions on any of the self-objectification measures. Additionally, being
exposed to another type of threat did not result in increased self-objectification for women or
men. Findings from Experiment 2 were consistent with findings from Experiment 1, as women
exposed to a system threat self-objectified more than women exposed to a control condition and
to a no threat condition. There was also some evidence that this relation between system threat
and self-objectification is mediated by benevolent sexism and that it is not mediated by hostile
sexism. In addition, the relation does not seem to be moderated by social dominance orientation.
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1

Introduction

Walking down the street, you might encounter a woman wearing a t-shirt labelled “Porn
Star” or see women twerking at clubs. Why do some women self-objectify like this and is such
behaviour even a problem? Research has shown that self-objectification—consistently selfmonitoring to appear attractive and sexually appealing because you see yourself as an object to
be evaluated—is a problem. In fact, there are several negative health consequences associated
with self-objectification among women, such as increased disordered eating (Calogero, Davis, &
Thompson, 2005; Hurt et al., 2007), sexual dysfunction (Calogero & Thompson, 2009), body
shame, and decreased feelings of well-being (Calogero, 2009; Hurt et al., 2007). Women also
perceive themselves as less competent when they self-objectify (Gapinski, Brownell, &
LaFrance, 2003; Loughnan et al., 2010) and perform less competently on cognitive tasks
(Fredrickson, Roberts, Noll, Quinn, & Twenge, 1998; Quinn, Kallen, Twenge, & Fredrickson,
2006; Hebl, King, & Lin, 2004). In addition, seeing sexually objectified women (e.g., women
wearing revealing clothing) leads both men (Rudman & Borgida, 1995) and women to perceive
sexually objectified women as less competent in masculine domains such as leadership (Glick,
Larsen, Johnson, & Branstiter, 2005). Further, seeing objectified women leads people to perceive
women as less human (Bernard, Gervais, Allen, Campomizzi, & Klein, 2012). Therefore, the
important question becomes, why do some women self-objectify despite so many disadvantages
associated with doing so?
The dominant argument is that women self-objectify because of the almost constant
exposure to sexual objectification in society (Bartky, 1990; Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997).
Sexual objectification is one form of sexism that reduces women to a collection of body parts
that solely exist for the use and pleasure of others. However, the process through which women
internalize this sexual objectification is unclear. It may be that system justification, which is the
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process by which individuals legitimize existing social arrangements, even at the expense of
personal and group interest, can explain why women internalize sexual objectification and
ultimately self-objectify (Calogero & Jost, 2011; Jost & Banaji, 1994).
Women should engage in system justifying processes in order to legitimize their lower
status in the social order relative to men because, at some level, women want to see the social
order as fair. Women can system justify by accepting and conforming to benevolently sexist
ideologies that place women in a subservient position to men and reward women for conforming
to feminine gender roles (Glick & Fiske, 2001; Jackman, 1994; Jost & Kay, 2005). Given that
one aspect of the feminine gender role is the embodiment of feminine beauty ideals (e.g., Forbes,
Collinsworth, Jobe, Braun, & Wise, 2007; Mahalik et al., 2005; Shepherd et al., 2011), women
could engage in system justifying processes by self-objectifying in an attempt to conform to
feminine beauty ideals. Therefore, the goal of my research is to expand our limited
understanding of how women’s self-objectified behaviour arises and, specifically, to provide
evidence that it arises, in part, from motives to reinforce one’s status in the social order.
1.1

Understanding Women’s Self-Objectification
In the next sections of the introduction, I outline the previous theory and findings related

to self-objectification. Specifically, I will outline the role of sexism, the sexual objectification of
women in society, and how women are thought to respond to being sexually objectified within
society.
1.1.1

Sexism
Sexism can take many forms, such as traditional gender role stereotypes, demeaning

comments, and sexual objectification (Calogero & Jost, 2011). Although sexism is typically seen
as negative stereotypes and treatment of women, it actually encompasses a much broader scope.
Some researchers have conceptualized sexism as a multidimensional construct that encompasses
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both hostile and benevolent attitudes toward women (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Glick & Fiske, 2001;
Glick et al., 2000). Hostile sexism includes antipathy toward, and negative stereotypes about,
women. Whereas benevolent sexism includes overall positive views of women and also depicts
women as occupying stereotypically restricted roles. Although both forms of sexism are harmful,
benevolent sexism can lead women to accept sexism because it appears positive (e.g., women
should be cherished). For instance, in one study, it was reported that exposing women to the
stereotype that women are communal increases women’s satisfaction with gender relations in
their society and with their society as a whole (Jost & Kay, 2005). Thus, sexism has been
conceptualized to include both positive and negative stereotypes of women and these positive
stereotypes can lead women to accept sexism.
One of the most effective ways to maintain dominance is to use stereotypes to legitimize
another groups’ lower status (Fiske, 1993). For example, when looking at gender roles, sexist
stereotypes that characterize women as less agentic, more communal, and better suited for
domestic roles both describe and prescribe women’s behaviour. Further, stereotypes can take
complementary forms that portray the different gender roles in society as complementary but
equal (Jost & Kay, 2005; Kay, Jost, & Young, 2005). Thus, each gender possesses specific
strengths and weaknesses that are balanced by the other gender. For example, women are
stereotyped as warmer but less competent and less powerful than men (Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, &
Glick, 1999). This effectively limits women’s ability to achieve more status and power because
this stereotype discourages others from accepting that women can achieve these things, and it
also discourages women from believing that they can achieve these things.
1.1.2

Sexual Objectification
The sexual objectification of women can be thought of as a specific form of gender

stereotyping—women are thought of and portrayed as sexual objects (Calogero, 2013b). From
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television advertisements to inappropriate comments and leering, the sexual objectification of
women in western culture is a ubiquitous phenomenon. Sexual objectification often occurs in
two ways. The first way is through actual social encounters with others and this type of
objectification may take several forms such as catcalls, ogling, and sexual comments. The second
way sexual objectification occurs is through exposure to media that focuses on women’s bodies
and body parts (Calogero, Tantleff-Dunn, & Thompson, 2011).
One reason that women have been stereotyped as sexual objects may be because thinking
of women as sexual objects removes women’s agency and competence (Cikara et al., 2011;
Heflick & Goldenberg, 2009), thus positioning women as less threatening to men (Henly, 1977;
Bartky, 1990). Further, men are positioned so that they can evaluate women as sexual objects
because men have more status and power than women (Kaschak, 1992), which ultimately
reinforces women’s subordinate status. In addition, stereotyping women as sexual objects
effectively limits women’s ability to achieve status and power because it reduces men’s
perceptions of women’s competence (Loughnan et al., 2010). It also limits women from
achieving power and status because women are constantly monitoring themselves and perceiving
themselves as less competent (Hebl et al., 2004; Quinn, Kallen, Twenge, et al., 2006).1 Taken
together, stereotypes of women as sexual objects can maintain inequalities between men and
women and reinforce men’s dominant position.
1.1.3

Self-Objectification and Self-Sexualization
Objectification theory posits that these regular encounters of sexual objectification lead

women to self-objectify (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997). Specifically, when women are sexually

1

It is not always men objectifying women, women do objectify men in some cases (e.g., Gervais, Vescio, & Allen,
2012), but this can contribute to women viewing the system as more fair. In addition, there are fewer consequences
of objectification for men because men’s roles are less dependent on their attractiveness (Calogero, 2013b).
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objectified, that is, treated as a body to be used by others, women internalize this and in turn treat
themselves as simply a body to be evaluated. It is thought that women see themselves the way
men see them (Bartky, 1990; Berger, 1972). In addition, women see other women through the
eyes of men, which means that women compare other women using the societal standards of
feminine beauty.2 Thus, a woman’s self-objectification tendencies are thought to be caused by
the widespread sexual objectification of women in society.
A recent line of research posits that the objectification of women also leads some women
to self-sexualize (Liss, Erchull, & Ramsey, 2011; Nowatski & Morry, 2009; Smolak, Murnen, &
Meyers, 2014). Self-sexualization is a more extreme form of self-objectification that is focused
on appearing as sexy as possible (APA, 2007). When women self-sexualize they find
appearance-based sexual attention from men to be positive and rewarding (Liss et al., 2011).
Women can self-sexualize in many ways such as by wearing revealing clothing (Nowatzki &
Morry, 2009), engaging in sexual self-exhibition and body exposure such as taking and sharing
nude selfies, and engaging in hyper-sexualized lifestyle choices such as taking part in hookup
culture (Choi & DeLong, 2019). Self-sexualization is related to many of the same negative
outcomes that self-objectification is related to, such as an increase in body shame and body
surveillance (Liss et al., 2011). Further, self-sexualization is related to the acceptance of
traditional attitudes about men and women and the acceptance of the gender status quo (Erchull
& Liss, 2013). Thus, self-sexualization is similar to, and just as harmful as, self-objectification.

2

It must be noted though that women do not objectify other women as much as men objectify women (Strelan &
Hargreaves, 2005). Further, women react more negatively to being objectified by men than being objectified by
women (Calogero, 2004; Saguy et al., 2010).
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1.1.3.1 What are the Causes of Self-Objectification and Self-Sexualization?
In trying to understand the causes of self-objectification and self-sexualization, previous
research, grounded in objectification theory (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997), has focused on
specific situational antecedents to self-objectification, such as exposing women to appearancerelated commentary (Calogero, Herbozo, & Thompson, 2009), exposing them to bathroom scales
and full-length mirrors (Tiggemann & Boundy, 2008), and promising future interactions with a
male peer (Calogero, 2004; see Kahalon, Schnabel, & Becker, 2018 for a review of experimental
studies on state self-objectification). In these studies, women who were presented with these
specific situations reported higher levels of self-objectification in comparison with women in a
control condition who were not presented with these situations. Although this past research has
uncovered how specific antecedents are related to self-objectification, the literature has lacked a
focus on why women self-objectify. That is, within objectification theory, there is no explanation
as to how women come to view themselves as objects and act in objectified ways other than
stating that regular encounters of sexual objectification are the cause. I consider this explanation
to be incomplete.
I propose that system justification theory can explain how women internalize sexual
objectification. System justification is the psychological process by which individuals legitimize
existing social arrangements, even at the expense of personal and group interest (Jost & Banaji,
1994). Individuals legitimize existing social arrangements because people have a need to believe
that the current system is fair, legitimate, and that things are the way they are for a reason (Jost &
Banaji, 1994; Jost, Banaji, & Nosek, 2004). Therefore, some women may have internalized their
subordinate status so that acting in line with prescribed gender roles by self-objectifying to
attract and maintain men’s approval is “natural” and even desirable.
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It is important to consider that system justification is not the only motive for women to
engage in self-objectification and self-sexualization. There could be other motivators, such as
experiencing rewards for engaging in this behaviour. These rewards could lead women to feel
empowered when they objectify themselves. Specifically, men may reward women who engage
in self-objectification, perhaps by providing resources to them. In addition, women who do not
self-objectify may face punishments in the form of social rejection or other hostile acts because
they are not acting according to prescribed stereotypes (Fiske, 1993). Therefore, some women
may come to see that self-objectifying results in rewards from men and may feel like selfobjectification leads to being able to control resources, which gives women a sense of power
(Moffitt & Szymanski, 2011). However, because this power is contingent on men relinquishing
control of some resources, it is not a secure way to obtain power. Women may be cognizant that
this power is insecure and can be easily taken away considering the finding that women who
believe that self-objectification leads to rewards for women experience more body shame after
receiving a compliment from men (Tiggemann & Boundy, 2008). These feelings of shame are
likely a sign of how these women see their body and remind them to be vigilant about how their
body appears at all times. Therefore, the negative effects of self-objectification seem to outweigh
any rewards that women may experience.
In the next section, I outline research on system justification theory and describe how this
theory can explain why members of disadvantaged groups act in ways that justify the status quo.
1.2

System Justification
System justification theory holds that there is a general, nonconscious, system

justification motive to defend and justify the existing social order (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost &
Hunyady, 2002; Jost et al., 2004). That is, the system justification motive leads individuals to
rationalize the way things are in order to perceive existing social arrangements as fair, legitimate,
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and almost inevitable. Thus, this system justification motive leads individuals to try to maintain
or even enhance the legitimacy and stability of existing social arrangements (Jost & Banaji,
1994). The system justification motive is invoked because people want to hold favourable
attitudes about themselves, their own groups, and the social arrangements that affect them (Jost
et al., 2004). Therefore, existing social arrangements are maintained by dominant group
members through their in-group favouritism and outgroup derogation, as well as by subordinate
group members through their complicit behaviour and outgroup favouritism (Jost et al., 2004).
Given that most research examining system justification has been conducted in the
United States of America conclusions regarding the outcomes of the system justification motive
generally show that individuals are motivated to bolster systems that are unequal. However, this
should not always be the case. Existing social arrangements are bolstered regardless of whether
they are more or less unequal (Jost & Hunyady, 2005). Indeed, it was found that, system
justification was associated with preferring equality over equity when making decisions about
fairness for those in Hungary, compared with those living in America (van der Toorn, Berkics, &
Jost, 2010). Thus, in egalitarian systems, the system justification motive leads individuals to try
to bolster equality because that is what the current social order is like (Jost et al., 2004; Jost &
Hunyady, 2005).
1.3

System Justification Among High and Low Status Group Members
System justification has different social psychological effects for members of high and

low status groups (Jost & Hunyady, 2002). For members of high status groups, rationalizing the
status quo also means rationalizing their own position of advantage, which is consistent with the
expression of in-group favouritism. Motives for ego, group, and system justification are
consistent and complementary for members of high status groups (Jost, Burgess, & Mosso, 2001;
Jost, Pelham, & Carvallo, 2002). Thus, for members of high status groups, motives to perceive
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that you and your group are good are consistent with perceiving that the social system is
structured fairly to reward the worthy and punish the unworthy.
For members of low status groups, perceiving that the social system is structured fairly
leads to internalizing inequality (Jost, 2001). Specifically, low status group members are
accepting of blame or responsibility for being in a state of disadvantage (Jost Pelham & Carvallo,
2002; Nosek et al., 2002). Thus, for low status group members, motives for ego, group, and
system justification are often in conflict, meaning that perceiving the social system as fair is
inconsistent with motives to enhance individual or collective self-esteem (Jost & Burgess, 2001;
Jost, Kivetz, Rubini, Guermandi, & Mosso, 2002). Taken together, there are costs associated
with system justification for low status group members so why might they engage in system
justification?
1.3.1

System Justification Motives
Endorsing system justifying ideologies makes people feel better because people want to

believe that the world is controllable, fair, and just (Lerner & Miller, 1978; Major, 1994) and it
allows people to be more satisfied with their own situation and with the system as a whole
(Kleugel & Smith, 1986; Lane, 1962). Cognitive dissonance theory assumes that people are
motivated to resolve inconsistencies among their thoughts, feelings, and behaviours and to
provide justifications or rationalizations for their actions and experiences because individuals
will experience psychological discomfort when there are inconsistencies (Festinger, 1957). When
faced with instances of inequality, individuals should be motivated to rationalize and justify
these inequalities because of cognitive dissonance, which is experienced because they perceive
inequality but are not acting to fix or alter the inequalities they have perceived (Jost, Pelham,
Sheldon, & Sullivan, 2003; Jost & Hunyady, 2002). Thus, because individuals want to maintain
cognitive consistency and believe that the current system is fair, they rationalize inequalities.
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Another reason why individuals may engage in system justification is to cope.
Specifically, system justification can help individuals cope with unpleasant outcomes that seem
inevitable (Jost & Hunyady, 2002). This is because perceiving the social system as stable,
understandable, and predictable provides a stress-preventing function (Jost & Hunyady, 2002;
Janoff-Bulman, 1992; Kleugal & Smith, 1986). Further, system justification can also be viewed
as a coping resource that reduces stress via the primary appraisal process, by reducing
perceptions of some types of stress, and also via the secondary appraisal process, by fostering a
sense of control and hope (Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Finally, system
justification can be viewed as a coping response in regards to the stressors that arise from
perceiving unequal status between high and low status groups (Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Jost,
Pelham, Sheldon, & Sullivan, 2002). For example, an ideological rationalization may convince
those who are unsuccessful that they had a fair chance to succeed instead of perceiving that one
lacks control. Believing that people get what they deserve makes it easier for people to accept
that the inequalities that exist in the status quo are just and legitimate (Jost & Hunyady, 2002). In
support of this, poor people reported more positive emotions, less guilt, and greater satisfaction
when they felt responsible for their situation than when they made external (system-blame)
attributions for their poverty (Kleugel & Smith, 1986). Further, the more people believed that
work, ability, and motivation led to success, the more they reported being satisfied with their
economic situation, regardless of whether they were rich or poor (Jost et al., 2003). Therefore,
system justification makes people feel better about their own situation because it reduces
dissonance and uncertainty and allows individuals to cope.
Research has shown that rationalizing gender inequality through system-justifying beliefs
can increase life satisfaction (Napier et al., 2010). Research has also shown that exposure to
benevolent and complementary stereotypes, but not hostile stereotypes, increased women’s

11
support for unequal gender arrangements and for the social system overall (Jost & Kay, 2005).
Further, exposure to complementary and benevolently sexist statements increased women’s
levels of self-objectification, compared with women who read non-sexist statements or hostile
sexist statements (Calogero & Jost, 2011). For men, exposure to the same sexist statements
resulted in either no change or a decrease in their levels of self-objectification, compared with
men who did not read any sexist statements. In addition, evidence from a longitudinal study has
shown that women’s acceptance of benevolent sexism at the beginning of the study later
predicted their acceptance of more hostile sexism towards the end of the study—indicating that
benevolent sexism helps to legitimize gender inequality—and accepting benevolent sexism
makes it easier for other forms of sexism to become acceptable (Sibley, Overall, & Duckitt,
2007). Overall, previous research has found that exposure to complementary and benevolent
stereotypes are related to more system justifying thoughts (i.e., acceptance of traditional gender
arrangements and the social system).
1.3.2

Experimentally Inducing System Justification Motives
Research has shown that individuals are motivated to system justify under specific

circumstances (Kay & Friesen, 2011; Kay et al., 2009; Laurin, Shepherd, & Kay, 2010). Four
such circumstances have been recognized as motivating system justification: (a) system threat,
(b) system dependence, (c) system inescapability, and (d) low personal control (Kay & Friesen,
2011). Of particular importance to the current research are system threats, which are
manipulations that in some way jeopardize the individual’s system. A system threat manipulation
is the most common way to induce the system justification motive in the laboratory (Kay &
Friesen, 2011).
System threat and no system threat have been manipulated in the laboratory by exposing
participants to a (fictitious) news article that presents either a negative or positive review of a
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particular system, such as a country or university that either threatens or bolsters its legitimacy
(e.g., see Kay et al., 2005; Lau, Kay, & Spencer, 2008). For example, to manipulate system
threat, Kay et al. (2005) presented participants with an article either derogating or praising their
system. In the system threat condition, American participants were presented with an article that
criticized the United States (e.g., “many countries in the world are enjoying better social,
economic, and political conditions than the U.S.” p. 241). In the no system threat condition,
American participants were presented with an article that praised the United States (e.g.,
“compared with many countries in the world the social, economic, and political conditions in the
U.S. are relatively good” p. 242).
It is important to note that the term used to describe the latter condition (i.e., the no
system threat condition) differs between studies. Most studies use the term “no system threat
condition” (e.g., Kay et al., 2005; Kay et al., 2009; Lau et al., 2008) whereas some studies have
used the term “low system threat condition” (e.g., Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts,
2012) or the term “system affirmation condition” (e.g., Brescoll, Uhlmann, & Newman, 2013) to
refer to the same condition manipulation. Throughout the current research, the term “no system
threat” will be used because it is the most common term used for this condition in other studies.
If an individual’s system is threatened, then that individual should be motivated to justify
that system (Kay & Friesen, 2011; Kay et al., 2005). Because of this motivation, those in
disadvantaged groups should strive to preserve and accept the status quo by engaging in
psychological processes that will bolster the legitimacy of the sociopolitical system (Jost &
Banaji, 1994; Jost et al., 2004). These psychological processes can lead to applying stereotypes
to explain differences between groups, such as using stereotypes to explain differences between
low and high status group members, in order to bolster the legitimacy of the existing social order
(Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost et al., 2004).
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For example, after experiencing a threat to the system, individuals applied more
complementary stereotypes to poor and rich people than those who did not face threats to their
system (Kay et al., 2005). Even individuals in disadvantaged groups will adopt ideologies held
by groups who are more dominant in order to legitimize the existing social order. For example,
after facing a system threat, men and women reported more dislike for feminists (vs. nonfeminists; Yeung, Kay, & Peach, 2014), and women devalued a female business student more
(Kay et al. 2009) and defended gender stereotypes more (e.g., men are better than women at
business; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts, 2012) than those who were in the no system
threat condition. In addition, men and women were more likely to endorse gender essentialist
beliefs after facing a system threat (Brescoll et al., 2013), compared with those in a no system
threat condition, control condition, and a mortality salience condition. Thus, to uphold the
existing social order and to obtain psychological rewards, disadvantaged individuals, including
women, apply stereotypes and use stereotypical gender roles when judging others to legitimize
their place within the social order.
1.4

Goals of the Current Research
This current research will examine the antecedents of self-objectification. Understanding

the antecedents of self-objectification is critical because self-objectification limits women from
developing important skills and competencies (APA, 2007). The goals of the current research are
to examine if system justification is linked to self-objectification. An enormous amount of
research on self-objectification has been conducted since Fredrickson and Roberts (1997)
introduced objectification theory. However, the process by which women come to self-objectify
has not clearly been established (see Roberts, Calogero, & Gervais, 2018 for a review). Calogero
and Jost (2011) proposed that women’s self-objectification occurs because women are engaging
in system justification; however, they did not experimentally manipulate system justification.
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This is the first research that causally tests the theory that system justification processes are one
cause of women’s self-objectification.
Specifically, I will investigate if women self-objectify in an effort to legitimize the
current social order. If the existing social order is threatened, Western (and particularly
American) women should self-objectify in order to conform to gender roles and sexist ideologies
that justify unequal gender relations in society. This should occur because, when threatened,
people apply societal stereotypes when judging others (Jost et al., 2004; Kay et al., 2009;
Rudman et al., 2012). Specifically, research has shown that in response to a system threat,
women judge other women based on gender roles presumably in an effort to bolster the
legitimacy of the current social order (Kay et al., 2009; Rudman et al., 2012; Yeung et al., 2014).
However, it is currently unknown whether women would apply stereotypes to themselves and
plan to engage in behaviours that maintain gender roles after experiencing a system threat. If this
occurs, then this research will provide some evidence that self-objectified behaviour arises from
motives to reinforce one’s status in the social order.
I conducted two experiments with American Amazon Mechanical Turk samples. In
Study 1, I investigated if women self-objectify in response to a system threat but not in response
to any type of threat. And I investigated whether women, but not men, facing a system threat
objectified themselves more than those not facing a system threat. In Study 2, I investigated
whether, among women, the relation between system threat and self-objectification was
mediated by benevolent sexism endorsement (i.e., viewing women as weak and needing
protection, support, and adoration; Glick & Fiske, 1996) and if social dominance orientation
(people’s tendencies to prefer hierarchical groups; Pratto et al., 1994) moderated the relation
between the system threat condition (system threat vs. no threat) and self-objectification.
Recruitment was done using Americans on Mechanical Turk. Research has shown that
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Mechanical Turk samples are more demographically diverse than college samples and the data
are just as reliable (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). Therefore, recruiting from
Mechanical Turk allowed access to a large sample of people with a more diverse age range than
a college sample would allow. Recruitment was limited to Americans because, at the time the
data were collected, a large portion of people on Mechanical Turk were American with a smaller
number of people from many other countries (e.g., Canada, India, UK, Mexico). Without the
restriction to American participants the sample would be comprised of mostly participants from
America but also a small number of participants from multiple countries, which could introduce
problems with data interpretation.
An independent manipulation check study, described directly below, was conducted
before conducting Study 1 and Study 2.
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2

Independent Manipulation Check Study

Given that the goal of Study 1 was to examine if women self-objectify in response to a
system threat, which motivates system justification processes (Kay et al., 2005), it is important to
establish that they do not self-objectify in response to any type of threat (e.g., cognitive or socioevaluative threats). If women self-objectify after experiencing any type of threat, then this would
not be consistent with the idea that system justification motives are partly the cause of women’s
self-objectification. Therefore, an alternate threat condition was needed for Study 1. An
independent manipulation check study was conducted to test the efficacy of a control threat
condition, that is, a condition designed to induce feelings of threat but not any sense of system
threat. A separate study was conducted because participants may respond differently to later key
dependent measures if, directly after the manipulation, they completed a scale that has words
assessing feelings of threat.
In the manipulation check study, there were four conditions: system threat, no system
threat, socio-evaluative threat, and a control condition. To manipulate system threat, participants
read an excerpt designed to threaten their belief in the legitimacy of the federal system, offering
the opinion that the social, economic, and political climate is worsening. In the no system threat
condition, the excerpt described the social, economic, and political climate as relatively stable
and positive. In the control condition, participants read an excerpt about English gardens. For the
(non-system) threat condition, a cognitive socio-evaluative threat wherein participants complete
a difficult test and are explicitly told that their scores are being compared to other test-takers’
scores was used. Poor performance on a test that is being evaluated and for which one’s
performance is being compared to others is a form of socio-evaluative threat because intelligence
and competence are core self-identity aspects to most people (e.g., Crocker & Wolfe, 2001;
Leary & Baumeister, 2000; see Dickerson & Kemeny, 2004 for a meta-analysis). Indeed, a meta-
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analysis revealed that participants have the highest levels of cortisol, stress, and negative affect
after experiencing a socio-evaluative threat, compared with other forms of threat (e.g., watching
an upsetting video, thinking about a negative event that has occurred or that may occur in the
future, etc.), and with a control condition (Dickerson & Kemeny, 2004).
To create a successful (non-system) threat condition, participants should report feeling
more threatened after the system threat and verbal threat manipulations (which should not differ),
compared with the control and no threat manipulations. Given that system justification motives
are theorized to be driven by feelings of threat and that the system threat manipulation was
designed to create these feelings of threat, surprisingly, there is little research on how people feel
after the system threat manipulation. There are currently only four published papers that report
measuring some form of affect after the system threat manipulation (Brescoll et al., 2013;
Cutwright et al., 2011; Kay et al., 2005; van der Toorn, Nail, Liviatan, & Jost, 2014). In four of
the studies, after reading the system threat versus no threat conditions there was no difference in
participants’ feelings of positive or negative affect (Brescoll et al., 2013; Cutwright et al., 2011;
Kay et al., 2005; van der Toorn et al., 2014). Brescoll et al., found a significant difference
between the system threat, no threat, and control conditions on feelings of uncertainty (i.e., a
scale that consists of only three items “uneasy,” “uncomfortable,” and “bothered”), with those
who read the system threat passage feeling more uncertainty than those who read the no threat,
and control passages. Unfortunately, no previous research has directly tested the effect of the
system threat manipulation on feelings of threat. Therefore, this was the focus of the
manipulation check study.
In the manipulation check study, I also wanted to explore how the manipulations might
affect levels of system justification. No predictions are made for the effect of condition on levels
of system justification.
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2.1
2.1.1

Method
Participants
American participants were recruited online through Amazon Mechanical Turk and were

required to be fluent in English and at least 18 years old. One hundred and forty-eight
participants (75 men and 73 women) completed the study and they ranged in age from 22 to 68
years (M = 38.13, SD = 11.36). Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions:
(a) control (n = 39); (b) system threat (n = 35); (c) no threat (n = 37); and (d) verbal threat (n =
37). An a priori power analysis indicated that if a conservative effect size of f = 0.24, based on
previous studies (see Table 1), an alpha level of 0.05, and an expected power of 0.80 were used,
then 140 participants were needed. The majority of participants were White (73%) with Black
(12%), East Asian/Southeast Asian (7%), and Latin (3)% being the next largest groups.
2.1.2

Procedure3
Data collection occurred in January 2018. Participants were provided with a link on

Mechanical Turk’s website that took them to the survey, which was developed using Qualtrics.
Participants were told that we sought to examine how reading comprehension is related to
attitude differences (see Appendix A). After giving consent (see Appendix B), participants were
randomly assigned to one of four possible conditions: control, system threat, no threat, and
verbal threat (see Appendix C, Appendix D, Appendix E, Appendix F, respectively). In order to

3

Piloting was conducted to see: (1) if the cover story was believable or if anything seemed odd; (2) if people found
the instructions clear and easy to follow; (3) if the manipulations were interpreted correctly; (4) if people understand
how to answer the reading comprehension questions and to ensure the questions were not too difficult; (5) to
understand the order of the scales; and (6) to test possible feelings after threat tasks. The manipulations used in
piloting were identical to the ones used in the study but participants completed either shortened versions or full
versions of the scales depending on the stage of piloting. A fill in the blank task with threat words was originally
used to measure feelings of threat. Using a fill in the blank task was based on similar tasks that have been used as
manipulation checks (e.g., Arndt, Greenberg, Solomon, Pyszczynski, & Simon, 1997). However, piloting revealed
that completing the word completion task led participants to feel more anxious. Thus, we used a scale assessing
threat with a Likert response style in the study.
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ensure that participants read the manipulation and to ensure that the cover story was believable,
participants answered three fairly easy “reading comprehension” questions following the system
threat, no system threat, and control manipulations. In the verbal threat condition, participants
answered eight difficult verbal questions. Each manipulation is represented below and a sample
“reading comprehension” question is provided.
In the control condition, participants read a short paragraph on contemporary gardening.
Specifically, participants read the following passage:
The contemporary landscaping style, or modern garden, draws from all influences. Less
romantic or spiritual than the classic styles, modern gardens are a design oriented style, in
which nature and plants typically occupy second place. Materials and ornaments, made of
stone, bricks, wood and even metal, occupy the centerstage here. Trees, bushes, and flowers
are used as decorations. Contemporary gardens are often created as an extension of the
house, like an outside room. As such, they are typically enclosed by walls.
Participants responded to three multiple choice reading comprehension questions, such as:
1. The author argues that contemporary gardens
a. Are not popular
b. Are often enclosed by walls
c. Originated in China
d. Originated in Greece
Using the exact manipulation used in previous research (Cutright et al., 2011; Kay et al.,
2005), in the no system threat condition, participants read a short excerpt that describes the
social, economic, and political climate in the US as relatively stable and positive. Specifically,
participants read the following passage:
These days, despite the difficulties the nation is facing, many people in the United States
feel that the nation is in better shape relative to the past. Many citizens feel that the country
is relatively stable in terms of social, economic, and political factors. They feel that the
United States is becoming more significant in the world, and often plays a role when global
issues are at hand. . . . It seems that compared with many countries in the world the social,
economic, and political conditions in the United States are relatively good. Very few
Americans express a willingness to leave the United States and emigrate to other nations.
Participants responded to three multiple choice reading comprehension questions, such as:
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1. Which of the following statements would the author most likely agree with?
a) Many Americans feel that the United States is relatively stable in terms of
environmental sustainability.
b) Many Americans feel that the United States has reached a low point in terms of
environmental sustainability.
c) Many Americans feel proud of the nation’s condition in terms of social,
economic, and political factors.
d) Many Americans do not feel proud of the nation’s condition in terms of social,
economic, and political factors.
Using the exact manipulation used in previous research (Cutright et al., 2011; Kay et al.,
2005), in the system threat condition, participants read a short excerpt supposedly written by an
American journalist who derogates their country by saying that the social, economic, and
political climate is worsening. Specifically, participants read the following passage:
These days, many people in the United States feel disappointed with the nation’s condition.
Many citizens feel that the country has reached a low point in terms of social, economic,
and political factors. They feel that the United States is becoming less significant in the
world, and is often ignored when global issues are at hand. . . . It seems that many countries
in the world are enjoying better social, economic, and political conditions than the United
States. More and more Americans express a willingness to leave the United States and
emigrate to other nations.
Participants responded to three multiple choice reading comprehension questions, such as:
1. Which of the following statements would the author most likely agree with?
a) Many Americans feel that the United States is relatively stable in terms of
environmental sustainability.
b) Many Americans feel that the United States has reached a low point in terms of
environmental sustainability.
c) Many Americans feel proud of the nation’s condition in terms of social,
economic, and political factors.
d) Many Americans do not feel proud of the nation’s condition in terms of social,
economic, and political factors.
In the verbal threat condition, participants were given eight difficult verbal questions to
answer within six minutes. Difficult reading comprehension questions were chosen as the socioevaluative threat as they have been shown to lead to increased negative affect and stress (e.g.,
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Lehman et al., 2008; Strickhouser & Zell, 2015) and because the task of answering reading
comprehension questions provides a close match to the other manipulations. To ensure that the
verbal task was threatening, the material and questions were much more difficult than what is
presented in the system threat, no threat, and control conditions and followed the protocols of
previous research using a similar threat (Lehman et al., 2008; Strickhouser & Zell, 2015).
The questions were taken from the verbal section of practice GRE exams. Participants were
specifically told “We are interested in seeing how you do on these reading comprehension
questions in comparison to others who have previously taken this test.” The following is a sample
question presented to participants:
Objectively, of course, the various ecosystems that sustain life on the planet proceed
independently of human agency, just as they operated before the hectic ascendancy of
Homo sapiens. But it is also true that it is difficult to think of a single such system that has
not, for better or worse, been substantially modified by human culture. Nor is this simply
the work of the industrial centuries. It has been happening since the days of ancient
Mesopotamia. It is coeval with the origins of writing, and has occurred throughout our
social existence. And it is this irreversibly modified world, from the polar caps to the
equatorial forests, that is all the nature we have.
1. Select and indicate the best answer from among the five answer choices: The phrase
“coeval with” appears underlined and in boldface in the passage. In the context in
which it appears, “coeval with” most nearly means
A. influenced by
B. older than
C. coincident with
D. unimpeded by
E. similar to

For participants in the control, no threat, and system threat conditions, if they answered
the first of three questions wrong, they were redirected back to the question to answer it a second
time. If they answered this question wrong again they were not informed that the answer was
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incorrect and were allowed to continue to the next question. Participants were not told if they
answered the other two questions incorrectly. Participants in the verbal condition were not told if
they answered any questions incorrectly because the questions in the verbal condition were much
more difficult. This procedure is consistent with the protocol from other studies that use GRE
questions as a way to induce negative affect and stress.
Once participants finished reading the manipulation and answering the “reading
comprehension” questions they completed the dependent variables. Specifically, participants
completed the following scales in this order: an affect scale (see Appendix G) and the system
justification scale (see Appendix H). Participants also completed two attention check items,
which were embedded within these scales. Participants then completed a conscientious check
(Appendix J), manipulation check (see Appendix N), suspicion probe (see Appendix K), and an
item assessing familiarity with the system threat or no threat passages (see Appendix L), and
demographics questions (see Appendix M). Finally, participants were debriefed, asked to provide
consent again (see Appendix O), and were paid $2.00 through their Amazon account.
2.1.3

Measures

2.1.3.1 Threat Scale
The scale, which was generated for the current research, consisted of 10 threat items as
well as 10 filler items (see Appendix G). The threat items were used to assess how threatened
participants felt after undergoing the manipulation. The 10 threat items were the following:
“stressed,” “uncomfortable,” “uneasy,” “tense,” “bothered,” “anxious,” “threatened,”
“vulnerable,” “distressed,” and “nervous.” This 10 item threat scale that only included words
related to threat had good reliability (α = .95). Sample filler items were positive and negative
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affect items such as “happy,” “optimistic,” “content,” “energetic,” and “irritated at others,”
which were not included in the threat scale when conducting the analyses.
2.1.3.2 System Justification Scale
System justification was measured using eight items (Kay & Jost, 2003; see Appendix
H). This scale is designed to measure the degree of ideological support for the current social
order. Participants indicated how much they agree or disagree with the items using a 9-point
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree). A sample item is “Everyone has a
fair shot at wealth and happiness.” This scale had good reliability (α = .90).
2.1.3.3 Attention Check Items
Two items were embedded within the questionnaires to assess participants’ level of
attention during the study. The items instructed participants to “Please select “7” (applies very
much)” and “Please select “1” (strongly disagree).” If participants did not follow the directions,
then their responses were coded as inattentive and they were not included in the analyses.
2.1.3.4 Demographic Questionnaire
To be consistent with Study 1, in which supplementary and exploratory analyses are
conducted with these variables as moderators, participants were asked to report their age, gender,
sexual orientation, state they currently reside in, education level, ethnic origin, weight and
height, relationship status, income, occupational status, and perceived social status (see
Appendix M).
2.1.3.5 Manipulation Check
Two true or false items, (e.g., “The article reported that the United States is doing
relatively well compared to other countries”) were used to determine if participants correctly
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interpreted the system threat and no threat manipulations. Both questions use a 1 (not at all true)
to 7 (very true) response scale (see Appendix N).
2.1.3.6 Honesty Check Item
There was one honesty check item “I answered all questions in this survey honestly and
truthfully” (see Appendix I), with a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) response scale.
2.1.3.7 Conscientiousness Check Item
There was one conscientiousness check item “I answered all questions in this survey to
the best of my ability” (see Appendix J), with a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree)
response scale.
2.1.3.8 Suspicion Probe
Three open-ended questions assessed participants’ suspicion (see Appendix K). The
items were “Please take a moment to let us know what you think this study is all about?” “Do
you think that we are looking at anything other than what we have told you during this study?”
and “Did anything in the study seem suspicious to you? If so, what?”
2.1.3.9 Familiarity with System Threat and No Threat Passages
Participants in the system threat and no threat conditions were asked if they read the
excerpt in a previous study: “We want to know if you have read the article presented at the
beginning of the study in another study that you have completed (either on Mechanical Turk or
elsewhere). To the best of your knowledge and belief, have you ever read this article before in
another study?” See Appendix L. Participants were asked if they had seen these passages before
because if they had seen the passages before then they would know that the passages are fake
and may not respond how others, who have not seen the passages before, would. If participants
had seen the manipulation before then they were excluded from the analyses.
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2.2
2.2.1

Results and Discussion
Preliminary Analyses
All data were analyzed using SPSS (Version 26). There were 159 participants who

completed the study. Four participants were excluded from the analyses because their data was
non-sensical (e.g., entered “4” for every scale response and free-writing task responses were
gibberish). There were two participants who did not answer the attention check questions
correctly so they were excluded from the analyses. In order to ensure that participants read and
understood the study manipulations, the data from participants who answered at least one of the
three comprehension questions correctly were included in the study. Three participants were
excluded because they did not answer the reading comprehension questions correctly (System
Threat Condition = 2, No Threat Condition = 1, Control Condition = 0). Two participants
indicated that they had read the manipulation passage before so their data was discarded (System
Threat Condition = 1, No Threat Condition = 1, Verbal Threat Condition = 0, Control Condition
= 0). Thus, 148 participants were retained.
To examine the factor structure of the scales, factor analyses were done using principal
axis factoring with a varimax rotation. To ensure that the feelings of threat measure captures a
unitary construct, an exploratory factor analysis was done on the 10 threat items. The factor
loadings reveal a single factor structure. A second factor analysis was conducted to determine the
factor structure of the feelings of threat scale and the system justification scale. The second
factor analysis revealed that the two dependent variables (i.e., system justification and feelings of
threat) are indeed separate constructs as the scales correctly loaded onto separate factors.
Further, as one might expect, the correlation between feelings of threat and responses to the
system justification scale was non-significant, r(146) = -.11, p = .173.
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2.2.1.1 Recollection of Condition Check
Participants in the system threat condition and the no threat condition answered two true
or false questions asking about what the manipulation reported. The two manipulation check
questions were correlated highly, r(70) = .81, p < .001, thus the questions were aggregated. The
results of a 2 (condition: system threat, no threat) x 2 (gender: female, male) ANOVA revealed
that participants answered the manipulation check questions differently depending on which
condition they were in, F(1, 68) = 501.21, p < .001, ηp2 = .881. Specifically, those in the no
threat condition (M = 6.00, SD = 1.08) agreed more that the article reported that America is
doing well and that people feel good about the condition of the country more than those in the
system threat condition (M = 1.20, SD = 0.69; t(70) = -22.38, p < .001, d = 5.27, CI 95% [4.36,
5.22]). There was no significant gender effect, F(1, 68) = 0.47, p = .494, ηp2 = .007. In addition,
gender did not moderate the effects of condition on the manipulation check, F(1, 68) = 2.57, p =
.114, ηp2 = .036.
2.2.2

Main Analyses
To test the predictions, responses on each of the dependent measures were explored using

4 (condition: no system threat, control, system threat, verbal threat) × 2 (gender: women vs. men)
ANOVAs (see Table 2). When an interaction was observed the simple main effects of condition
among men and among women were explored. See Table 3 for means and standard deviations.
There were no missing data in the main analyses.
2.2.2.1 Feelings of Threat
It was predicted that there should be significant differences in feelings of threat between
the threat conditions versus the non-threat conditions. Participants feelings of threat differed
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depending on the experimental condition, F(3, 140) = 3.33, p = .021, ηp2 = .067 (see Table 2).
See Table 3 for means and standard deviations.
First, as expected, post-hoc comparisons using the least significant differences (LSD) test
revealed that those in the system threat condition (M = 2.63, SD = 1.71) felt significantly more
threatened than those in the control condition (M = 1.79, SD = 0.98; t[72] = 2.77, p = .006, d =
.61, CI 95% [0.25, 1.49]). Second, as expected, those in the verbal threat condition (M = 2.53,
SD = 1.28) felt significantly more threatened than those in the control condition (M = 1.79, SD =
0.98; t[74] = 2.42, p = .017, d = .65, CI 95% [0.14, 1.36]). Third, there are no significant
differences in feelings of threat between the two threat conditions: the post-hoc comparisons
reveal that there was no significant difference between the system threat (M = 2.63, SD = 1.71)
and the verbal threat conditions (M = 2.53, SD = 1.28; t[70] = 0.37, p = .709, d = .07, CI 95% [0.5, 0.75]).4 Finally, importantly, post-hoc comparisons reveal that there was no significant
difference between the no threat condition and the control condition, t[74] = 0.96, p = .340, d =
.25, CI 95% [-0.32, 0.91].5 Thus, two threat conditions (system threat and verbal threat) were
created that significantly differ from the control condition but that are equivalent to each other.
However, analyses also showed that there was no significant difference between the
system threat (M = 2.63, SD = 1.71) and no threat condition (M = 2.08, SD = 1.33; t[70] = 1.79, p
= .075, d = .36, CI 95% [-0.06, 1.20]) nor was there a significant difference between the verbal
threat condition (M = 2.53, SD = 1.28) and the no threat condition, (M = 2.08, SD = 1.33; t[72] =
1.44, p = .151, d = .34, CI 95% [-0.17, 1.07]). These unexpected findings all stem from an

4

The same pattern of results were found when using an aggregate of the three words of uncomfortable, uneasy, and
bothered to create a measure of uncertainty that was identical to the measure used in Brescoll et al., (2013).
5
While .25 may indicate some small effect of condition, the confidence intervals included zero, and a well-powered
analysis revealed no statistically significant difference between the threat and control conditions.
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apparent tendency for participants to experience more threat than anticipated in the no threat
condition.
Exploratory analyses revealed that there was no significant effect of gender on feelings of
threat, F(1, 140) = 0.90, p = .345, ηp2 = .006. Finally, gender did not moderate the effects of
experimental condition on feelings of threat F(3, 140) = 0.59, p = .624, ηp2 = .012.
2.2.2.2 System Justification Scale
Participants’ support for the social order did not differ depending on the experimental
condition, F(3, 140) = 0.70, p = .553, ηp2 = .015 (see Table 2). Additionally, exploratory analyses
revealed that there was no significant gender effect, F(1, 140) = 2.83, p = .095, ηp2 = .020. In
addition, gender did not moderate the effects of threat on support for the social order, F(3, 140) =
0.97, p = .407, ηp2 = .020.
2.3

Conclusion
The results of the independent manipulation check study reveal that the verbal threat

manipulation is equally as threatening as the system threat manipulation and that these two
conditions differ from a control condition. Thus, given that the independent manipulation checks
show the experimental conditions were successful at manipulating threat, these manipulations
were used for the main study. Despite the lack of clear differentiation of the no threat condition
with the system threat condition, given its prevalence of use in the system justification paradigm,
we decided to include this condition in future studies as well.
No effect of condition was found for participants’ responses to the system justification
scale. Given that previous research shows mixed effects of the system threat manipulation on the
tendency to justify the system, the current results are not inconsistent with the existing literature.
My analysis of the literature suggests that how participants respond to the system justification
scale depends on where the scale is placed after the manipulation. Studies that have found

29
decreased scores on the system justification scale after a system threat (e.g., Jolley, Douglas, &
Sutton, 2017; Kay et al., 2005), appear to measure system justification right after the
manipulation. Perhaps the system threat passage reminds them of current and past wrongs that
have been committed both within America and abroad, shaking Americans’ confidence in the
system. Thus, immediately after this reminder, people report lower satisfaction with the system.
In contrast, studies that find increased system justification after system threat appear to
administer the system justification scale some time after the manipulation (i.e., participants
completed other measures; Tan et al., 2016). Perhaps, as time goes on, participants are
subconsciously and perhaps consciously working against these negative reminders in order to
restore their confidence in the system and responses reverse so that those who faced a system
threat actually report more confidence in the system. Unfortunately, no studies to date have
systematically tested the effect of time passage on system justification and therefore, there is no
clear sense of how much time needs to pass to find one effect or the others. It may be the case
that in the current procedure the scale was neither administered immediately after the system
threat nor was a sufficient amount of time given for defense processes to mount and be displayed
in responses to the system justification scale.
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3

Study 1

The purpose of Study 1 was to examine two major questions. The first question was if
women self-objectify only in response to a threat to their system, which is a particular form of
threat that has been experimentally shown to motivate system justification processes (Kay et al.,
2005), rather than in response to any type of threat. The second question was if only women, and
not men, self-objectify in response to a system threat. Each of these questions and related theory
and findings are described further below.
Self-objectification has been defined as a preoccupation with one’s physical appearance
(Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997). Previous research has conceptualized self-objectification as
being composed of several elements (e.g., Calogero, 2011; Calogero & Jost, 2011; Fredrickson
& Roberts, 1997; Hanna, Seabrook, Jerald, Reed, Giaccardi, & Lippman, 2017; Kahalon et al.,
2018; Roberts et al., 2018). These elements involve the extent to which women monitor and pay
attention to their bodies in order to appear as attractive as possible (e.g., self-surveillance), value
the appearance of their body (e.g., enjoying being attractive), think of themselves and their lives
in predominantly appearance-related aspects, and think of themselves as sex objects (i.e., an
object for men’s gaze and sexual pleasure; Calogero, 2011; Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997;
Kahalon et al., 2018; Roberts et al., 2018). Thus, self-objectification has been understood as a
multifaceted construct with several elements. Self-objectification also relates to more
downstream consequences such as feeling shame about one’s body and disordered eating
(Calogero, 2011; Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997; Kahalon et al., 2018).
If the existing social order is threatened, women should self-objectify in order to conform
to traditional gender roles and sexist ideologies that justify unequal gender relations in society.
Past research has shown that in response to a system threat, women judge other women based on
gender roles presumably in an effort to bolster the legitimacy of the current social order (Kay et
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al., 2009; Rudman et al., 2012). I posit that they will also apply these gender roles and
stereotypes to themselves. Therefore, for the current study, I chose to investigate the effects of
system threat on appearance-related focus, self-surveillance, and thinking of oneself as a sex
object. A system threat should increase women’s thoughts about their appearance because a
threat to the system should lead women to apply societal stereotypes to themselves. Importantly,
the gender stereotype for women emphasizes the importance of an attractive appearance (Parker,
Horowitz, & Stepler, 2017). Similarly, a system threat should also lead to increases in selfsurveillance because women must monitor and pay attention to their bodies to ensure that they
meet these societal gender ideals. Finally, a system threat should lead women to think of
themselves as a sex object. This is because thinking of oneself as a sex object is consistent with
applying the stereotype of women as sex objects to oneself. This is consistent with research
reporting that women are sex objects is one subtype of stereotypes that are part of women’s
gender roles (Fiske & Glick, 1995; Gutek, 1985; Rudman & Borgida, 1995).
I chose not to look at body shame and disordered eating because both have been
theorized to be a more distal outcome of self-objectification. Specifically, body shame is thought
to result when women realize they cannot live up societal beauty ideals after they self-objectify
(Calogero, 2011; Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997; Kahalon et al., 2018). Experiencing body shame
after cognitively appraising the discrepancy between the ideal body and their own has been
theorized to lead to disordered eating (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997; Kahalon et al., 2018). The
threat manipulation in the current research may not provoke body shame or disordered eating as
this may be a process that unfolds over time or that, as a distal outcome, might be both
moderated and mediated by other factors, such as whether women feel this way or act this way in
their day-to-day lives.
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Relatively little research has examined men’s self-objectification. Findings from the
literature (e.g., Martins, Tiggemann, & Kirkbride, 2007; Morry & Staska, 2001), generally link
straight men’s self-objectification with the pursuit of appearance-focused muscularity (i.e., the
drive to have well-developed muscles).6 Some laboratory manipulations have been successful at
inducing self-objectification among men. For example, men who were asked to examine
themselves in a mirror while wearing a swimsuit reported more self-objectification than men
who were wearing a sweater (Hebl et al., 2004). However, this result has not been found in other
studies using the same manipulation (e.g., Fredrickson et al., 1998). In addition, exposure to
sexually objectifying television increased men’s self-objectification levels (Aubrey, 2006).
Taken together, men’s self-objectification has been somewhat successfully induced in the
laboratory using similar manipulations to the ones used to induce self-objectification in women
that were reviewed earlier.
Some research has compared men and women’s self-objectification levels and associated
feelings. Most research shows that men and boys report lower levels of self-objectification, body
surveillance, and body shame than women and girls (e.g., Aubrey, 2006; Calogero & Jost, 2011;
Grabe, Routledge, Cook, Andersen, & Arndt, 2005; Hebl, King, & Lin, 2004; Lindberg et al.,
2006; Lowery et al., 2005; McKinley, 1998; 2006; for a review see Moradi & Huang, 2008).7
Similar to women, men’s self-objectification is correlated negatively with self-esteem (Choma,
Visser, Pozzebon, Bogaert, Busseri, & Sadava, 2010; Lindberg et al., 2006; McKinley, 1998,
2006; Strelan & Hargreaves, 2005).

6

Gay men report higher levels of self-objectification, body surveillance, and body shame than straight men (Martins
et al., 2007).
7
However, this is not always the case as researchers have found that levels of self-objectification did not differ
among African American men and women and Asian American men reported higher levels of self-objectification
than women (Hebl, 2004).
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The lower levels of self-objectification found among men may be due to the differing
gender roles and power ascribed to men and women in society. Specifically, the gender roles
(i.e., particular behaviors, attitudes, self-concepts, and expectations that are based on cultural
standards) ascribed to men and women in society are different (Eagly, 1987; Wood & Eagly,
2010). For example, in a nationally representative survey of 4,573 Americans, respondents
reported that the most important trait for women to have was physical attractiveness whereas it
was the sixth most important trait for men. More important traits for men were traits such as
professional and financial success, ambition and leadership, hard-work and good work ethic, etc.
(Parker et al., 2017). Therefore, gender roles should not be associated with self-objectification
for men, that is, men should not feel the need to objectify themselves to be a man.
There has been little research examining men’s self-sexualizing thoughts or behaviours
and this research has produced mixed results. Specifically, the only line of research in the area of
men’s self-sexualization has examined men’s enjoyment of being sexualized by the opposite sex
(Visser, Sultani, Choma, & Pozzebon, 2014). Some studies have shown that men self-sexualize
more than women (Barnett, Maciel, & Gerner, 2018; Hanna et al., 2017), that women selfsexualize more than men (Trekels, Ward, & Eggermont, 2018), and that there are no differences
between women and men in self-sexualization (Manago, Ward, Lemm, Reed, & Seabrook, 2015;
Visser et al., 2014).
The finding that men’s levels of self-sexualization are the same and sometimes higher
than women’s is counter to most other research showing that, compared with men, women report
higher levels of self-objectification (e.g., e.g., Grabe et a., 2005; Hebl et al., 2004; Lindberg et
al., 2006; Lowery et al., 2005; McKinley, 1998; 2006). These inconsistent results may be
because of the scale being used to measure men and women’s self-sexualization in these studies.
To create the self-sexualization scale for men, the researchers took the self-sexualization scale
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for women (Liss et al., 2011) and simply re-wrote the scale to be applicable to men. This is
problematic because how men and women are sexualized in society is quite different.
This difference becomes apparent when comparing the items for men and women. It
becomes clear that the items are not parallel; for example, the item for men “I feel complimented
when women check me out” and the item for women “I feel complimented when men whistle at
me” represent two very different things. They are different because being checked out is not
nearly as invasive as being whistled at by an unknown man or group of men. Similarly, it is not
as common for women to overtly ogle men than vice versa so responses on the items reflect
different levels of behaviour and reality. A man may think he would enjoy that because it is so
rare while women, who experience this often, may respond differently. In addition, items such as
“When I wear revealing clothing, I feel sexy and in control” do not make much sense because
what “revealing clothing” is for men and women are different. Given the lack of research
conducted on men’s self-sexualizing thoughts and behaviours, in addition to how difficult it is to
create a scale tapping into these behaviours, I did not examine men’s self-sexualizing behaviour
in this research and instead focused on men’s self-objectified behaviour in response to system
threat.
Hypothesis 1. There should be a significant interaction between condition and gender,
such that, among women, those in the system threat condition should have higher selfobjectification and self-sexualization scores, compared with those in the no system-threat
condition, the verbal threat condition, and the control condition. In contrast, among men,
there should be no effect of condition on men’s self-objectification scores between
conditions.
If system justification motives partially explain why women self-objectify then women
(but not men) should self-objectify in response to a threat to their system. This should occur
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because previous research has shown that men and women are motivated to act in stereotypically
consistent ways in an effort to try to maintain the status quo after experiencing a threat to their
system (Jost & Kay, 2005; Kay et al., 2005; Kay et al. 2009; Rudman et al., 2012). Thus, I
expect that after reading the system threat manipulation, women should system justify by
accepting and conforming to benevolently sexist ideologies that place women in a subservient
position to men but also reward women for conforming to feminine gender roles through
embodying feminine beauty ideals (Forbes et al., 2007; Glick & Fiske, 2001; Jackman, 1994;
Mahalik et al., 2005; Shepherd et al., 2011). However, this response should not occur for men
because of the different gender roles and power ascribed to men in society. Gender roles should
not be associated with self-objectification for men, that is, men should not feel the need to
objectify themselves to be a man and to act in line with the system after a system threat.
Additionally, men should not self-objectify as much as women.
Hypothesis 2. Women will have higher self-objectification scores than men in all
conditions.
In the current study, men and women were presented with one of four manipulations (i.e.,
system threat, cognitive socio-evaluative threat, no threat, and control manipulations). To
manipulate system threat and no threat, participants read one of two excerpts ostensibly written
by a local journalist (Kay et al., 2005). The excerpt in the system-threat condition threatened
participants’ belief in the legitimacy of the federal system, offering the opinion that the social,
economic, and political climate is worsening. In the no-system-threat condition, the excerpt
described the social, economic, and political climate as relatively stable and positive. In the
cognitive socio-evaluative threat condition, participants completed a difficult verbal test and
were told that we were directly comparing their scores to previous test takers’ scores. Finally, in
the control condition participants read a short easy-to-read article on gardens.
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After participants completed one of these manipulations, their self-objectification and
self-sexualization were measured using both qualitative and quantitative measures. In this study,
measures that represent state forms of self-objectification were used rather than measures that tap
more stable trait forms of self-objectification. The first measure is self-surveillance (McKinley &
Hyde, 1996), which is chronically monitoring how you appear to others. Consistent with the
notion that self-surveillance is a form of self-objectification, researchers have found that those in
conditions designed to elevate state self-objectification report higher self-surveillance than those
in control conditions (e.g., Calogero & Jost, 2011; Calogero & Pina, 2011; Moya-Garófano &
Moya, 2019; cf. Gervais, Vescio, & Allen, 2011).
Appearance-related focus was measured by two open-ended measures. The first openended measure was the Twenty Statements Test.8 Consistent with the notion that describing the
self in appearance related terms is a form of self-objectification, researchers have found that
women in conditions designed to elevate state self-objectification use more appearance- and
body-related terms to describe themselves, compared with women in control conditions (e.g.,
Calogero & Jost, 2011; Fea & Brannon, 2006; Fox, Ralston, Cooper, & Jones, 2014; Fredrickson
et al., 1998). In addition, in the conditions designed to increase self-objectification, women
typically discuss more things body- and appearance-related than men (e.g., Hebl et al., 2004;
Grabe et al., 2005). The second measure of appearance-related focus is a free-writing task.
Consistent with the notion that planning for the future around activities focused on appearance is
a form of self-objectification, researchers have found that those in conditions designed to elevate
state self-objectification write more things related to their body, appearance, or appearance
management intentions (e.g., Calogero & Jost, 2011; Fox, Bailenson, Tricase, 2013; Quinn,

8

The Twenty Statements Task is referred to as appearance related self-image in this study.
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Kallen, & Cathey, 2006). Additionally, when both men and women are sampled in these studies,
women write more related to their body and appearance than men (e.g., Calogero & Jost, 2011;
Quinn, Kallen, & Cathey, 2006).
It has been theorized that one consequence of inducing self-objectification in the
laboratory is that women think of themselves as a sex object (see Kahalon et al., 2018 for a
review). Thus, self-sexualization, which is a form of self-objectification wherein women focus
on being sexually appealing to seek attention was measured (APA, 2007; Liss et al., 2011;
Nowatzki & Morry, 2009). The self-sexualization scale (Liss et al., 2007) has been used in
experimental research to measure state self-sexualization (e.g., Arthur, Brooks & Blake, 2020;
Aubrey, Gamble, & Hahn, 2017; Fisher, Lindner, & Ferguson, 2019).
Overall, several measures that have been previously studied in the literature were used in
the current research to capture multiple aspects of self-objectification.
3.1

Exploring Potential Demographic Moderators
Exploratory analyses were conducted to determine if the effects of condition on self-

objectification are moderated by age, relationship status, and BMI. These supplemental analyses
were conducted because previous researchers have found some differences in self-objectification
behaviours based on age (e.g., McKinley, 2006), relationship status (Sanchez & Broccoli, 2008),
and BMI (Frederick, Forbes, Grigorian, & Jarcho, 2007).
In addition, further exploratory analyses were conducted to determine if the effects of
condition on self-objectification were moderated by gender, SES, and political orientation. This
was done because previous research has shown that these variables may affect system
justification behaviours (e.g., Jost & Kay, 2005; Jost, Langer, Badaan, Azevedo, Etchezahar,
Ungaretti, & Hennes, 2017; Kay, Czaplinski, & Jost, 2009; Napier & Jost, 2008; van der Toorn,
Tyler, & Jost, 2011).

38
3.2
3.2.1

Method
Participants
Participants were recruited from the United States using Amazon Mechanical Turk. The

main analyses were conducted with 396 participants (198 women and 198 men) who ranged in
age from 19 to 74 (M = 39.05, SD = 11.62). Participants were randomly assigned to one of four
conditions: (a) control (n = 99); (b) system threat (n = 98); (c) no threat (n = 100); and (d) verbal
threat (n = 99). A power analysis completed with an effect size of f = .24, (based on previous
studies and pilot data collected; see Table 4), an alpha level of 0.05, and an expected power of
0.80, indicated that 392 participants were needed.9
3.2.2

Procedure10
Participants were provided with a link on Mechanical Turk’s website that took them to

the survey, which was developed using Qualtrics. Participants were told that we sought to
examine how reading comprehension is related to attitude differences (see Appendix A). After
giving consent (see Appendix B), participants were randomly assigned to one of four possible
conditions: control, system threat, no threat, and verbal threat (see Appendix C, Appendix D,
Appendix E, Appendix F, respectively). The conditions were the same as those used in the

9

It is recommended that a power analysis be conducted based on effect sizes in the literature as well as effect sizes
from piloting (IDRE, 2018). Thus, a power analysis was conducted based on literature as well as on pilot data
collected. Given that the effect sizes are partially based on effect sizes from pilot data there will be some error,
which has been estimated by others as being up to 20% (Keppel & Wickens, 2004). Additionally, there is a bias
toward publishing significant findings. Therefore, I used a somewhat conservative effect size compared with the
effect sizes in the literature (see Tables 1 and 4). I computed the required sample size for the independent samples
factorial ANOVA in G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007).
10
Piloting was conducted to see: (1) if the cover story was believable or if anything seemed odd; (2) if people found
the instructions clear and easy to follow; (3) if the manipulations were interpreted correctly; (4) if people understood
how to answer the reading comprehension questions and to ensure the questions were not too difficult; (5) to
understand if people had difficulty with any scales; (6) and, to understand the order of the scales. The manipulations
used in piloting were identical to the ones used in the study but participants completed either shortened versions or
full versions of the scales depending on what aspect was being examined in that part of the piloting process. The
objectified body consciousness scale (McKinley & Hyde, 1996) was piloted and participants repeatedly had
difficulty completing the task according to instruction (i.e., assigning a separate rank to each available option); thus
this scale was not used further.
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Manipulation Check Study. In addition, identical to the Manipulation Check Study, in order to
ensure that participants read the manipulation and to ensure that the cover story was believable,
participants answered three fairly easy “reading comprehension” questions following the system
threat, no system threat, and control manipulations. In the verbal threat condition, participants
answered eight difficult verbal questions.
Once participants finished reading the manipulation and answering the reading
comprehension questions, they completed the dependent variables. Specifically, participants
completed the following scales in random order: the self-surveillance scale (McKinley & Hyde,
1996; see Appendix P), the appearance related planning task (Pope, 1978; see Appendix Q), the
appearance related self-image task (Kuhn & McPartland, 1954; see Appendix R), and women
completed the self-sexualization scale (Liss et al., 2011; see Appendix S). Attention check items
were embedded within the scales.
After completing the dependent variables in random order, participants completed the
following items in this fixed order: a manipulation check (see Appendix N), an honesty check
item (see Appendix I), a conscientiousness check item (see Appendix J), a demographics
questionnaire (see Appendix M), two suspicion probe questions (see Appendix K), and a
question about whether they had read the passage before (see Appendix L). Finally, participants
were debriefed and asked to give consent again (see Appendix O).
3.2.3

Materials

3.2.3.1 Self-Surveillance
The surveillance subscale of the Objectified Body Consciousness Questionnaire was used
to measure how much individuals monitor their bodies in the same way that an outside observer
would (McKinley & Hyde, 1996; see Appendix P). This is a widely used measure of self-
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objectification in the literature (see Calogero, 2011 and Kahalon et al., 2018 for reviews) and
researchers have successfully used this scale as a measure of state self-objectification (e.g.,
Calogero & Jost 2011; Calogero & Pina 2011; Moya-Garófano & Moya, 2019). A sample item is
“I often worry about whether the clothes I am wearing make me look good.” This scale contains
eight items that are rated using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). McKinley and Hyde (1996) included a not applicable option in the original
scale because of body shame items in a separate subscale. Given that body shame items are not
examined in this research the not applicable option was removed and replaced with a neither
agree nor disagree option. This scale had good reliability (α = .90).
3.2.3.2 Appearance Related Planning
In the current study, participants were asked to spend 2.5 minutes writing about their
intentions and plans for the upcoming week (Pope, 1978). Participants were told that they could
write about anything that came to mind related to work, school, or leisure activities (see
Appendix Q). This task was used to assess how often participants would write about intentions
related to their appearance or body in the upcoming week. An “appearance related planning”
score was created following the method used in previous research (e.g., Calogero & Jost, 2011;
Quinn, Kallen, & Cathey, 2006), wherein responses were coded by counting the number of
appearance related intentions each participant included in his/her response. Specifically, each
time a participant stated something related to a particular code that participant was given a 1 for
that code. For example, if a participant described getting a haircut and exercising to lose weight,
that participant would be given a score of 2. In addition, a second score was created wherein the
applicability scores for each body term were summed. Applicability scores were calculated by
rating how much that statement was applicable to each code on a 1 (applies very little) to 5
(applies very much) scale. This was done because it allows an examination of the importance
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placed on certain ideas captured by the code. For example, some participants simply mention
wanting to exercise in the coming week whereas other participants specify that they will exercise
every day during the week for over an hour each day.
Using a quantitative content analysis method (Mayring, 2014), two independent raters,
who were blind to condition and gender, scored each response. Ten codes were created based on
codes reported in previous research that captured appearance related activities (e.g.,
“dieting/weight loss,” “haircut/colour hair,” “clothes shopping”; Calogero & Jost, 2011). Six
additional codes were created to capture appearance related activities (e.g., “focusing on
appearance,” “choosing outfits”). Twelve codes were created based on codes reported in
previous research (e.g., “religion,” “spouse/boyfriend/girlfriend,” “travel”) that capture common
activities that came up in the responses (Molina, Borkovec, Peasley, & Pearson, 1998;
Pennebaker, Czajka, Cropanzano, Richards, 1990) and five additional codes were created to
capture other common activities (e.g., “parenting” and “working”). See Table 5 for all codes
used. Interrater agreement was high (Cohen’s Kappa = 0.826). Ratings were combined together
into one score by averaging each coder’s scores together to create a participant’s final
appearance related planning score.
3.2.3.3 Appearance Related Self-Image
Participants completed the Twenty Statements Task wherein they were asked to fill in 20
blank “I am…” statements with whatever came to their mind (Kuhn & McPartland, 1954; see
Appendix R). The Twenty Statements Test is the most widely used measure of state selfobjectification in the literature (see Calogero, 2011; Kahalon, Schnabel, & Becker, 2018 for
reviews). Scores for appearance related terms were created by counting the number of statements
that included appearance related terms, which is consistent with how researchers have measured
appearance terms using this task in other self-objectification studies (e.g., Aubrey et al., 2009).
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Appearance related terms were anything related to appearance such as attractiveness, hair colour,
or weight. Appearance related terms were summed so that if a participant completed three of the
statements with appearance related terms, then that participant would be given a score of 3.
Using a content analysis method (Mayring, 2014), two independent raters, who were
blind to condition and gender, scored each response. Each statement a participant used was
sorted into one of the following codes. Twelve codes were created based on codes reported in
previous research that captured appearance related terms (e.g., “body weight and size,” “physical
competence”) as well 29 codes to capture more general terms (e.g., “unisex traits or abilities,”
“intelligent/rational,” “weak/submissive;” see Aubrey, Henson, Hopper, & Smith, 2009; Mackie,
1980, 1983; Ward & Balswick, 1978). Six additional codes to capture appearance related terms
(e.g., “eye colour,” “hair colour and length”) as well 13 additional codes to capture other
common elements (e.g., “financial status,” “responsible”) that came up in the responses were
also created. For each participant, all appearance-related codes were summed to create an
appearance-related self-image score for that participant. Interrater agreement was high (Cohen’s
Kappa = 0.924). Each coder’s appearance-related self-image scores were combined together into
one score by averaging the scores together. See Table 6 for all codes used.
3.2.3.4 Self-Sexualization Scale.
Self-sexualization has been theorized as a form of self-objectification (APA, 2007). Selfsexualization differs from self-objectification in that the former is a focus on appearing sexually
appealing whereas the latter is a focus on appearing attractive. This scale is designed to assess
women’s self-sexualization (Liss et al., 2011; Appendix S). This scale has been used in
experimental research (e.g., Arthur, Brooks & Blake, 2020; Aubrey, Gamble, & Hahn, 2017;
Fisher, Lindner, & Ferguson, 2019) to measure state self-sexualization. The scale is comprised of
8-items. A sample item is “When I wear revealing clothing, I feel sexy and in control” with
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response options ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This scale had good
reliability (α = .90).
3.2.3.5 Attention check items.
Two items were embedded within the questionnaires to assess participants’ level of
attention during the study. The items instructed participants to “Please select “7” (applies very
much)” and “Please select “1” (strongly disagree).” If participants did not follow the directions,
then their responses were coded as inattentive and they were not included in the analyses.
3.2.3.6 Demographic Questionnaire
Participants were asked to report their age, gender, political orientation, sexual
orientation, state they currently reside in, education level, ethnic origin, weight and height,
relationship status, income, occupational status, and perceived social status (see Appendix M).
3.2.3.7 Manipulation Check Questions
Two true or false items, (e.g., “The article reported that the United States is doing
relatively well compared to other countries”) were used to determine if participants correctly
interpreted the system threat and no threat manipulations. Both questions use a 1 (not at all true)
to 7 (very true) response scale (see Appendix N).
3.2.3.8 Honesty Check Item
There was one honesty check item “I answered all questions in this survey honestly and
truthfully” (see Appendix I ), with a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) response scale.
3.2.3.9 Conscientiousness Check Item
There was one attention check item “I answered all questions in this survey to the best of
my ability” (see Appendix J), with a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) response scale.
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3.2.3.10 Suspicion Probe Items.
Two open-ended questions assessed participants’ suspicion (see Appendix K). The items
were “Please take a moment to let us know what you think this study is all about” and “Do you
think that we are looking at anything other than what we have told you during this study?”
3.2.3.11 Familiarity with System Threat and No Threat Passages
Participants in the system threat and no threat conditions were asked if they read the
excerpt in a previous study: “We want to know if you have read the article presented at the
beginning of the study in another study that you have completed (either on Mechanical Turk or
elsewhere). To the best of your knowledge and belief, have you ever read this article before in
another study?” See Appendix L. If they had seen the manipulation before then they were
excluded from the analyses.
3.3
3.3.1

Results
Preliminary Analyses
All data were analyzed using SPSS (Version 26). There were 526 participants who

completed the study. Six participants were excluded from the analyses because their data was
non-sensical (e.g., entered “4” for every scale response and the responses on the free-writing
tasks were gibberish). Three participants did not answer the attention check questions correctly
so they were excluded from the analyses. In order to ensure that participants read and understood
the study manipulations in all study conditions, the data from participants who answered at least
one of the three comprehension questions correctly were included in the study. Thirty-four
participants were excluded because they did not answer the reading comprehension questions
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correctly (System Threat Condition = 17, No Threat Condition = 12, Control Condition = 5).11
One participant from the System Threat Condition indicated that she had read the manipulation
passage before, so her data was discarded. Thirty-seven participants who were suspicious had
their data removed (System Threat Condition = 10, No Threat Condition = 8, Control Condition
= 9, Verbal Threat Condition = 10). Finally, data from forty-nine participants were excluded
because they were not heterosexual (System Threat Condition = 12, No Threat Condition = 8,
Control Condition = 13, Verbal Threat Condition = 16). Non-heterosexuals were removed in this
study because there are differences in how people self-objectify and self-sexualize based on their
sexual orientation (e.g., Martins et al., 2007). Thus, 396 participants were retained. The average
age of participants was 39.05 (SD = 11.62, range 19-74 years). The majority of participants were
White (75%) with Black (11%), East Asian/Southeast Asian (8%), and Latin (4%) being the
other largest groups.
A factor analysis was conducted to determine the factor structure of the self-surveillance
and self-sexualization scales. The factor analysis was done using principal axis factoring with a
varimax rotation. The scales loaded onto separate factors. The correlation between the two
quantitative measures was moderate and positive r = .39 p < .001. The correlation between the
qualitative measures were weak and positive r = .13, p = .010. However, the two quantitative
measures were either weakly correlated to or unrelated to the qualitative measures (rs ranged
from .02 to .15). See Table 7.

11

A chi-square test was conducted to determine if the number of participants removed from each condition because
they answered the reading comprehension questions incorrectly were significantly different between each condition.
There was a significant difference between the conditions (χ2 [2, N = 34] = 6.41, p = .041). Further testing indicated
that the number of participants removed from the system threat condition was significantly different from the
number removed from the control condition (χ2 [1, N = 22] = 6.55, p = .011). No other condition comparisons were
significant (ps .090 - .353).
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3.3.1.1 Manipulation Check
Participants in the system threat condition and the no threat condition answered two true
or false questions asking about what the manipulation reported. The two manipulation check
questions were correlated highly, r(196) = .87, p < .001, thus the questions were aggregated. An
independent samples t-test was performed on the aggregate. Participants in the system threat
condition agreed less that the article reported the United States is doing well (M = 1.34, SD =
0.94), compared with those in the no threat condition (M = 6.21, SD = 0.92; t(196) = -36.86, p <
.001, d = 5.45, CI 95% [3.86, 4.92]).
3.3.2

Main Analyses
To test the hypotheses, responses on each of the dependent measures were explored using

4 (condition: no system threat, general threat, system threat, verbal threat) × 2 (gender: women
vs. men) ANOVAs (see Table 8). When an interaction was observed, the simple main effects of
condition among men and among women were explored. See Table 9 for means and standard
deviations.12 There were no missing data in the main analyses. Some demographic questions
were not answered by all participants and this is reflected in the sample sizes reported for the
supplementary analyses as the demographic variables were only used in the supplemental
analyses. Participants with missing data were retained where possible.
3.3.2.1 Self-Surveillance
Feelings of self-surveillance did not differ depending on the threat manipulation, F(3,
388) = 0.51, p = .677, ηp2 = .004 (see Tables 8 & 9). There was a significant gender effect, F(1,
388) = 6.39, p = .012, ηp2 = .016, such that women engaged in self-surveillance (M = 3.86, SD =

12

See appendix CC for supplemental analyses examining potential moderators.

47
1.16) more than men (M = 3.53, SD = 1.31, t[394] = 2.52, p = .012, d = .25, CI 95% [0.07,
0.58]). Gender did not moderate the effects of threat on feelings of self-surveillance F(3, 388) =
0.48, p = .700, ηp2 = .004.
3.3.2.2 Appearance Related Planning
There was no main effect for condition, which indicates that, overall participants did not
plan for their week differently depending on the threat manipulation, F(3, 388) = 0.65, p = .581,
ηp2 = .00 (see Tables 8 & 9). There was no main effect for gender, F(1, 388) = 0.00, p = .950, ηp2
= .00. However, as hypothesized, there was a significant interaction between condition and
gender, F(3, 388) = 4.73, p = .003, ηp2 = .035 (see Figure 1). Among women, there was a
significant simple effect of condition, F(3, 388) = 4.37, p = .005, ηp2 = .033. Probing the simple
main effects using LSD tests reveals that among women, consistent with the hypothesis, those in
the system threat condition (M = 2.96, SD = 3.61) planned more appearance-related activities
(e.g., buying clothes) than those in the control condition (M = 1.20, SD = 2.70; t[97] = 3.26, p <
.001, d = .55, CI 95% [0.70, 2.82]), those in the no threat condition (M = 1.42, SD = 2.15, t[97] =
2.86, p = .005, d = .52, CI 95% [0.48, 2.60]), and those in the verbal threat condition (M = 1.53,
SD = 2.48, t[96] = 2.64, p = .009, d = .46, CI 95% [0.36, 2.50]). No other condition differences
were found among women (ps >.540). As predicted, among men, there were no effects of
condition on appearance-related planning, F(3, 388) = 1.02, p = .384, ηp2 = .008. Thus, inducing
system threat, led women to make more appearance-related plans for their week, compared with
those in all of the other conditions, which did not differ from each other.
To investigate if the amount participants wrote was different depending on condition an
ANOVA was conducted with the average number of words in the appearance related planning
responses as the outcome. The results revealed that the amount participants wrote did not vary

48
depending on condition F(3, 388) = 1.83, p = .142, ηp2 = .014.13 There was a significant main
effect of gender, F(1, 388) = 7.70, p = .006, ηp2 = .019, such that women (M = 94.97, SD =
34.94) wrote significantly more than men (M = 84.94, SD = 37.09). Finally, the interaction
between condition and gender was not significant, F(3, 388) = 0.05, p = .984, ηp2 = .000. Thus, it
was not the case that those in the system threat condition had more appearance-related plans than
those in the other conditions simply because they wrote more.
3.3.2.3 Appearance Related Self-Image
There was no main effect for condition indicating that, overall, participants did not
describe themselves in more or less appearance-related terms depending on the condition, F(3,
388) = 0.89, p = .446, ηp2 = .007 (see Tables 8 & 9). There was no main effect for gender, F(1,
388) = 0.41, p = .524, ηp2 = .001. However, as hypothesized, there was a significant interaction
between condition and gender, F(3, 388) = 3.29, p = .021, ηp2 = .025 (see Figure 2). Among
women, condition predicted how much women described themselves in appearance-related
terms, F(3, 388) = 3.05, p = .029, ηp2 = .023. Probing the simple main effects using LSD tests
reveals that, consistent with the hypothesis, women in the system threat condition (M = 2.04, SD
= 1.65) described themselves using more body terms than women in the control condition (M =
1.40, SD = 1.23, t[97] = 2.17, p = .031, d = .44, CI 95% [0.06, 1.22]) and women in the verbal
condition (M = 1.29, SD = 1.46, t[96] = 2.50, p = .011, d = .48, CI 95% [0.17, 1.34]). However,
unexpectedly, women in the system threat condition (M = 2.04, SD = 1.65) did not differ from
women in the no threat condition (M = 1.88, SD = 1.59; t[97] = 0.81, p = .587, d = 0.10, CI 95%
[-0.42, 0.74]). In addition, women in the no threat condition described themselves using more

13

Control (M = 89.69, SD = 30.13), No Threat (M = 91.58, SD = 37.91), System Threat (M = 83. 41, SD = 31.57),
and Verbal Threat (M = 95.08, SD = 35.75).
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body terms than women in the control condition (t[97] = 0.81, p = .045, d = 0.39, CI 95% [0.01,
1.18]). There were no other significant differences among women (ps >.104).14 As predicted,
among men, there was no effect of condition on their use of appearance-related terms to describe
themselves, F(3, 388) = 1.13, p = .335, ηp2 = .009. Thus, consistent with the hypothesis, women
in the system threat condition described themselves more using appearance-related terms than
those in the verbal and control conditions but inconsistent with the hypothesis there was no
significant difference between the system threat and no threat conditions.
3.3.2.4 Self-Sexualizing Behaviour
Recall that only women completed this scale. Feelings of self-sexualization among
women differed depending on condition, F(3, 194) = 3.88, p = .010, ηp2 = .057 (see Tables 8 &
9). Specifically, post-hoc analyses using LSD tests showed that women in the system threat
condition (M = 4.21, SD = 0.87) reported higher self-sexualizing behaviour than women in the
control condition (M = 3.66, SD = 1.29, t[97] = 2.20, p = .029, d = .50, CI 95% [0.06, 1.05]) and
women in the verbal condition (M = 3.41, SD = 1.37, t[96] = 3.20, p = .002, d = .32, CI 95%
[0.31, 1.30]). Contrary to our prediction, women in the system threat condition (M = 4.21, SD =
0.87) were not different from women in the no threat condition (M = 3.96, SD = 1.38; t[97] =
1.02, p = .307, d = 0.22, CI 95% [-0.24, 0.75]). Those in the no threat condition reported higher
self-sexualizing behaviour than women in the verbal condition (t[97] = 2.19, p = .030, d = .40, CI
95% [0.06, 1.04]). There were no other significant differences among women (all ps >.238).
Thus, consistent with the hypothesis, women in the system threat condition reported higher self-
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When examining the appearance related self-image task results, it may seem like women were not using many
body terms to describe themselves (i.e., only a small number out of 20 words were used to describe the body).
However, this small number is consistent with previous research. For example, even when women were primed to
think about the body, women still described themselves with a small number of body terms using this task (Mprimed =
1.69 vs. Mnot primed = 1.29; Aubrey et al., 2009; see also Harrison & Fredrickson, 2003).

50
sexualizing behaviour than those in the verbal and control conditions but inconsistent with the
hypothesis there was no significant difference between the system threat and no threat
conditions.
3.3.2.5 Supplemental Analyses
A regression analysis was conducted to determine if the effects of condition on selfobjectification were moderated by gender, age, relationship status, and BMI. No moderators,
except gender, were included in the main analyses but these supplemental analyses were
conducted because previous researchers have found some differences in self-objectification
behaviours based on age (e.g., McKinley, 2006), relationship status (Sanchez & Broccoli, 2008),
and BMI (Frederick et al., 2007). Overall, there were significant main effects of age for
appearance related self-image and self-surveillance. Participants who were older described
themselves with more body-related terms but were less likely to engage in self-surveillance than
younger participants. As in the main analyses, gender was a significant moderator for appearance
related planning and appearance related self-image. There were no other significant moderators.
A second regression analysis was conducted to determine if the effects of condition on
self-objectification were moderated by gender, SES, and political orientation. This was done
because previous research has shown that these variables may affect system justification
behaviours (e.g., Kay, Czaplinski, & Jost, 2009; Jost & Kay, 2005; Jost, Langer, Badaan,
Azevedo, Etchezahar, Ungaretti, & Hennes, 2017; Napier & Jost, 2008; van der Toorn, Tyler, &
Jost, 2011). From these analyses, the effect of condition was moderated by SES. Specifically, for
the outcome of appearance related planning, among those higher in SES, those in the system
threat condition wrote about more appearance related intentions for the upcoming week than
those in the verbal threat condition (B = -2.80, SE B = .74, t(394) = -3.78, p < .001, 95% CI [4.26, -1.34]). Among those lower in SES, there were no differences in appearance related
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intentions between those in the system threat and the verbal threat conditions (B = -0.61, SE B =
.62, t(394) = 1.00, p = .325, 95% CI [-1.83, 0.61]). As in the main analyses, gender was a
significant moderator of the effect of condition. Overall, the results of both supplemental
regressions show that there were few significant moderators and they were not consistent across
outcomes. See Appendix CC for tables and figures related to these supplemental analyses (see
Tables 15-16 & Figures 9-22).
3.4

Discussion
Within Study 1, I tested if system justification processes can explain why women self-

objectify. First, I tested if a system threat leads women (but not men) to enact their lower status
in society by self-objectifying. Second, I tested if women only increase their self-objectification
in response to a system threat, which has been experimentally shown to motivate system
justification processes, and not in response to another form of threat that is unrelated to system
justification (i.e., a tough verbal task). I also compared self-objectification responses in these
conditions to a control and no threat condition. The results generally show that women’s selfobjectification differed between condition, with women self-objectifying more in the system
threat condition, compared with women in the other conditions. In addition, there was no effect
of condition on men’s self-objectification. This suggests that, when women are in a system
threatened state, they objectify themselves more in an effort to bolster the legitimacy of their
social order. While men do not exhibit this behaviour. This provides some evidence that women
act in accordance with their lower status in society by self-objectifying.
In support of Hypothesis 1, women in the system threat condition significantly selfobjectified and self-sexualized more than women in the control and verbal threat condition for all
outcomes except self-surveillance behaviour. The finding that women in the system threat
condition reported more anticipatory self-objectification behaviors than women in the control
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condition provides evidence that the system threat manipulation is activating a motivation in
women to defend the status quo by acting in line with gender roles. This is consistent with
previous research that has shown that people more strongly endorse stereotypes after a system
threat (Kay et al., 2005; Kay et al. 2009; Rudman et al., 2012). This result is also consistent with
research showing a positive correlation between self-objectification and system justification
beliefs (Calogero, 2013a).
Especially important is that after exposure to a different form of threat—a difficult verbal
task—women did not increase their self-objectification. In the manipulation check study, women
completing the verbal threat reported significantly more threat than those in the control
condition. Thus, this shows that not just any threat works to increase women’s selfobjectification. Rather, in line with the hypothesis that women self-objectify to reify the gender
status order after a threat to their system, only a system threat and not a verbal threat increased
self-objectification. Further, given previous research has shown that receiving a bad grade on a
test reduces self-esteem (Crocker, Karpinski, Quinn, & Chase, 2003), this finding provides
evidence that women do not use their bodies or use self-objectification as a way to repair their
mood after a stressful event or to bolster their self-esteem after experiencing other forms of
threat.
An unexpected finding was that women’s self-objectification in the system threat
condition was not significantly higher than in the no threat condition (except for the appearance
related planning task). One possibility for this unexpected result is that the no threat
manipulation is no longer believable for some people. The no threat manipulation states that
America is doing well economically and across the world-stage (Kay et al., 2005). However, the
American sociopolitical system has changed drastically since the manipulation was developed
and it is possible that the no threat manipulation is now somewhat threatening to participants. It
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may be threatening because reading that America is doing well is in stark contrast to many recent
issues that have dominated the political landscape in America. Thus, reading this manipulation
may cause some discomfort for participants. To explore this question further, in the next study,
how believable participants found the passage will be assessed after they complete the study.
Another unexpected finding was that there was no effect of condition on self-surveillance
scores. This may be because of a small effect size and low power. Previously published research
was used to determine the sample size for this study. However, others have reported that there
can be as much as 20% variability in a power analysis using this method (IDRE, 2018).
Therefore, it is possible that with a larger sample the differences between conditions would be
significant for women. The means are consistent with this explanation as women in the system
threat condition reported the highest self-surveillance (Mcontrol = 3.79, MSystem threat = 4.07, MNo
threat =

3.92, MVerbal = 3.67).
An alternative explanation for the lack of condition effect on self-surveillance could also

be that the items in the self-surveillance scale are not measuring state self-objectification
appropriately. Although this scale has been used as a state self-objectification measure in
previous research (e.g., Calogero & Jost, 2011; Calogero & Pina, 2011; Moya-Garófano &
Moya, 2019 ), some of the items asked respondents to reflect back on earlier behaviour (e.g., “I
rarely think about how I look,” “I often worry about whether the clothes I am wearing look good
on me”) and may better tap trait self-objectification rather than state self-objectification. The
system threat manipulation should not change earlier behaviour (i.e., should not change trait selfobjectification) so any items measuring trait self-objectification would not be effective. A scale
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that taps more state (vs. trait) self-objectification should be used to better test the relation
between system justification and self-objectification.15
Also, in line with Hypothesis 1, men’s self-objectification scores did not differ in
response to the system threat manipulation. This suggests that men do not see self-objectification
as being gender role consistent. If they did see self-objectification as gender role consistent, then
a system threat should have increased their levels of self-objectification. This is because a system
threat leads people to act in a way that shows support for the status quo and in ways that show
agreement with things that support gender roles (e.g., Brescoll et al., 2013; Kay et al., 2009;
Rudman et al., 2012). For example, men who experienced a system threat were more likely to
affirm essentialist explanations for gender differences, compared with men who faced other
threats (i.e., mortality salience and personal pain; Brescoll et al., 2013). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was
supported with the finding that there were no differences in responses to the system threat
manipulation among men.
Inconsistent with Hypothesis 2, for 2 of 3 outcomes, men did not have significantly lower
self-objectification scores than women. However, men did report significantly lower selfsurveillance than women. This result is inconsistent with previous literature that has mostly
shown that men self-objectify significantly less than women (e.g., Hebl et al., 2004; Lindberg et
al., 2006; Lowery et al., 2005; McKinley, 1998; 2006; Rollero & de Piccoli, 2017). However, the
literature comparing men and women’s self-objectification levels is small with most studies only
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Given that the self-surveillance scale may have been measuring more trait-like aspects of self-surveillance,
further analyses were conducted to examine if the condition effects on other dependent variables were moderated by
self-surveillance. Interestingly the effect of system threat condition appears to be stronger for those lower in selfsurveillance because those higher in self-surveillance tend to engage in more self-objectification and selfsexualization regardless of condition. See supplemental analyses in Appendix CC (Figures 20-22 and Table 17) for
more detail.
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measuring women’s self-objectification (see Moradi & Huang, 2009 for a review). Additionally,
most of these studies have uneven sample sizes with women outnumbering men (often by around
double) and the samples are quite homogeneous in that most are comprised primarily of
undergraduates (e.g., Lowery et al., 2005; Hayman et al., 2007; McKinley, 2006; Rollero & de
Piccoli, 2017). Thus, the gender effect on self-objectification from the literature could be
unreliable because of the fewer number of studies with men as well as the smaller homogeneous
samples of men within those studies. In the current research, there are equal numbers of men and
women and the age range for men is 19 to 74 years old (M = 37.20, SD = 11.68). The results
suggest that with a larger number of men and a more stable estimate of their mean, the gender
differences in self-objectification scores become less pronounced. Thus, these key differences
may explain the discrepancy between the results of the current research and what is reported in
the literature.
Overall, the results of Study 1 revealed that women responded to a threat to their system
by self-objectifying. This did not occur for men. In addition, it was revealed that women only
self-objectified in response to a system threat and not in response to another form of threat. This
study suggests that women are motivated to respond to a threat to their system by trying to
maintain the status quo by acting in stereotypically consistent ways and they do so by selfobjectifying. Although this relation has been established, what could be the underlying
mechanism and is this relation stronger for certain people? Further exploration is needed to better
understand this relation and its effects. Thus, in Study 2, I will investigate a potential mediator
(i.e., benevolent sexism) and moderator (i.e., social dominance orientation).
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4

Study 2

In Study 2, I aimed to further explore the relation between system threat and selfobjectification among women. This exploration provides further insight into why women selfobjectify. There are several differences between Study 1 and Study 2. In Study 2, data were
collected from women only as Study 1 showed that men’s self-objectification is not affected by
system threat. The verbal threat condition was not included in Study 2 because Study 1
demonstrated that this form of non-system threat does not lead to self-objectification or selfsexualization. Thus, only the conditions of system threat, no threat, and control were examined in
Study 2. Further, participants’ feelings of threat after undergoing the manipulation, which was
previously assessed in the Manipulation Check Study, was measured directly after participants
completed the manipulation in the current study.
Within the current study, whether women self-objectify in an effort to legitimize the
current social order was investigated. If the existing social order is threatened, women should
self-objectify in order to conform to traditional gender roles and sexist ideologies that justify
unequal gender relations in society. This should occur because, when threatened, people apply
societal stereotypes when judging others (Jost et al., 2004; Kay et al., 2009; Rudman et al.,
2012). Thus, consistent with Study 1, I predicted that:
Hypothesis 1. Participants in the system threat condition should have higher selfobjectification and self-sexualization scores, compared with participants in the no threat
condition and the control condition.
A potential mediator and moderator are also explored in this study. The relation between
system threat and self-objectification should be mediated by endorsement of benevolent sexism.
In addition, the relation between system threat and both self-objectification and selfsexualization should be moderated by women’s social dominance orientation levels (Pratto et al.,
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1994). Below, I review the literature that supports the reasoning behind the potential mediating
effects of benevolent sexism and moderating effects of social dominance orientation.
4.1

Benevolent Sexism as a Mediator
Ambivalent sexism theory conceptualizes sexism as a multidimensional construct that

encompasses both hostile and benevolent attitudes toward women (Glick & Fiske, 1996; 2001).
Hostile sexism involves antipathy and negative stereotypes about women, such as beliefs that
women are incompetent, overly emotional, and sexually manipulative. Hostile sexism also
involves beliefs that men should be more powerful than women and fears that women will try to
take power from men (Cikara et al., 2009; Glick & Fiske, 1996). In contrast, benevolent sexism
involves overall positive views of women as long as they occupy traditionally feminine roles.
Individuals with benevolently sexist beliefs characterize women as weak and needing protection,
support, and adoration. Importantly, hostile and benevolent sexism tend to go hand-in-hand but
are also somewhat independent (with a typical correlation of .40; Glick et al., 2000). Ambivalent
sexists (i.e., those who score high on both benevolent and hostile sexism) reconcile their
potentially contradictory attitudes about women by acting hostile toward women whom they
believe are trying to steal men’s power (e.g., feminists, professionals who show competence) and
by acting benevolently toward traditional women (e.g., homemakers) who reinforce conventional
gender relations and who serve men (Glick et al., 1997). Therefore, ambivalent sexism theory
builds on earlier theories of sexism by including attitudes toward women that, while sexist, are
often experienced as positive in valence by perceivers and targets (Glick & Fiske, 1996).
Ambivalent sexism theory, and in particular the ambivalent sexism inventory, is used in the
current research as a way to understand why women may accept a lower status role in society.
Although the ambivalent sexism inventory is often used as a trait/dispositional measure
of sexism, the ambivalent sexism inventory has also been used as a state measure (wherein it
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varies by context). For example, in a study examining the effects of system justification
processes on ambivalent sexism beliefs, the researchers reported that after manipulating the
(il)legitimacy of the system by making crime salient (vs. not salient), there was an increase in
endorsement of benevolent sexism (Phelan, Sanchez, & Broccoli, 2010, Study 2). A recent crime
was argued to manipulate the (il)legitimacy of the system because random criminal acts threaten
the belief that the status quo is stable, legitimate, and fair. Both male and female students in the
high crime salience condition endorsed benevolent sexism more than students in the low crime
salience condition. In addition, threat did not lead to greater endorsement of hostile sexism
(Phelan et al. 2010), which bolsters the argument that students were engaging in system
justifying processes. This is in line with other experimental research showing that a system threat
manipulation increases endorsement of complementary stereotypes that make the world seem
fairer and more balanced, such as the stereotype that poor people are more happy than rich
people. It should be noted that the system threat manipulation does not increase the endorsement
of non-complementary stereotypes (e.g., Kay et al., 2005).
Among women, increased endorsement of benevolent sexism should result in increased
self-objectification because benevolent sexism serves as a reminder to women about their
socially acceptable roles and women should engage in self-objectified behaviour in an effort to
fit into these roles. Indeed, benevolent sexism endorsement has been shown to be moderately
correlated with self-objectification such that increased benevolent sexism endorsement is
associated with increased self-objectification (Nowatzki & Morry, 2009; Sáez, Valor-Segura, &
Expósito, 2016).
Furthermore, previous research has found that exposure to benevolent sexism increases
women’s self-objectification (e.g., Calogero & Jost, 2011; Forbes et al., 2007; Shepherd et al.,
2011). For instance, exposure to benevolent sexism was shown to be associated with increased
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focus on appearance-related beliefs and behaviours, and a greater internalization of the thin ideal
(Forbes et al., 2007). In another study, women who witnessed an act of benevolent sexism
reported higher self-objectification than women in a control condition who did not witness any
act (Shepherd et al., 2011).
In an additional study, women responded to reading short sexist statements that were
benevolent and complementary in nature with increased self-objectification (Calogero & Jost,
2011). Specifically, participants reported higher levels of state self-objectification (measured
using both closed-ended and open-ended measures), in comparison to those who did not read the
sexist statements. This occurred for women who were exposed to sexist statements that were
either benevolent or complementary (i.e., a combination with both hostile and benevolent
statements), but did not occur for women who were exposed to sexist statements that were
hostile or for women exposed to non-sexist control statements. Taken together, exposure to
benevolent sexism has been shown to increase self-objectification scores among women.
Whereas exposure to hostile sexism has not been shown to result in increased self-objectification
scores among women. Calogero and Jost (2011) proposed that women’s self-objectification
occurs because women are engaging in system justification; however, they did not
experimentally manipulate system justification. Thus, more research is needed to investigate the
links between system justification, benevolent sexism, and self-objectification.
Therefore, in the current study, I examined if the relation between system threat and selfobjectification is mediated by benevolent sexism endorsement. This should occur because, after
experiencing a system threat, individuals are motivated to justify the current social order by
endorsing complementary stereotypes, such as benevolent sexism, that make the world seem fair
and balanced (Kay et al., 2005). Further, it has been shown that exposure to benevolent sexism
leads women to self-objectify (Calogero & Jost, 2011; Forbes et al., 2007; Shepherd et al., 2011).
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Thus, when women endorse benevolently sexist beliefs more, they should be more supportive of
gender roles and should strive harder to conform to them. Women who reject benevolent sexism
should also reject gender role stereotypes and be less likely to conform to those roles by selfobjectifying in that moment.
Additionally, the relation between the threat condition and both self-objectification and
self-sexualization should not be mediated by endorsement of hostile sexism (i.e., beliefs that
women are trying to take men’s power; Glick & Fiske, 1996). This is because a system threat
should result in people trying to uphold the status quo by endorsing stereotypes that make the
world seem fairer (Kay et al., 2005). Women should not see hostile sexism as fair and thus
should not be more likely to endorse these beliefs after a system threat. In addition, exposure to
hostile sexism has been shown to be unrelated to levels of self-objectification (Calogero & Jost,
2011; Forbes et al., 2007; Shepherd et al., 2011). Although exposure to hostile sexism and its
effects on self-sexualization has not been studied, the pattern of results is likely similar to the
effects of hostile sexism on self-objectification. Therefore:
Hypothesis 2. The relation between the threat condition and both self-objectification and
self-sexualization should be mediated by benevolent sexism but not by hostile sexism.
4.2

Social Dominance Orientation as a Moderator
Social dominance theory posits that societies are made up of social hierarchies and most

forms of intergroup discrimination, oppression, and conflict serve the function of establishing
and maintaining particular hierarchical social systems (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Thus, social
dominance theory focuses on the ways that social hierarchies are maintained. Social dominance
orientation measures people’s tendencies to prefer hierarchical groups. Individual differences in
social dominance orientation are often measured using the scale developed by Pratto et al.
(1994). Research using this scale has shown that social dominance orientation correlates with
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many sociopolitical attitudes that are relevant to intergroup inequality and domination including
racism, cultural elitism, the belief that meritocracy exists (Son Hing, Bobocel, Zanna, Garcia,
Gee, & Orazietti, 2011), and political-economic conservatism (Pratto et al., 1994; Sidanius,
Pratto, & Bobo, 1994). Furthermore, social dominance orientation scores predict sexist attitudes
(Sibley, Wilson, & Duckitt, 2007) and correlate with attitudes that are unsupportive of women’s
rights (Heaven, 1999; Jost & Burgess, 2000, Study 2). Endorsement of social dominance
orientation is also associated with greater hostile sexism (Christopher & Wojda, 2008; Sibley,
Overall, et al., 2007) and benevolent sexism (Mosso, Briante, Aiello, & Russo, 2013; Study 2),
greater preference for traditional gender roles (Christopher & Wojda, 2008), and greater
tolerance of sexual harassment (Russell & Trigg, 2004). Therefore, people higher in social
dominance orientation generally prefer and, want to bolster, hierarchical intergroup relations,
such as those between men and women (Duckitt 2001; 2003; Pratto et al., 1994).
Pertinent to the current research, men and women’s endorsement of social dominance
orientation has been found to be positively related with objectifying women (e.g., Bartak, 2015).
In addition, social dominance orientation has been positively related to self-objectification in
women (Choma & Prusaczyk, 2018). Specifically, in a sample of African American women in
the USA (age 18-30; N = 119), self-objectification behaviours (e.g., body monitoring, bleaching
skin) and body dissatisfaction were significantly and positively correlated with social dominance
orientation. Specifically, social dominance orientation was a significant predictor of selfobjectification such that those higher in social dominance orientation were more likely to selfobjectify than women lower in social dominance orientation. Thus, in the current research
women higher in social dominance orientation should self-objectify more than women lower in
social dominance orientation.
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Hypothesis 3. Women higher in social dominance orientation will have higher selfobjectification scores and self-sexualization scores, compared with women lower in
social dominance orientation.
It has also been theorized that social dominance orientation could be used as an
individual difference variable that measures variations in system justification tendencies (Jost &
Burgess, 2000; see also Jost & Thompson, 2000) especially in non-egalitarian social contexts.
System justification theory predicts that members of a lower status group should favour a higher
status outgroup. Specifically, members of lower status groups should show outgroup favoritism
when there are legitimate and large perceived status differences. In addition, these system
justifying behaviours should be moderated by social dominance orientation. In line with this
reasoning, social dominance orientation was found to moderate system justifying behaviour in a
study examining perceived status differences between university students (Overbeck et al.,
2004). Thus, social dominance orientation has been shown to be an individual difference variable
when examining system justification tendencies.
Accordingly, in the current study, social dominance orientation should moderate
women’s responses to system threat. Members of low status groups who are higher (vs. lower) in
social dominance orientation should be more likely to try to bolster their system when it is
threatened because they will be more responsive to status differences between groups because of
their preference for hierarchical intergroup relations (Pratto et al., 1994; Sidanius et al., 2001).16

16

The social dominance orientation scale (Pratto et al., 1994) is often used as a unidimensional measure (Sidanius &
Pratto, 1999); however, research has demonstrated that the social dominance orientation scale combines two
constructs (Jost & Thompson, 2000; Kugler et al., 2010). The first construct is opposition to equality, a construct
that represents wanting to prevent equalization of individuals (Hindriks, Verkuyten, & Coenders, 2014; Ho et al.,
2012; Kugler et al., 2010). The second construct is group-based dominance, which is related to preferences for some
groups to dominate over other groups. Given that I propose that women will self-objectify in order to uphold the
gender-based hierarchy status quo, I will examine if group-based dominance moderates the effect of condition on
women’s self-objectification in exploratory analyses (see Appendix DD).
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Specifically, among higher social dominance orientation women, those in the system threat
condition should exhibit higher self-objectification and self-sexualization scores than those in the
no system threat condition, and control condition. Conversely, among lower social dominance
orientation women, there should be no difference in self-objectification and self-sexualization
scores between women in the system threat, the no system threat, and control conditions. This is
because women higher in social dominance orientation should have more of a preference for
hierarchical intergroup relations (Pratto et al., 1994) and may respond differently to the system
threat manipulation than women lower in social dominance orientation (Jost & Thompson, 2000;
Pratto et al., 1994; Sidanius et al., 2001).
Hypothesis 4. The relation between the threat condition and self-objectification and selfsexualization should be moderated by women’s social dominance orientation levels.
Among women lower in social dominance orientation, there should be no difference in
self-objectification and self-sexualization scores between women in the system threat, no
threat, and control conditions. Conversely, among women higher in social dominance
orientation, those in the system threat condition should exhibit higher self-objectification
and self-sexualization scores than those in the no threat condition and those in the control
condition.
4.3

Measuring Self-Objectification and Self-Sexualization
The same scales used in Study 1 were used in Study 2 except the self-surveillance scale

(McKinley & Hyde, 1996) was replaced with a new scale. This was done because the nonsignificant effects for the self-surveillance scale in Study 1 may have been because the selfsurveillance scale is more representative of trait self-objectification rather than state selfobjectification. The results from Study 1 also revealed that the system threat manipulation led
women to report more enjoyment of their bodies as sexually appealing and many women wrote
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positive statements about their bodies in their appearance related self-image responses. Thus, the
appearance evaluation scale (Cash, 2000) was used as a measure of self-objectification in Study
2 in order to measure women’s feelings of satisfaction with their appearance.
Little research has examined if women feel more positively about themselves, their
appearance, or about using their bodies sexually after undergoing a prime designed to increase
self-objectification. Some research has revealed positive effects (e.g., increased self-esteem) for
women while they are self-objectifying versus when they are not self-objectifying (e.g., Breines,
Crocker, & Garcia, 2008; Fea & Brannon, 2006; Moffit & Szymanski, 2011). Additionally, the
self-sexualization literature has viewed women’s self-sexualization as a potentially positive
experience given that some women find using their bodies in a sexual way or to attract men as
enjoyable and empowering (Erchull & Liss, 2013; Liss et al., 2011). Thus, whether inducing
self-objectification with a system threat is associated with more positive beliefs about one’s
appearance and with increased self-sexualization is further explored in the current research.
Given that the manipulation leads people to act in ways that maintain the status differences
between men and women (e.g., Kay et al., 2009), the manipulation may lead women to focus on
how they are valued in society (e.g., by reminding them about how men cherish women and care
for them), which could result in more positive feelings about their body than an alternate selfobjectification prime that simply requires women to look at themselves in the mirror.
4.4

Potential Unintended Effects of the System Threat Manipulation
In addition, I explored two potential consequences of the system threat versus no system

threat manipulations that were not intended by system justification researchers. First, I assessed
how believable participants found each manipulation to be (i.e., an essay that America is doing
well politically, socially, and economically vs. an essay that America is doing poorly politically,
socially, and economically). Recall that, in Study 1, generally, women’s self-objectification in
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the system threat condition was equivalent to those in the no threat condition. It is possible that
the no threat manipulation inadvertently caused some participants—likely liberals—to feel
threatened as the passage was inconsistent with their worldview. Therefore, in the current study,
I explored how believable the manipulation was found to be among both liberals and
conservatives.
Second, I explored whether the no threat and system threat manipulations are associated
with thoughts of death. A system threat supposedly motivates individuals to defend dominant
worldviews (Jost et al., 2004). However, it could be possible that the system threat manipulation
increases thoughts about mortality because it calls into question beliefs about their own cultural
worldview. Terror management theory (Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991), has
proposed that someone’s cultural worldview can protect against fear of death and studies have
shown that weakening someone’s cultural worldview leads to increased death thought
accessibility (e.g., Schimel, Hayes, Williams, & Jahrig, 2007). Thus, I explored whether the
system threat manipulation leads to increased death thought accessibility. Given that these are
exploratory analyses, no formal predictions are made regarding these outcomes.
4.5

Exploring Potential Demographic Moderators
Exploratory analyses were conducted to determine if the effects of condition on self-

objectification were moderated by social dominance orientation, SES, and political orientation
because previous research has shown that these variables may affect system justification
behaviours (e.g., Jost et al., 2017; Kay et al., 2009; Napier & Jost, 2008; van der Toorn et al.,
2011). Given the large number of predictors and limited power, a separate supplementary
analysis examined if the effects are moderated by gender, age, relationship status, and BMI
because previous researchers have found some differences in self-objectification behaviours
based on age (e.g., McKinley, 2006), relationship status (Sanchez & Broccoli, 2008), and BMI
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(Frederick, Forbes, Grigorian, & Jarcho, 2007). Finally, in the third analysis, considering that
conservatives have been shown to endorse system justification more than liberals (Jost et al.,
2017; Kay et al., 2009), the effects of political orientation and believability were examined to
understand if people responded differently depending on if they found the manipulation
believable and if this was affected by their political orientation. No moderators were included in
the main analyses but these supplemental analyses.
4.6
4.6.1

Method
Participants
American participants were recruited online through Amazon Mechanical Turk and were

required to be fluent in English and at least 18 years old. The main analyses were conducted with
239 women who ranged in age from 20 to 73 years old (M = 39.97, SD = 11.94). The majority of
participants were White (82%), with Black (10%), Latin (3%), and East Asian/Southeast Asian
(3%) being the other largest groups. A power analysis completed with an effect size of f = .203
(based on previous studies see Table 1 and Table 4, piloting, and the effect sizes from all of the
self-objectification and self-sexualization measures in Study 1), an alpha level of 0.05, and an
expected power of .80, indicated that 237 participants were needed. Participants were randomly
assigned to one of three conditions: (a) control (n = 80); (b) system threat (n = 80); and (c) no
threat (n = 79).
4.6.2

Procedure17
Participants were provided with a link on Mechanical Turk’s website that took them to

the survey, which was developed using Qualtrics. Participants were told that we sought to
17

Piloting was conducted to see: (1) if the cover story was believable or if anything seemed odd; (2) if people found
the instructions clear and easy to follow; (3) if the manipulations were interpreted correctly; (4) if people understood
how to answer the reading comprehension questions and to ensure the questions were not too difficult; (5) and, to
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examine how reading comprehension is related to attitude differences (see Appendix A). After
giving consent (see Appendix B), participants were randomly assigned to one of three possible
conditions: control, system threat, and no threat (see Appendix C, Appendix D, Appendix E,
respectively). In order to ensure that participants read the manipulation and to ensure that the
cover story was believable, participants answered three fairly easy “reading comprehension”
questions following the system threat, no system threat, and control manipulations. These were
the same manipulations and “reading comprehension” questions used in the Manipulation Check
Study and in Study 1.
Once participants finished reading the manipulation and answering the reading
comprehension questions, they then completed a scale that measured feelings of threat (see
Appendix G). Then participants completed the following dependent variables in random order:
the ambivalent sexism inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996; see Appendix T), the appearance related
planning task (Pope, 1978; see Appendix Q), the appearance related self-image task (Kuhn &
McPartland, 1954; see Appendix R), the appearance evaluation scale (Cash, 2000; see Appendix
V), and the self-sexualization scale (Liss et al., 2011; see Appendix S). Attention check items
were embedded within the scales.
Once participants completed the dependent measures in random order they completed the
following measures in this fixed order: social dominance orientation scale (Pratto et al., 1994;
see Appendix U)18, death thought accessibility (see Appendix W), impression management scale

understand the order of the scales. The manipulations used in piloting were identical to the ones used in the study
but participants completed either shortened versions or full versions of the scales depending on what aspect was
being examined in that part of the piloting process.
18
Further piloting was conducted to determine if the order of the social dominance orientation scale made a
difference in how participants responded. Previous experimental research using social dominance orientation as a
moderator has shown that social dominance orientation is uninfluenced by threat manipulations (e.g., Costello &
Hodson, 2011; Duckitt & Fisher, 2003). In these studies, participants were given the social dominance orientation
scale after the manipulation and responses on the social dominance orientation scale were shown to be unaffected by
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(Paulhus, 1988; see Appendix X), manipulation check (see Appendix N), honesty check (see
Appendix I), conscientious check (see Appendix J), demographics questionnaire (see Appendix
Y), suspicion probe (see Appendix K), and a question about whether they had read the passage
before (see Appendix L). Participants were then debriefed, provided their consent again (see
Appendix BB), and were paid $2.00 through their Amazon account.
4.6.3

Materials

4.6.3.1 Threat Scale
The scale consisted of 10 threat items as well as 10 filler items (see Appendix G). These
items were used to assess how threatened participants felt after undergoing the manipulation. The
10 threat items were the following: “stressed,” “uncomfortable,” “uneasy,” “tense,” “bothered,”
“anxious,” “threatened,” “vulnerable,” “distressed,” and “nervous.” Sample filler items were
positive and negative affect items such as “happy,” “optimistic,” “content,” “energetic,” and
“irritated at others.” This threat scale had good reliability (α = .95).
4.6.3.2 Ambivalent Sexism Inventory
Participants answered 24-items intended to measure their levels of ambivalent sexism
(see Appendix T). Twelve items comprised the benevolent sexism subscale and 12-items
comprised the hostile sexism subscale. Benevolent sexism can be described as positive attitudes
toward women who embody traditional traits. A sample item is “Women should be cherished
and protected by men,” with a response scale of 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly).

threat. In this piloting for the current research, the full scales were used. The results of the piloting for the current
research also shows that the social dominance orientation scale was unaffected by the threat manipulations. In
addition, the placement of the social dominance orientation scale, either before or after the dependent measures, did
not make a difference in how the dependent measures were answered. However, because it is a long scale it was
decided to place the social dominance orientation scale after the dependent measures were completed. Analyses after
all of the data were collected showed that there were no significant differences in social dominance orientation
scores between the conditions, suggesting that there is no effect of threat on social dominance orientation, F(2, 236)
= 0.07, p = .932, ηp2 = .00.
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Hostile sexism is described as negative attitudes toward women, such as beliefs about the
inferiority of women relative to men in intelligence and competence. A sample item is “Women
seek to gain power by getting control over men,” with a response scale of 1 (disagree strongly)
to 7 (agree strongly). This ambivalent sexism scale had good reliability (α = .94).
4.6.3.3 Appearance Related Planning
In the current study, participants were asked to spend 2.5 minutes writing about their
intentions and plans for the upcoming week (Pope, 1978). Participants were told that they could
write about anything that came to mind related to work, school, or leisure activities (see
Appendix Q). This task was used to assess how often participants would write about intentions
related to their appearance or body in the upcoming week. An “appearance related planning”
score was created following the method used in previous research (e.g., Calogero & Jost, 2011;
Quinn, Kallen, & Cathey 2006), wherein responses were coded by counting the number of
appearance related intentions each participant included in his/her response. Specifically, each
time a participant stated something related to a particular code that participant was given a 1 for
that code. For example, if a participant described getting a haircut and exercising to lose weight,
that participant would be given a score of 2. In addition, a second score was created wherein the
applicability scores for each body term were summed. Applicability scores were calculated by
rating how much that statement was applicable to each code on a 1 (applies very little) to 5
(applies very much) scale. This was done because it allows an examination of the importance
placed on certain ideas captured by the code. For example, some participants simply mention
wanting to exercise in the coming week whereas other participants specify that they will exercise
every day during the week for over an hour each day.
Using a quantitative content analysis method (Mayring, 2014), two independent raters,
who were blind to condition, scored each response. The codes used in this study are identical to
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the codes used in Study 1, as no new themes emerged. Ten codes were created based on codes
reported in previous research that captured appearance related activities (e.g., “dieting/weight
loss,” “haircut/colour hair,” “clothes shopping”; Calogero & Jost, 2011). Six additional codes
were created to capture appearance related activities (e.g., “focusing on appearance,” “choosing
outfits”). Twelve codes were created based on codes reported in previous research (e.g.,
“religion,” “spouse/boyfriend/girlfriend,” “travel”) that capture common activities that came up
in the responses (Molina, Borkovec, Peasley, & Pearson, 1998; Pennebaker, Czajka,
Cropanzano, Richards, 1990) and five additional codes were created to capture other common
activities (e.g., “parenting” and “working”). See Table 5 or all codes used. Interrater agreement
was high (Cohen’s Kappa = 0.826). Ratings were combined together into one score by averaging
each coder’s scores together to create a participant’s final appearance related planning score.
4.6.3.4 Appearance Related Self-Image
Participants completed the Twenty Statements Task wherein they were asked to fill in 20
blank “I am…” statements with whatever came to their mind (Kuhn & McPartland, 1954; see
Appendix R). The Twenty Statements Test is the most widely used measure of state selfobjectification in the literature (see Calogero, 2011 & Kahalon, Schnabel, & Becker, 2018 for
reviews). Scores for appearance related terms were created by counting the number of statements
that included appearance related terms, which is consistent with how researchers have measured
appearance terms using this task in other self-objectification studies (e.g., Aubrey et al., 2009).
Appearance related terms were anything related to appearance such as attractiveness, hair colour,
or weight. Appearance related terms were summed so that if a participant completed three of the
statements with appearance related terms, then that participant would be given a score of 3.
Using a content analysis method (Mayring, 2014), two independent raters, who were
blind to condition, scored each response. The codes used in this study are identical to the codes
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used in Study 1, as no new codes emerged. Each statement a participant used was sorted into one
of the following codes. Twelve codes were created based on codes reported in previous research
that captured appearance related terms (e.g., “body weight and size,” “physical competence” ) as
well 29 codes to capture more general terms (e.g., “unisex traits or abilities,”
“intelligent/rational,” “weak/submissive;” see Aubrey, Henson, Hopper, & Smith, 2009; Mackie,
1980, 1983; Ward & Balswick, 1978). Six additional codes to capture appearance related terms
(e.g., “eye colour,” “hair colour and length”) as well 13 additional codes to capture other
common elements (e.g., “financial status,” “responsible”) that came up in the responses were
also created. For each participant, all appearance-related codes were summed to create an
appearance-related self-image score for that participant. Interrater agreement was high (Cohen’s
Kappa = 0.924). Each coder’s appearance-related self-image scores were combined together into
one score by averaging the scores together. See Table 6 for all codes used.
4.6.3.5 Self-Sexualization Scale
Self-sexualization has been theorized as a form of self-objectification (APA, 2007). Selfsexualization differs from self-objectification in that the former is a focus on appearing sexually
appealing whereas the latter is a focus on appearing attractive. This scale is designed to assess
women’s self-sexualization (Liss et al., 2011). The scale is comprised of 8-items. A sample item
is “When I wear revealing clothing, I feel sexy and in control” with response options ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). See Appendix S. This scale had good reliability
(α = .88).
4.6.3.6 Appearance Evaluation Scale
The 7-item subscale of the Multidimensional Body-Self Relations Questionnaire (Cash,
2000) was used to assess how participants felt about their appearance, with higher scores
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reflecting greater satisfaction with their appearance. A sample item is “Most people would
consider me good-looking” with response options ranging from 1 (definitely disagree) to 7
(definitely agree). See Appendix V. This scale had good reliability (α = .95).
4.6.3.7 Social Dominance Orientation Scale
The16-item Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Pratto et al., 1994; see Appendix N)
was used to measure participants’ preference for inequality among social groups. A sample item
is “If certain groups stayed in their place, we would have fewer problems.” Participants indicated
their level of agreement with each item using a scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7
(agree strongly). See Appendix U. This scale had good reliability (α = .88).
4.6.3.8 Attention check items
Two items were embedded within the questionnaires to assess participants’ level of
attention during the study. The items instructed participants to “Please select “7” (applies very
much),” “Please select “1” (strongly disagree),” and “For this question please select neither
disagree nor agree.” If participants did not follow the directions, then their responses were coded
as inattentive and they were not included in the analyses.
4.6.3.9 Death Thought Accessibility
Participants completed an adapted word scramble task with 20 scrambled words (Brown,
Diekman, & Schnieder, 2011). Within the task there were 6 critical words that could be
completed with words related to death (see Appendix W). Two sample critical scramble items
are “de_ _ ” and “sk_ _ l” which could be completed with the word “dead” and “skull,”
respectively. There were also 14 filler words included. A sample filler word is “flo_ _r.” The
number of critical words that were completed with death-related words were summed to provide
a score of 0 - 6 for each participant. Higher scores reflect higher death thought accessibility.
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4.6.3.10 Impression Management Scale
The 20-item version of the impression management scale was used to assess participants’
tendency to respond in a socially desirable manner (Paulhus, 1988). A sample item is “I
sometimes tell lies if I have to” with a response scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 7 (very
true). See Appendix X. All items were reverse coded and responses greater than or equal to six
were coded as one and responses lower than six were coded as zero. Higher scores reflect more
socially desirable responding.
4.6.3.11 Demographic Questionnaire
Participants were asked to report their age, gender, sexual orientation, political
orientation, state they currently reside in, education level, ethnic origin, weight and height,
relationship status, income, occupational status, and perceived social status (see Appendix Y).
4.6.3.12 Manipulation Check Questions
Two true or false type items were used to determine if participants correctly interpreted
the manipulations. The items were “The article reported that the United States is doing relatively
worse compared to other countries” and “The article reported that most Americans feel good
about the condition of the United States.” Both questions used a (a) true, (b) not true, (c) The
article did not discuss the United States of America, and (d) do not know, response options. See
Appendix Z.
4.6.3.13 Believability of Passage
Four questions were used to examine if participants felt that the passage they read at the
beginning of the study was believable (see Appendix AA). Three of the questions were answered
using a Likert scale. A sample item is “I think that the passage I read at the beginning of the
study is accurate” with a response option of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The final
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question was an open ended question asking participants “Do you have any comments about the
passage at the beginning of the study?”
4.6.3.14 Honesty Check Item
There was one honesty check item “I answered all questions in this survey honestly and
truthfully” (see Appendix I), with a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) response scale.
4.6.3.15 Conscientiousness Check Item
There was one attention check item “I answered all questions in this survey to the best of
my ability” (see Appendix J), with a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) response scale.
4.6.3.16 Suspicion Probe
Two open-ended questions assessed participants’ suspicion (see Appendix K). The items
were “Please take a moment to let us know what you think this study is all about,” and “Do you
think that we are looking at anything other than what we have told you during this study?”
4.6.3.17 Familiarity with System Threat and No Threat Passages
Participants in the system threat and no system threat conditions were asked if they read
the excerpt in a previous study: “We want to know if you have read the article presented at the
beginning of the study in another study that you have completed (either on Mechanical Turk or
elsewhere). To the best of your knowledge and belief, have you ever read this article before in
another study?” See Appendix L. If they had seen the manipulation before then they were
excluded from the analyses.
4.7

Results
For both the preliminary and main analyses, the data were analyzed using SPSS (Version

26). There were no missing data in the main analyses. Some demographic questions were not
answered by all participants and this is reflected in the sample sizes reported for the
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supplementary analyses as the demographic variables were only used in the supplemental
analyses. Participants with missing data were retained where possible.
4.7.1

Preliminary Analyses
There were 335 participants who completed the study. Three participants were excluded

from the analyses because their data was non-sensical (e.g., entered “4” for every scale response
and the responses on the free-writing tasks were gibberish). Six participants did not answer the
attention check questions correctly so they were excluded from the analyses. One participant was
excluded as he identified as a male. Two participants had their data discarded because they
indicated that they had read the manipulation passage before (System Threat Condition = 1 and
No Threat Condition = 1). Thirty-six participants who were suspicious and were able to guess
what the study was about had their data removed (Control Condition = 12, System Threat
Condition = 16, No Threat Condition = 8). Finally, data from forty-eight participants were
excluded because they were not heterosexual (Control Condition = 20, System Threat Condition
= 13, No Threat Condition = 15). Non-heterosexuals were removed in this study because there
are differences in how people self-objectify and self-sexualize based on their sexual orientation
(e.g., Martins et al., 2007). Thus, 239 female participants were retained.
Generally, the correlations between the dependent measures were low (rs -.13 to .35).
Suggesting that we are looking at separate dependent measures. See Table 10 for correlations
between dependent measures. The correlations between social dominance orientation and
ambivalent sexism inventory (i.e., all items together, just the benevolent sexism subscale, and
just the hostile sexism subscale) were moderate (rs .33 to .50). The correlation between
benevolent and hostile sexism was moderate, r(234) = .44, p < .001.
A one-way ANOVA was used to examine if social dominance orientation beliefs differed
between conditions (see Table 11). The ANOVA was not significant indicating that social
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dominance orientation beliefs did not differ between conditions, F(2, 236) = 0.07, p = .932, ηp2 =
.00. See Table 12 for means and standard deviations. These results suggest that there is no effect
of threat on social dominance orientation, which satisfies the assumption that social dominance
orientation is orthogonal to the manipulation and can therefore be treated as a moderator.
4.7.1.1 Manipulation Check
Participants completed two true or false type items asking about what the manipulations
reported. The items were “The article reported that the United States is doing relatively worse
compared to other countries” and “The article reported that most Americans feel good about the
condition of the United States.” Both questions used (a) true, (b) not true, (c) the article did not
discuss the United States of America, and (d) do not know, response options. Participants in each
condition should answer these two questions according to what was presented to them in the
manipulation. For example, those in the system threat should report true to the first question and
false to the second question whereas those in the control condition should pick the response that
states that the article did not report anything about the United States for both questions.
To determine if participants correctly interpreted the manipulations, the number of
correct and incorrect responses were examined. Participants did interpret the manipulations
correctly as 219 participants passed both manipulation check questions (Control Condition = 68,
System Threat Condition = 77, and No Threat Condition = 74), there were 7 participants who
passed at least one of the two manipulation checks (Control Condition = 0, System Threat
Condition = 3, and No Threat Condition = 4), and 13 participants failed both manipulation check
questions (Control Condition = 12, System Threat Condition = 0, and No Threat Condition = 1).
Participants who failed the manipulation check were still retained and included in all analyses in
the study.
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4.7.2

Main Results

4.7.2.1 Feelings of Threat
A one-way ANOVA was used to examine feelings of threat after exposure to the
manipulation conditions (see Tables 11 & 12). The ANOVA was significant indicating that
feelings of threat differed depending on manipulation, F(2, 236) = 4.25, p = .015, ηp2 = .04. Posthoc comparisons using LSD tests revealed that those in the system threat condition (M = 2.32,
SD = 1.28), felt significantly more threatened than those in the control condition (M = 1.76, SD =
1.12, t[158] = 2.87, p = .005, d = .47, 95% CI [0.12, 0.96]). There were no significant differences
between those in the system threat condition (M = 2.32, SD = 1.28), and the no threat condition
(M = 1.95, SD = 1.34, t[157] = 1.89, p = .060, d = .29, 95% CI [-0.02, 0.77]) or between the no
threat (M = 1.95, SD = 1.34), and the control conditions (M = 1.76, SD = 1.12, t[157] = 0.97, p =
.334, d = .15, 95% CI [-0.20, 0.58]).
4.7.2.2 Self-Objectification
To test Hypothesis 1, that women in the system threat condition will have higher selfobjectification and self-sexualization scores than women in the other conditions, each of the
dependent measures were explored using one-way ANOVAs. See Table 12 for means and
standard deviations.
4.7.2.3 Appearance Evaluation
The ANOVA was significant indicating that appearance evaluation scores differed
depending on the manipulation, F(2, 236) = 7.67, p < .001, ηp2 = .06 (see Table 11). In support of
Hypothesis 1, post-hoc comparisons using LSD tests revealed that those in the system threat
condition (M = 4.48, SD = 1.53), had higher appearance evaluation than women in the no threat
condition (M = 3.75, SD = 1.61, t[157] = 2.93, p = .004, d = .46, 95% CI [0.24, 1.22]), and
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women in the control condition (M = 3.56, SD = 1.58, t[158] = 3.71, p < .001, d = .59, 95% CI
[0.43, 1.42]). There was no significant difference between women in the no threat (M = 3.75, SD
= 1.61) and control condition (M = 3.56, SD = 1.58, t[157] = 0.77, p = .440, d = .12, 95% CI [0.30, 0.69]).
4.7.2.4 Appearance Related Planning
The ANOVA was significant indicating that participants described themselves differently
depending on the manipulation, F(2, 236) = 7.27, p < .001, ηp2 = .06 (see Table 11). In support of
Hypothesis 1, post-hoc comparisons using LSD tests revealed that those in the system threat
condition (M = 1.76, SD = 2.27), described themselves using more body terms than women in
the no threat condition (M = 0.68, SD = 1.52, t[157] = 3.63, p < .001, d = .56, 95% CI [0.49,
1.67]), and women in the control condition (M = 0.93, SD = 1.75, t(158) = 2.83, p = .005, d =
.41, 95% CI [0.25, 1.42]). There was no significant difference between women in the no threat
(M = 0.68, SD = 1.52) and control condition (M = 0.93, SD = 1.75, t[157] = -0.81, p = .418, d =
.15, 95% CI [-0.83, 0.34]).
To investigate if the amount participants wrote was different depending on condition, an
ANOVA was conducted with the average number of words in the appearance related planning
responses as the outcome. The results revealed that the amount participants wrote did not vary
depending on condition F(2, 236) = 0.63, p = .534, ηp2 = .005.19 Thus, it was not the case that
those in the system threat condition had more appearance-related plans than those in the other
conditions simply because they wrote more.

19

Control (M = 86.65, SD = 33.44), No Threat (M = 93.63, SD = 45.93), and System Threat (M = 91. 40, SD =
40.13).
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4.7.2.5 Appearance Related Self-Image
The ANOVA was not significant indicating that participants did not describe themselves
differently depending on the manipulation, F(2, 236) = 1.89, p = .154, ηp2 = .02 (see Table 11).
This does not support Hypothesis 1.
4.7.2.6 Self-Sexualizing Behaviour
The ANOVA was significant indicating that feelings of self-sexualization differed
depending on the manipulation, F(2, 236) = 3.82, p = .023, ηp2 = .03 (see Table 11). In support of
Hypothesis 1, post-hoc comparisons using LSD tests revealed that those in the system threat
condition (M = 4.03, SD = 1.23), reported higher self-sexualizing behaviour than women in the
no threat condition (M = 3.52, SD = 1.30, t[157] = 2.54, p = .012, d = .40, 95% CI [0.12, 0.91),
and women in the control condition (M = 3.59, SD = 1.27, t[158] = 2.21, p = .028, d = .35, 95%
CI [0.05, 0.84]). There was no significant difference between women in the no threat (M = 3.52,
SD = 1.30) and control condition (M = 3.59, SD = 1.27, t[157] = -0.34, p = .734, d = 0.05, 95%
CI [-0.46, 0.33]).
4.7.3

Mediation Analyses
The data were examined using multi-categorical mediation analyses with both hostile and

benevolent sexism entered as mediators. Multi-categorical mediation analyses were used because
of the three experimental conditions. Thus, the multi-categorical variable is condition (control,
no threat, and system threat). Dummy coding was used to compare the conditions by creating
two vectors. The first vector compares the control condition relative to the to the system threat
condition (control = 1, no threat = 0, system threat = 0). The second vector compares the no
threat condition to the system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1, system threat = 0). This
analysis was carried out using the PROCESS macro (in SPSS, Version 26) using the
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bootstrapping method with bias-corrected confidence estimates (Hayes, 2013, Model 4). The
95% confidence interval of the indirect effect was obtained with 10000 bootstrap resamples
(Hayes, 2013).
Prior to conducting the mediation analyses, ANOVAs were used to test if there was an
effect of threat condition on benevolent and hostile sexism (path a of the mediation analyses). A
one-way ANOVA was used to examine if participants’ benevolently sexist beliefs differed
between condition. The ANOVA was significant indicating that benevolently sexist beliefs
differed depending on the manipulation, F(2, 236) = 3.89, p = .022, ηp2 = .03. See Table 12 for
means and standard deviations. Post-hoc comparisons using LSD tests revealed that those in the
system threat condition (M = 3.54, SD = 1.35), reported more benevolently sexist beliefs than
women in the no threat condition (M = 2.98, SD = 1.22, t[157] = 2.78, p = .006, d = .22, 95% CI
[.16, .97]). There was no significant difference between women in the system threat condition (M
= 3.54, SD = 1.35), and the control condition (M = 2.98, SD = 1.22, t[158] = 1.60, p = .112, d =
.13, 95% CI [-.08, .72]). There was no significant difference between women in the control
condition (M = 3.22, SD = 1.28) and the no threat condition (M = 2.98, SD = 1.22, t[157] = 1.19,
p = .006, d = .09, 95% CI [-.64, .16]). Thus, this analysis establishes that there is a significant
effect of condition on benevolent sexism.
An ANOVA was used to examine the effect of condition on participants’ responses to the
hostile sexism subscale. The one-way ANOVA was not significant indicating that participants’
beliefs in hostile sexism did not differ depending on the manipulation, F(2, 236) = 1.60, p = .205,
ηp2 = .01. See Table 12 for means and standard deviations.
4.7.3.1 Appearance Related Planning
Contrary to Hypothesis 2, there was no evidence that benevolent sexism was a mediator
when comparing both the no threat condition versus the system threat condition (CI 95% [-0.07,
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0.22]) and the control condition versus the system threat condition (CI 95% [-0.03, 0.17]) on
appearance related planning. See Figure 3. As predicted (H2), there was no evidence that hostile
sexism was a significant mediator when comparing both the no threat condition versus the
system threat condition (CI 95% [-0.06, 0.13]) and the control condition versus the system threat
condition (CI 95% [-0.03, 0.11]) on appearance related planning.
4.7.3.2 Appearance Related Self-Image
Contrary to Hypothesis 2, there was no evidence that benevolent sexism was a mediator
when comparing both the no threat condition versus the system threat condition (CI 95% [-0.10,
0.17]) and the control condition versus the system threat condition (CI 95% [-0.05, 0.14]) on
appearance related self-image. See Figure 4. As predicted (H2), there was also no evidence that
hostile sexism was a significant mediator when comparing both the no threat condition versus the
system threat condition (CI 95% [-0.11, 0.04]) and the control condition versus the system threat
condition (CI 95% [-0.09, 0.02]) on appearance related self-image.
4.7.3.3 Appearance Evaluation
In line with Hypothesis 2, there was evidence that benevolent sexism was a mediator
when comparing the no threat condition versus the system threat condition on appearance
evaluation (CI 95% [-0.31, -0.02]). See Figure 5. Inconsistent with Hypothesis 2, benevolent
sexism was not a mediator when comparing the control condition versus the system threat
condition (CI 95% [-0.23, 0.00]) on appearance evaluation. As predicted (H2), there was no
evidence that hostile sexism was a significant mediator when comparing both the no threat
condition versus the system threat condition (CI 95% [-0.05, 0.26]) and the control condition
versus the system threat condition (CI 95% [-0.01, 0.14]) on appearance evaluation.
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4.7.3.4 Self-Sexualization
In line with Hypothesis 2, there was evidence that benevolent sexism is a mediator when
testing the effects of the no threat condition versus the system threat condition on selfsexualization (CI 95% [-0.26, -0.02]). See Figure 6. Contrary to Hypothesis 2, benevolent sexism
was not a mediator when comparing the control condition versus the system threat condition (CI
95% [-0.19, 0.00]) on self-sexualization. As predicted (H2), there was no evidence that hostile
sexism was a significant mediator when comparing both the no threat condition versus the
system threat condition (CI 95% [-0.07, 0.06]) and the control condition versus the system threat
condition (CI 95% [-0.04, 0.03]) on self-sexualization.
Thus, in support of Hypothesis 2, when comparing the system threat and control
conditions, benevolent sexism was shown to mediate in the analyses with the closed-ended
measures of self-objectification. Inconsistent with Hypothesis 2, benevolent sexism was not
shown to mediate in the analyses with the open-ended measures of self-objectification when
comparing any of the conditions. As predicted, hostile sexism was not shown to be a mediator
when comparing any of the conditions.
4.7.3.5 Social Dominance Orientation.
The data were examined using a series of multiple regression analyses to test both
Hypothesis 3, which states that women higher in social dominance orientation (vs. lower) will
have higher self-objectification and self-sexualization scores, and Hypothesis 4, which states that
social dominance orientation should moderate the relation between the threat condition and selfobjectification. Two vectors were created using dummy coding in order to compare the
conditions. The first vector [condition (control vs. system threat)], compares the control
condition relative to the to the system threat condition (control = 1, no threat = 0, system threat =
0). The second vector [condition (no threat vs. system threat)] compares the no threat condition
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and the system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1, system threat = 0). On the first step,
condition and social dominance orientation were added. On the second step, condition (control
vs. system threat) × social dominance orientation and condition (no threat vs. system threat) ×
social dominance orientation interactions were added. Main effect predictors were first centered
and then multiplied to create interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991).
From Table 13, we see that Hypothesis 3 was supported when looking at appearance
related self-image, as there was a significant main effect of social dominance orientation such
that those higher in social dominance orientation described themselves with more appearance
related terms than those lower in social dominance orientation (B = 0.17, B SE = 0.08, t(237) =
2.19, p = .029, CI 95% [0.02, 0.32]). However, there were no other significant effects of social
dominance orientation (all ps > .137). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was only partially supported.
There is no evidence of social dominance orientation moderating the relation between
system threat and self-objectification as there were no significant interactions, (all ps > .112), see
Table 13. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was not supported.20
4.7.4

Exploratory Analyses

4.7.4.1 Believability of the Passage and Political Orientation
To better understand how believable liberal and conservative participants found the
system threat manipulations, multiple regression analyses were conducted. Research has shown
that conservatives endorse system justification beliefs more than liberals (Kay et al., 2009; Jost et
al., 2017); thus, political orientation may affect how believable participants found the passages
that state America is doing well or doing poorly. Two vectors were created using dummy coding
in order to compare the conditions. The first vector compares the control condition relative to the

20

See supplemental analyses section in Appendix DD for further analyses examining potential moderators.
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to the system threat condition (control = 1, no threat = 0, system threat = 0). The second vector
compares the no threat condition and the system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1,
system threat = 0). On the first step, impression management was added. On the second step both
condition vectors and political conservatism were added. On the third step, both condition
(control vs. system threat) × political conservatism and condition (no threat vs. system threat) ×
political conservatism interactions were added. Main effect predictors were first centered and
then multiplied to create interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991).
As shown in Table 14, there were two significant main effects. Specifically, the passage
was considered more believable by those in the control condition, compared with the system
threat condition (B = 0.81, B SE = 0.27, t(234) = 3.05, p = .003, CI 95% [0.29, 1.34]). This effect
was moderated by political conservatism (B = 0.49, B SE = 0.13, t(234) = 3.73, p < .001, CI 95%
[0.23, 0.75]). See Figure 7. Simple effects tests revealed that, among those who were liberal,
there were no differences in how believable participants found the system threat passage or the
control passage (B = -0.28, SE B = .38, t(234) = 0.73, p = .465, 95% CI [-1.01, 0.47]). Among
those who were conservative, participants found the control passage to be more believable than
the system threat passage (B = 0.16, SE B = .34, t(234) = 4.68 p < .001, 95% CI [0.93, 2.28]).
These results suggest that conservatives are rejecting the message that America is doing poorly
whereas liberals are more accepting of the message.
In addition, the passage was considered more believable by those in the system threat
condition, compared with those in the no threat condition (B = -0.57, B SE = 0.27, t(234) = -2.11,
p = .036, CI 95% [-1.09, -0.04]). This effect was moderated by political conservatism (B = 0.63,
B SE = 0.14, t(234) = 4.57, p < .001, CI 95% [0.36, 0.91]). See Table 14 and Figure 8. Simple
effects tests revealed that, among those who were liberal, the system threat passage was
considered more believable than the no threat passage (B = -0.79, SE B = .29, t(234) = -2.72, p =
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.007, 95% CI [-1.37, -0.22]). Among those who were conservative, there were no differences in
how believable participants found the system threat passage and the no threat passage (B = 0.56,
SE B = .37, t(234) = 1.54, p = .125, 95% CI [-0.16, 1.29]). These results again suggest that
liberals are more accepting of the message that America is doing poorly and less accepting of the
message that America is doing well, compared with conservatives.
Supplementary analyses were conducted testing whether believability of the (no) system
threat manipulation and political orientation moderate the effects of condition for women’s selfobjectification (See Table 21). There were significant main effects for both believability of the
(no) system threat manipulation and political orientation. For instance, there is a main effect of
political conservatism for appearance evaluation and for self-sexualization with those who are
higher in conservatism reporting more appearance evaluation and higher self-sexualization.
Importantly, the effects of condition were not moderated by conservatism or by believability or
the interaction between the two. Thus, regardless of participants’ political orientation or how
believable they found the (no) system threat, the effects of condition on self-objectification were
consistent.
4.7.4.2 Feelings of Threat and Political Orientation
Given that the exploratory analyses revealed that liberals found the no threat passage to
be particularly unbelievable and that conservatives found the system threat passage to be
particularly unbelievable, I wanted to ensure that the effects of the manipulation on feelings of
threat did not differ by participants’ political orientation. Thus, multiple regression analysis was
used to re-analyze the manipulation check. Two vectors were created using dummy coding in
order to compare the conditions. The first vector [Condition (control vs. system threat)],
compares the control condition relative to the to the system threat condition (control = 1, no
threat = 0, system threat = 0). The second vector [Condition (no threat vs. system threat)],
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compares the no threat condition and the system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1,
system threat = 0). On the first step, impression management was added. On the second step both
condition vectors and political conservatism were added. On the third step, both condition vector
× political conservatism interactions were added. Main effect predictors were first centered and
then multiplied to create interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991).
From Table 14, we see that those in the system threat condition significantly felt more
threat than those in the control condition (B = -0.57, B SE = 0.20, t(234) = -2.85, p = .005, CI
95% [-0.96, -0.17]). No other main effects or interactions were significant. Thus, importantly, the
effects of the manipulation did not depend on people’s political orientation.21
4.7.4.3 Death Thought Accessibility
A one-way ANOVA was used to examine if there were differences in death thought
accessibility based on condition. The ANOVA was not significant indicating that death thought
accessibility did not differ depending on condition, F(2, 236) = 14.31, p = .602, ηp2 = .004 (see
Tables 11 & 12).
4.7.4.4 Supplemental Analyses
Exploratory analyses were conducted to examine several questions. A short summary of
each of the results related to each of the supplemental analyses is given here. See Appendix DD
for tables and figures related to these supplemental analyses (see Tables 17-21 & Figures 22-26).
The first exploratory analyses involved conducting exploratory mediation analyses to investigate
different models to better understand how the relation between system threat and self-

21

To understand the relation between believability and feelings of threat depending on condition and participants’
political orientation, we conducted correlation coefficients for liberals and conservatives (determined by median
split) within each condition. Among conservatives in the no threat condition, there was a moderately negative
correlation between believability and feelings of threat, r(35) = -.33, p = .045, suggesting that the more
conservatives believed that America was doing well the less threat they felt. All other correlations in each condition
were not significant (rs = -.01 to .11, p = .505 to .958).
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objectification may be mediated. Results were largely the same as those presented in the main
analyses of Study 2.
Exploratory analyses were also conducted to investigate potential moderators (see
Appendix DD). Supplementary analyses were conducted to examine if there are different effects
if the social dominance orientation scale is separated into two subscales. Previous research has
indicated that there may be two separate subscales of the social dominance orientation scale (i.e.,
the opposition to equality subscale and the group-based dominance subscale). The group-based
dominance subscale measures individuals’ support for some groups to dominate over other
groups while the opposition to equality subscale measures the desire to prevent the equalization
of individuals (Hindriks et al., 2014; Ho et al., 2012; Jost & Thompson, 2000; Kugler et al.,
2010). It has also been proposed that the two-dimensional scale better captures the ideological
experiences of lower status group members whereas the unidimensional scale captures the
ideological experiences of higher status group members (Jost & Thompson, 2000); thus, there
may have been differences in effects on the self-objectification outcomes. Overall, the results
were mostly similar when using the two subscales separately (see Tables 17 and 18). However,
the group based dominance subscale predicted two of the four measures of self-objectification
and self-sexualization, whereas, the opposition to equality subscale predicted only one of the
four measures of self-objectification and self-sexualization. This provides some support for the
idea that for women, engaging in self-objectification is a set of attitudes and behaviours that act
to reify hierarchies based on gender. In other words, for women to self-objectify it puts them in a
lower position, compared with men.
In addition, moderated mediation was conducted to examine if social dominance
orientation moderated the mediation effect of condition on self-objectification by benevolent
sexism. There was no evidence of moderated mediation. Mediated moderation was also
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conducted to examine if benevolent sexism mediates any moderation of social dominance
orientation in the relation between system justification and self-objectification. There was no
evidence of mediated moderation. See Appendix DD.
Three separate regression analyses were carried out to understand the effects of several
moderators on the self-objectification and self-sexualization outcomes. In the first analysis, the
effects of social dominance orientation, SES, and political orientation were examined because
previous research has shown that these variables may affect system justification behaviours (e.g.,
Kay et al., 2009; Jost et al., 2017; Napier & Jost, 2008; van der Toorn et al., 2011). There were
main effects such that those higher in social dominance orientation and SES, but lower in
political conservatism self-objectified more, but this was not consistent across all outcomes. In
addition, socioeconomic status and political conservatism were shown to be significant
moderators of the effect of condition on appearance self-image and self-sexualization,
respectively. For appearance related self-image, the effect of condition was stronger among those
who were higher (vs. lower) in SES. For self-sexualization, the effect of condition was stronger
among those who were more liberal (vs. conservative).
In the second analysis, the effects of age, relationship status, and BMI were examined to
understand if these individual differences affect responses. Previous researchers have found
some differences in self-objectification behaviours based on age (e.g., McKinley, 2006),
relationship status (Sanchez & Broccoli, 2008), and BMI (Frederick et al., 2007). There were
main effects such that those higher in BMI and age had lower appearance evaluation scores and
self-sexualization scores, respectively. There was no significant moderation of condition effects.
Finally, in the third analysis, the effects of political orientation and believability were
examined to understand if people responded differently depending on if they found the
manipulation believable and if this was affected by their political orientation. There were
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significant main effects such that those who found the passage more believable or who were
more politically conservative reported more self-objectification; however, these effects were not
consistent across outcomes. There were no significant moderating effects of condition (see
Appendix DD).
4.8

Discussion
The current study was intended to further understand women’s self-objectification by

examining a potential mediator and a potential moderator of the significant relation between
system threat and self-objectification found in Study 1. Overall, this study is consistent with the
findings from Study 1 as it provides further evidence that there is a relation between system
justification and self-objectification. This study also provides some evidence that benevolent
sexism mediates this relation. Finally, there is little evidence that social dominance orientation
moderates this relation.
In line with Hypothesis 1, women in the system threat condition had higher selfobjectification and self-sexualization scores than women in the other conditions for all of the
self-objectification outcome measures except for the appearance related self-image measure.
Thus, the results from Study 2 are consistent with the findings from Study 1 by demonstrating
that there is a relation between system justification and both self-objectification and selfsexualization.
It was predicted that the relation between system threat and self-objectification and selfsexualization should be mediated by endorsement of benevolent sexism (Hypothesis 2). This
hypothesis was partially supported as there was evidence of mediation with the closed-ended
measures (i.e., appearance evaluation and self-sexualization). These results are in line with
previous research showing that, those who experienced a manipulation designed to motivate
system justification processes (vs. a control condition) reported increased support of benevolent
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sexism (Phelan et al., 2010). In addition, these results are in line with research showing that
exposing women to both benevolent or complementary forms of sexism increased selfobjectification (Calogero & Jost, 2011), compared with women who were exposed to no sexism
or to hostile sexism.
However, there was no evidence of mediation for the open-ended self-objectification
measures (i.e., appearance related planning and appearance related self-image). The lack of
mediation for the open-ended measures may have occurred because there was more variance in
the responses to these open-ended measures than the closed-ended measures. Specifically,
appearance related planning [VarianceSystem Threat = 5.19 vs. VarianceNo Threat = 2.13] and
appearance related self-image [VarianceSystem Threat = 2.86 vs. VarianceNo Threat = 1.69] both had
more variance between the no threat and system threat conditions than the appearance evaluation
[VarianceSystem Threat = 1.53 vs. VarianceNo Threat = 1.61] and self-sexualization measures
[VarianceSystem Threat = 1.23 vs. VarianceNo Threat = 1.30]). The differing variances could be because
the instructions for the open-ended measures did not prompt participants to write about their
body or self-objectification so responses were more varied than the responses to the closedended measures that were directly about self-objectification.
It was also predicted that the relation between system threat and both self-objectification
and self-sexualization should not be mediated by participants’ endorsement of hostile sexism
attitudes. There was no evidence that hostile sexism was a mediator. These results are in line
with previous research showing that, those who experienced a manipulation designed to motivate
system justification processes (vs. a control condition) did not report increased support of hostile
sexism (Phelan et al., 2010). In addition, these results are in line with research showing that
exposing women to hostile sexism did not increase self-objectification, compared with women
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who were exposed to no sexism, benevolent sexism, or complementary sexism (Calogero & Jost,
2011).
Generally, the prediction that women higher (vs. lower) in social dominance orientation
should have higher self-objectification and self-sexualization scores was not supported. One of
four outcomes was consistent with Hypothesis 3. Specifically, those higher in social dominance
orientation described themselves using more appearance related terms than those lower in social
dominance orientation. When examining the group based dominance subscale, those higher in
social dominance orientation described themselves with more appearance related terms and had
higher appearance evaluation than those lower in social dominance orientation. In addition, there
were no findings that were consistent with the prediction that social dominance orientation
should moderate the relation between system justification and self-objectification. Thus,
Hypothesis 4 was not supported.
Not finding much support for Hypothesis 3 and 4 and not finding many differences
between the social dominance orientation subscales is perplexing. Research has shown that lower
status members with high social dominance orientation generally support the social hierarchy
(Pratto et al., 2006; Sidanius, Levin, Federico, & Pratto, 2001).22 Thus, it should follow that
women who are higher in social dominance orientation should support the hierarchy, by acting in
gender-consistent ways, more than women who are lower in social dominance orientation. This
is consistent with the couple of significant social dominance orientation main effects that were
found. And is in line with other studies that have reported that those higher in social dominance
orientation report higher self-objectification (Choma & Prusaczyk, 2018). However, the non-

22

When comparing social dominance orientation scores in the current research with previous research the averages
and standard deviations were similar. This suggests that it is unlikely that the unexpected non-significant findings
are because there were differences in the current sample, compared with samples from previous research.
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significant moderation findings suggest that it does not matter what a woman’s personal beliefs
are for the association between system threat and self-objectification to occur because women
are socialized to believe these things about their appearance. Stated differently, this suggests that
women do not have to buy into the social hierarchy for this effect to happen and that women are
susceptible to self-objectification regardless of their personal worldviews.23
Analyses examining participants’ feelings of threat after the manipulations showed that
those in the system threat condition reported feeling more threat than those in the control
condition.24 This finding replicates the results from the Independent Manipulation Check Study.
This is also consistent with Brescoll et al., (2013), wherein it was reported that there were
significant differences in feelings of uncertainty (i.e., feeling bothered, uncomfortable, and
uneasy) between the system threat condition and both the no threat condition and a control
condition. There was also no difference in feelings of uncertainty between the no threat and
control conditions. Consistent with those results, the current research found, in two separate
samples, that there was a significant difference in feelings of threat between the system threat
condition and the control condition. However, inconsistent with Brescoll et al., there were no
significant differences between the system threat and no threat conditions or between the no
threat and control conditions.25 This non-significant finding on feelings of threat between the
system and no threat conditions may be because of the current political climate within the United
States (e.g., Black Lives Matter, Antifa, etc.). Specifically, the no threat passage, which states

23

An additional moderation analyses was conducted with benevolent sexism, hostile sexism, and social dominance
orientation added as moderators for the two outcomes that were not mediated by benevolent sexism. None were
significant moderators for appearance related planning or appearance related self-image.
24
Further examination found that this effect was not moderated by political orientation.
25
There are only three other studies that have examined participants’ feelings after the no threat and system threat
manipulations. All three of these studies reported no significant differences between the system threat and no threat
conditions in either positive or negative affect (Cutwright et al., 2011; Kay et al., 2005; van der Toorn et al., 2014).
There was no control condition in those studies.
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that America is doing well and is stable, may not be interpreted the same as it was when the
manipulation was created and when Brescoll et al., conducted their research.
To gain further insight into how the manipulations were interpreted, participants were
asked to report how believable they found the passages. The control passage about gardens was
reported as more believable than both the system threat and no threat conditions. In addition, the
system threat condition was reported as more believable than the no threat condition. Thus,
people are finding it difficult to believe that a journalist would write that the United States is
doing well and are more likely to believe that a journalist would write the opposite. These results
were moderated by political orientation such that conservatives find the system threat condition
less believable than the other conditions whereas liberals find the system threat condition to be
more believable than the other conditions. This may raise concerns about whether the results are
moderated by believability. Supplementary analyses revealed that believability did not moderate
any of the effects of condition on self-objectification (see Appendix DD).
Several supplementary analyses examining potential moderators of the relation between
system justification and self-objectification were conducted and show that largely these effects
are not moderated by political orientation, believability of the passage, age, BMI, relationship
status, and SES. Thus, it seems that the effect of a threat to the system on women’s selfobjectification is the same for most women. That is, it affects women equally. For more
information see Appendix DD.26

26

There were two significant moderators such that those who were higher in SES described themselves with more
appearance related terms in the system threat (vs. control) condition. And those who were more liberal reported
more self-sexualization in the system threat (vs. control) condition. This should be interpreted with caution as these
significant effects were not replicated across self-objectification measures and the number of non-significant
moderation findings may suggest these were spurious.
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In the current study, the link between system threat and mortality salience was examined.
It could be possible that the system threat manipulation increases thoughts about mortality.
Specifically, when individuals experience a system threat, which induces the system justification
motive, they are motivated to defend dominant worldviews (Jost et al., 2004). However, it could
be possible that the system threat manipulation increases thoughts about mortality because the
threat calls into question worldview beliefs. Terror management theory (Solomon et al., 1991),
has proposed that someone’s cultural worldview can protect against fear of death and studies
have shown that weakening someone’s cultural worldview leads to increased death thought
accessibility (e.g., Schimel et al., 2007). In the current research, to examine if there is a link
between system threat and mortality salience, participants completed a death thought
accessibility task wherein participants were shown several word stems with some word stems
that could be completed by making a word related to death. There was no evidence that the
manipulations affected death thought accessibility as differences between conditions were not
found. These results also suggest that participants experiencing a system threat do not experience
a weakened cultural worldview. Further, none of the self-objectification measures were
correlated with thoughts of death, which provides some evidence that the effects of system threat
on self-objectification and self-sexualization are not because of mortality salience. Overall, the
results of Study 2 demonstrate that women self-objectify after experiencing a system threat. This
suggests that women self-objectify to justify or legitimize the way things are in society. Overall,
in line with other research showing that people are more likely to endorse stereotypes when the
system is threatened versus not threatened (Kay et al., 2005; Rudman et al., 2012), women in this
study are using self-objectification as a way to act in line with gender roles and to legitimize
their lower status in the social order relative to men.
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5

General Discussion

The starting point for this research was to better understand why women self-objectify.
Self-objectification has been shown to have harmful effects on women’s physical health
(Calogero et al., 2005; Hurt et al., 2007), mental health (Breines et al., 2008; Calogero, 2009;
Hurt et al., 2007), cognitive abilities and performance on cognitive tasks (Fredrickson et al.,
1998; Hebl, King, & Lin, 2004; Quinn, Kallen, Twenge, et al., 2006;), and to decrease feelings
of competence (Gapinski et al. 2003; Loughnan et al., 2010). Although these negative
consequences have been found, it was still unclear why women self-objectify. This research
examined, and found support for, the idea that system justification processes are one cause of
women’s self-objectification.
Indeed, across two studies there is consistent evidence that exposure to a system threat
results in increased self-objectification among women when compared with a control condition.
This is not the case for men because there were no differences between conditions on any of the
self-objectification measures. Additionally, being exposed to another type of threat did not result
in increased self-objectification for women or men. There is also some evidence that this relation
between system threat and self-objectification is mediated by benevolent sexism and that it is not
mediated by hostile sexism. One unexpected finding was that the relation does not seem to be
moderated by social dominance orientation. This particular finding is discussed later in the
discussion.
Another unexpected finding was that there were inconsistent effects of the no threat
condition on women’s self-objectification. Based on previous research, it was predicted that
women in the system threat condition would have significantly higher self-objectification scores
than women in the no threat condition. This significant difference was found for three of the four
self-objectification outcomes in Study 2 but for none of the four self-objectification outcomes in
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Study 1. The differences in significant effects between the studies may be because of power
considering that there were more women in each condition in Study 2, compared with in Study 1.
Specifically, there were around 50 women per cell in Study 1 and around 79 women per cell in
Study 2.
Something that should be noted are the weak correlations between some of the selfobjectification measures. As noted earlier, within previous research, self-objectification has been
operationalized and examined as several elements that are measured using distinct measures
(Calogero, 2011; Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997; Kahalon et al., 2018) and the current research
follows the same method. One might expect that the correlations between the measures of selfobjectification should be stronger (i.e., moderate to large) and some previous studies have
reported moderate correlations between these measures (e.g., Calogero & Jost, 2011; Calogero &
Pina, 2011). However, the weak correlations found in the current research are consistent with the
correlations reported in much of the literature (e.g., Gervais et al., 2011; Karsay & Matthes,
2016; Liss et al., 2011; Manago, Ward, Lemm, Reed, & Seabrook, 2015; Moya-Garófano &
Moya, 2019; cf. Calogero & Jost, 2011; Calogero & Pina, 2011). Furthermore, several papers in
the self-objectification literature do not report any correlations between the self-objectification
measures, perhaps because low correlations were found (e.g., Fea & Brannon, 2006; Fox et al.,
2014; Fredrickson et al., 1998; Harrison & Fredrickson, 2003; Quinn, Kallen, & Cathey, 2006;
Aubrey et al., 2009; Fea & Brannon, 2006; Fox et al., 2014; Fredrickson et al., 1998; Harrison &
Fredrickson, 2003). The weak correlations may have resulted from the multifaceted nature of
self-objectification. A multifaceted construct is comprised of elements that are either weakly
related or unrelated to each other, such as in the case of measuring personality (Hull, Lehn, &
Tedlie, 1991), and socio-economic status (Cowan et al., 2012).
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In addition, within both studies, particularly weak or non-significant relations were found
between the closed-ended measures with the open-ended measures. Such low correlations may
be because of the use of open-ended measures, which are problematic to compare using
correlations given that they are not appropriately represented by a continuous scale, which is an
assumption of the correlation method (Aggarwal & Ranganathan, 2016). As well, weaker
relations tend to be found when different measurement techniques are used to assess a construct
than when similar measurement techniques are used (Arora, 1982; Kothandapani, 1971;
Weijters, Cabooter, & Schillewaert, 2010; see Podsakoff, Mackenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012 for a
review). Thus, although weak correlations were reported between some of the self-objectification
measures these weak correlations may be explained by the multifaceted nature of selfobjectification and by measurement factors.
5.1

Finding Moderators of the Effect
It is important to determine if there are moderators of an effect because moderators are

critical to understanding the generalizability of an effect. Thus, in Study 2, social dominance
orientation was predicted to be a moderator and, in Study 1 and Study 2, several supplementary
analyses examining other potential moderators of the relation between system justification and
self-objectification were conducted (see Appendices CC and DD). These supplementary analyses
show that largely these effects are not moderated by political orientation, believability of the
passage, age, BMI, relationship status, and SES. In Study 1 and Study 2, the only significant
moderators were gender, SES, and political orientation. But these were found for only one or two
of four outcomes and were not all replicated across both studies. Thus, these moderation effects
should be interpreted with caution. Although there were main effects of age, BMI, SES,
relationship status, and social dominance orientation. These significant main effects should also
be interpreted with caution as there were few significant main effects and they did not always
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replicate for each self-objectification outcome nor in each study. Additionally, given the number
of tests it is important to consider the familywise error and that these effects may be spurious.
Thus, it seems that the effect of a threat to the system on women’s self-objectification is the same
for most women. That is, it affects women equally.
It was predicted that social dominance orientation would moderate the relation between
system threat and self-objectification but this was not the case. One interesting avenue for the
future exploration of moderators may be to examine right wing authoritarianism (RWA). Right
wing authoritarianism is conceptualized as comprising authoritarianism, conservatism, and
traditionalism (Duckitt, Bizumic, Krauss, & Heled, 2010). Whereas social dominance orientation
represents more of a preference for inequality. Social dominance orientation and RWA have
been shown to differentially predict benevolent sexism, such that RWA is more positively
associated with benevolent sexism than social dominance orientation and social dominance
orientation is more positively associated with hostile sexism than RWA (Austin & Jackson,
2019; Hellmer, Stenson, & Jylha, 2018). In line with this, in the current study, social dominance
orientation is more positively associated with hostile sexism (r = .50) than with benevolent
sexism (r = .33). Given these findings, social dominance orientation may not be related to
increased self-objectification because these women who are high in social dominance orientation
are not high enough in benevolent sexism, which has been shown in the current research to be a
mediator of the relation between system threat and self-objectification. Thus, future research
should examine if RWA is a moderator. However, given that there were few moderators found in
the current research it may be unlikely that RWA will be a significant moderator. It seems that
the effect of a threat to the system on women’s self-objectification is the same for most women.
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5.2

Theoretical and Practical Implications of this Research
An enormous amount of research on self-objectification has been conducted since

Fredrickson and Roberts (1997) introduced objectification theory. However, the process by
which women come to self-objectify has not clearly been established (see Roberts, Calogero, &
Gervais, 2018 for a review). Calogero and Jost (2011) proposed that women’s self-objectification
occurs because women are engaging in system justification; however, they did not
experimentally manipulate system justification. This is the first research that causally tests, and
finds support, for the theory that system justification processes are one cause of women’s selfobjectification. This research provides further support for this theory by finding that men do not
self-objectify after a system threat manipulation. This is in line with the theory because men
should not self-objectify as a way to reify the system after a system threat because within the
current system there are different gender roles for men and women and men possess higher status
in the system than women (Shepherd et al., 2011; Wood & Eagly, 2010). Additional support for
the theory is the finding that women self-objectified after a system threat but did not selfobjectify after experiencing another form of threat. This is an important test of the theory
because if women self-objectified in response to any threat then there are likely other
motivations for their behaviour. Thus, this result provides further evidence that it is in fact
system justification motives that partially underlie self-objectification.
This research was also able to shed some light on other potential mechanisms for selfobjectification. For instance, the findings of this research diverge from the evolutionary theory
that women self-objectify simply to attract a mate (e.g., Buss, 2007). Clearly there are other
motivations considering that women in this study were not told they would be interacting with a
potential partner. Another potential mechanism discussed in the literature is terror management
(Goldenberg & Roberts, 2004; 2011; Grabe at al., 2005), but this was shown to be unrelated to
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self-objectification in the current research. Another proposed mechanism may be women’s lack
of power (e.g., Allen, Gervais, & Smith, 2013). Although power was not directly investigated in
the current research, women’s socioeconomic status was measured by combining their income,
perceived social status, and education level. If self-objectification is related to women’s lack of
power, then more powerful women should not self-objectify as much as less powerful women.
Thus, women higher in SES should be less likely to self-objectify than women lower in SES.
This was not the case. In fact, women higher in SES were more likely to self-objectify than
women lower in SES. Of course, SES is not a complete measure of power, and does not examine
the differences in power between men and women in society, which may be key to understanding
the relation between power and self-objectification. Thus, further research is needed to
disentangle the effects of power on women’s self-objectification. Overall, this research has
provided more insight on potential mechanisms for self-objectification.
The way self-objectification was induced in the current research may have affected how
women self-objectified. This is because, the system threat manipulation has previously been
shown to lead people to act in ways that sustain the status differences between men and women
(e.g., Kay et al., 2009) and to act in line with gender stereotypes (Rudman et al., 2012). Thus, in
comparison with an alternate self-objectification prime, such as requiring women to look at
themselves in a mirror, women may feel more positively about their bodies after the system
threat manipulation. This is because, after the system threat, women may focus on how they are
valued in society (e.g., by being reminded about how men cherish women and care for them) and
on acting in line with gender stereotypes emphasizing both the importance of an attractive
appearance for women (Parker et al., 2017) and of women as sex objects (Fiske & Glick, 1995;
Gutek, 1985; Rudman & Borgida, 1995). In line with this, the current research showed that, after
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experiencing a system threat, women had higher appearance evaluation scores and desired to
self-sexualize more than women in the other conditions.
These results are somewhat contradictory from previous self-objectification research that
has shown associations between self-objectification and more negative outcomes such as body
shame, disordered eating, and sexual dysfunction (e.g., Kahalon et al., 2018). Future research
should examine what downstream consequences there are after experiencing a system threat. The
threat manipulation in the current research may not provoke body shame, disordered eating, or
sexual dysfunction as this may be a process that unfolds over time and might be both moderated
and mediated by other factors, such as whether women feel this way or act this way in their dayto-day lives. Thus, it would be useful to examine if a system threat manipulation also leads to
these other effects as it will allow us to better understand how the relation may work in the real
world when women may be triggered to justify the system.
This research also has some theoretical contributions to system justification theory. For
example, this set of studies provides additional evidence that system justification relates to
personal intentions in that it leads people to act in line with ways that will uphold the status quo
(Banfield et al., 2011; Kay et al., 2009). Additionally, the results show that the system threat
effect is moderated between men and women, which provides evidence of the importance of
group status, and shows how group status can affect how you reify the status quo. Interestingly,
the findings related to moderation by social dominance orientation when using the subscales
suggest that the system justification effect is related more to simply wanting to justify the status
quo instead of wanting to maintain inequality.
The current research has practical significance because understanding why women selfobjectify is an important first step in designing any research or interventions aimed at reducing
self-objectification. Currently there are few intervention programs dealing with self-
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objectification, with no program dealing exclusively with self-objectification (e.g., see Full of
Ourselves program; Steiner-Adair & Sjostrom, 2006). Because the current research has shown
that system justification motives are partly responsible for women’s self-objectification, using
these motives for change may be possible. In particular, an intervention could include the
message that, to preserve the status quo, sexually objectifying others and self-objectification
must be rejected (Calogero & Tylka, 2014). Previous research has used such framing within an
intervention to get individuals to engage in pro-environmental behaviour (Feygina, Jost, &
Goldsmith, 2010). Specifically, the intervention led participants to believe that proenvironmental behaviour was part of the status quo in their society and that pro-environmental
behaviour was necessary to preserve the American way of life. This framing led participants to
care more about engaging in pro-environmental behaviour and to state that they would actually
engage in future pro-environmental behaviors. Therefore, encouraging people to think that
eliminating sexual objectification and self-objectification is supported by the system and helps to
preserve the system they are trying to support could lead individuals to engage in nonobjectifying behaviour and reduce self-objectification.27
An additional way to use these results to reduce sexual objectification and selfobjectification is through anticipatory rationalization of the status quo. Research has found that
people tend to rationalize outcomes that they anticipate to occur (Kay, Jimenez, & Jost, 2002).
Therefore, framing the eradication of sexual objectification as already occurring may increase

27

Interventions based on changing behaviour by appealing to preserving the status quo (e.g., Feygina et al., 2010)
are not the same as interventions that use social norms to change behaviour (e.g., Schultz, Nolan, Cialdini,
Goldstein, & Griskevicius, 2007). Within social norm interventions, information about norms are provided to people
in order to change their behaviour because people often engage in pluralistic ignorance and because people often try
to act in line with their peers. For example, a social norms intervention would be to provide information about how
many drinks people have each week, which can reduce the amount that students drink because it reduces the
pluralistic ignorance that students have about others’ drinking behaviour (Prentice & Miller, 1993).
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the rationalization of such changes. Overall, given that system justification is a part of the
mechanism through which women internalize sexual objectification, making sexual
objectification appear as something that is inconsistent with the system may encourage women to
reject sexual objectification and to not engage in self-objectifying behaviour in an effort to
bolster the system.
5.3

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research Directions
There are several strengths to the current research. The first strength is that both closed-

ended and open-ended measures were used. Further, the instructions for the open-ended
measures that were used did not ask participants to think or write about their body or appearance
in any way. This provides a strength because participants were able to describe their upcoming
plans and to describe themselves using their own words and ideas. Thus, any discussion of their
bodies or appearance was of their own volition and discussion of these things is more likely to
have been activated by condition rather than instructions. Another strength of this research is that
there were multiple tests of the theory. For example, I examined men versus women, system
threat versus an alternate form of threat, and I found consistent results with two separate
samples. Finally, there are some strengths in regard to the sample. Specifically, there is a large
age range in both studies (19 to 74 years old; M = 38.50, SD = 11.92) and there was an equal
number of men and women in Study 1 (198 men and 198 women). This differs from the majority
of self-objectification research that has been conducted using college student samples that often
have around double the number of women than men (e.g., Lowery et al., 2005; Hayman et al.,
2007; McKinley, 2006; Rollero & de Piccoli, 2017).
Although there are several strengths to the current research, the results should also be
interpreted in light of some limitations. First, only American citizens completed the study, which
is in line with the majority of research using system threat manipulations and with the majority
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of self-objectification research. Including only Americans may affect the generalizability of the
results as system justification endorsement has been shown to differ across countries. For
example, system justification endorsement has been shown to be significantly higher among
people living in America, compared with people living in Hungary (van der Toorn, Berkics, &
Jost, 2010).
Additionally, the data were collected only from online samples using Mechanical Turk.
This may call into question the reliability of the results because it may be assumed that online
participants are not paying attention and trying to complete the survey as quickly as possible.
This does not seem to be the case, as very few people were removed from the study for failing
the attention checks. Research has also shown that Mechanical Turk samples are more
demographically diverse than college samples and the data are just as reliable (Buhrmester,
Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). Indeed, in the current research the samples have larger age ranges
than most previous self-objectification research. Overall, future research should be conducted
with other samples in different countries and in different contexts to better understand the
effects.
Another limitation is that those who identified as anything other than heterosexual were
not included in the analyses. This was done because previous research on self-objectification has
shown that there are differences in how heterosexual and non-heterosexual individuals selfobjectify and self-sexualize (Martins et al., 2007). In addition, the measures used would not be
appropriate for people who are not heterosexual because the scales for women explicitly question
if participants enjoy when men look at them sexually. Further, the results of this study may be
unlikely to generalize to non-heterosexual individuals. This is because people who are not
heterosexual may not respond to this particular threat manipulation, which calls into question the
stability of America, by trying to bolster the legitimacy of the system through self-objectification
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because they are more likely to reject traditional gender roles (Cooper, 1990; Kowalski &
Scheitle, 2020).
Another limitation is that the self-objectification questionnaire (Noll & Fredrickson,
1998) was not used in this research. This questionnaire is very popular in the literature. The scale
requires respondents to rank order how important ten attributes are to their physical self-concept.
Five attributes are related to physical appearance attributes (e.g., measurements, muscle tone,
weight) and 5 are related to physical competence attributes (e.g., muscular strength, physical
fitness, physical energy level, health). However, the self-objectification questionnaire (Noll &
Fredrickson, 1998) was not used in the current study as many have criticized the questionnaire
because the rank order format does not allow the psychometric properties to be explored and
because participants often complete the measure incorrectly (e.g., assigning one trait to multiple
ranks). Another concern is how similar the terms are between both the “physical appearance”
and “physical competence” attributes where the majority are about physical fitness (e.g.,
measurements, muscle tone, weight, muscular strength, physical fitness, physical energy level,
health). Since the scale was created, an enormous fitness industry has emerged with an almost
constant messaging in ads that equates physical fitness to health and to beauty. Thus, it is
difficult to interpret what these ranks really mean to people. It is difficult to claim that people
perceive their own physical fitness as being unrelated to how they appear to others and as being
unrelated to how beautiful they appear to others. This is because people find those who have
smaller body weights (i.e., those with assumed higher physical fitness) as more attractive than
others with larger body weights (i.e., those with assumed lower physical fitness; Wang &
Onyebuchi, 2015). Additionally, people perceive women with smaller body fat percentages as
healthier than women with larger body fat percentages (Yanover & Thompson, 2010).
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A further limitation is that the causes of men’s self-objectification were not explored.
Research has shown that men are generally less likely than women to self-objectify (e.g.,
Lindberg et al., 2006; Lowery et al., 2005; McKinley, 1998; 2006) and experience fewer
negative effects from self-objectifying (e.g., Lindberg et al., 2006). But men self-objectify in
some instances (e.g., Aubrey, 2006) and men experience some negative effects such as lower
self-esteem in some instances (Choma, Visser, Pozzebon, Bogaert, Busseri, Sadava, 2010).
Exploring the causes of men’s self-objectification in future research would be beneficial as it
could potentially reduce any negative effects that men may experience. However, the current
research does not examine what processes are responsible for men’s self-objectification because,
theoretically, men’s self-objectification should not be related to system justification processes
enacted to justify the current social order and this is indeed what is found in the current research.
Thus, research examining new mechanisms that may explain what might drive men to selfobjectify would be useful.
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6

Conclusion

Self-objectification has been studied extensively yet why women self-objectify has not
been clearly established. This work is the first to provide causal evidence that system justifying
processes are one explanation for why women self-objectify. This is important because it is the
first step in developing appropriate interventions to alleviate the negative effects associated with
self-objectification.
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TABLES

Effect Sizes for Power Analysis Manipulation Check Study
Study

Description

Effect size
(f)
.17 to .19

Brescoll, Uhlmann, &
Newman, 2013 (Study 1)

Feelings of positive and negative affect and
uncertainty after system threat, no threat,
existential threat, and control manipulations

Cutwright et al., 2011

Feelings of positive and negative affect after
system threat and no threat manipulations

.06

Van der Toorn et al., 2014

Feelings of positive and negative affect after
system threat and no threat manipulations

~.06

Lehman et al., 2008

Feelings of affect after completing difficult verbal
LSAT questions

.62

Strickhouser & Zell, 2015

Feelings of affect after completing difficult verbal
GRE questions

.34 to .50
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Manipulation Check Study – Main Results ANOVA Table
Feelings of Threat
df

F

ηp2

System Justification
df

F

ηp2

Condition

3, 140

3.33* .067

3, 140

0.70

.015

Gender

1, 140

0.90

.006

1, 140

2.83

.020

Condition ´ Gender

3, 140

0.59

.012

3, 140

0.97

.020

Note. N = 148. * p < .05, ** p < .01.
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Manipulation Check Study – Descriptive Statistics
Control

No Threat

System Threat

Verbal Threat

Total

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Feelings of Threat

1.79a

(0.98)

2.08ab

(1.33)

2.63b

(1.71)

2.53b

(1.28)

2.25

(1.37)

System Justification

4.75a

(1.76)

4.91a

(1.61)

4.39a

(1.54)

4.51a

(2.12)

4.65

(1.77)

Note. Nwomen = 73; Nmen = 75. Across rows, means not sharing a common superscript differ at least at p < .05.
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Effect Sizes for Power Analysis Study 1
Study

Description

Effect size
(f)
.26 to .35

Brescoll, Uhlmann, &
Newman, 2013 (Study 1)

Biological essentialism and immutability of
gender differences

Kay et al., 2009 (Study 4)

Judgement as to whether there should be equal
number of men and women in management

Kay, Jost, & Young 2005
(Experiment 1)

Judgement of powerful people as more
intelligent/independent but less happy

Lau, Kay & Spencer 2008,

Interest in women who upheld the status quo

Rudman et al., 2012 (Study 4)

Endorsement of gender stereotypes

.35 to .48

Piloting data

Data from piloting and Manipulation Check study

.16 to .41

.31
.29 to .30
.36
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Codes for Appearance Related Planning
Codes
Appearance Related Codes
Physical Health (e.g., “dealing with a physical illness”)
Exercise for Weight Loss (e.g., “going to the gym,” “exercising to lose weight”)
Exercise for Fun (e.g., “hiking,” “playing frisbee”)
Exercise Ambiguous (e.g., “going to the beach”)
Dieting/Weight Loss (e.g., “dieting,” “watching what I eat to lose weight”)
Food/Dieting/Weight Loss Ambiguous (e.g., “I need to plan healthy meals for the week,” “I
will eat well”)
Negative Body Feelings (e.g., “unhappy with my shape”)
Clothes Shopping (e.g., “buying shoes”)
Clothes Shopping Ambiguous (e.g., “going shopping at the mall”)
Focus on Appearance (e.g., “choosing outfits,” “dressing nicely,” “trying hard with looks”)
Daily Grooming (e.g., “shower,” “get ready for work”)
Haircut/Colour hair (e.g., “going to get my hair dyed”)
Hair Removal (e.g., “waxing hair”)
Makeup use (e.g., “putting on makeup”)
Nail Grooming (e.g., “going to a nail salon”)
Tanning (e.g., “going to the tanning salon”)
Other Codes
Health for Others (e.g., “child's doctor appointment,” “family illness”)
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Mental Health (e.g., “anxiety,” “depression”)
Eating (e.g., “eating out,” “eating with friends,” “eating food” [All not related to dieting])
Family [i.e., extended family] (e.g., “going to see my nephews on the weekend”)
Friends (e.g., “seeing friends after work”)
Partner Role (e.g., “spending time with [Wife/Husband/Girlfriend/Boyfriend]”)
Mother/Father/Parent Role (e.g., “picking up kids from school”)
Pet (e.g., “spending time with my pets,” “caring for my pet”)
Homemaker Role (e.g., “shopping,” “cleaning,” “decorating,” “cooking”)
Finances (e.g., “need money,” “paying bills”)
Other Work [i.e., not MTurk Work] (e.g., “going to work at the store every day this week”)
MTurk Work [i.e., working on Mturk Online] (e.g., “will complete more Mturk tasks”)
Travel/Exploring City (e.g., “going on vacation”)
Watching TV or Movies/Playing Video Games (e.g., “going to watch my favourite tv show”)
Relaxing/Trying to Relax (e.g., “going to relax,” “want to relax”)
Hobby (e.g., “volunteering,” “writing,” “reading”)
Religion (e.g., “going to church,” “reading the bible”)
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Codes for Appearance Related Self-Image
Codes
Appearance Related Codes
Physically Attractive Positive (e.g., “beautiful,” “pretty,” “sexy,” “desirable”)
Physically Unattractive (e.g., “insecure,” “ugly”)
Body Weight and Size Positive (e.g., “a good weight,” “thin”)
Body Weight and Size Neutral (e.g., “150 lbs”)
Body Weight and Size Negative (e.g., “overweight,” “gaining weight,” “fat”)
Healthy [does not include Mental Health] (e.g., “dieting to be healthier,” “getting healthier,”
“healthy”)
Unhealthy [does not include Mental Health] (e.g., “not as healthy as I would like to be”)
Height (e.g., “5 foot 4 inches,” “tall,” “short”)
Hair Colour and Length (e.g., “brunette,” “blonde,” “short haired”)
Eye Colour (e.g., “blue eyed,” “brown eyed”)
Ethnicity (e.g., “black,” “native American,” “Asian”)
Age Positive (e.g., “young,” “not too old”)
Age Negative (e.g., “old,” “getting old”)
Age Neutral (e.g., “27,” “39 years old”)
Physical Competence Positive (e.g., “full of energy”)
Other Physical Appearance (e.g., “freckled”)
Exercise (e.g., “a yogi,” “a runner”)
Diet Positive (e.g., “in control of what I eat”)
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Codes
Diet Negative (e.g., “a piggy eater”)
Other Codes
Interpersonal Virtues (e.g., “loving,” “understanding,” “kind”)
Interpersonal Shortcomings (e.g., “not caring”)
Traditional Feminine Roles (e.g., “a mother,” “a homemaker”)
Traditional Masculine Roles (e.g., “a father,” “a breadwinner”)
Parent Positive (e.g., “a great mom”)
Parent Neutral (e.g., “a mom”)
Parent Negative (e.g., “a terrible mom”)
Family Relationships (e.g., “a brother,” “cousin,” “daughter”)
Strong-dominant (e.g., “independent,” “leader”)
Responsible (e.g., “responsible,” “capable,” “dependable”)
Irresponsible (e.g., “sloppy,” “impulsive”)
Weak-Submissive (e.g., “weak,” “dependent,” “passive”)
Sexual (e.g., “frisky,” “I like sex”)
Romantic Relationship Status Positive (e.g., “happily married,” “a wonderful girlfriend”)
Romantic Relationship Status Neutral (e.g., “married”)
Romantic Relationship Status Negative (e.g., “unhappily married,” “ex-girlfriend,” “single”)
Sexual Orientation (e.g., “lesbian,” “straight,” “bisexual”)
Religion/Religious (e.g., “daughter of God,” “Christian”)
Stubborn/Unyielding (e.g., “headstrong,” “strong-willed”)
Not Stubborn (e.g., “open to change,” “willing to be wrong”)
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Codes
Intelligent-Rational (e.g., “intelligent, “rational,” “smart”)
Not Intelligent (e.g., “a nursing school dropout,” “dumb,” “uneducated”)
Emotional (e.g., “emotional,” “feeling,” “sensitive”)
Unemotional (e.g., “unemotional,” “emotionally reserved,” “insensitive”)
Nationality/Region/City of Residence (e.g., “American,” “Floridian”)
Unisex Traits or Abilities Positive (e.g., “I am friendly”)
Unisex Traits or Abilities Negative (e.g., “I am not friendly”)
States or Emotions Positive (e.g., “I am happy”)
States or Emotions Negative (e.g., “I am tired”)
General Positive (e.g., “important,” “great,” “divine”)
General Negative (e.g., “worthless,” “awful”)
Mental Health and Addictions Positive (e.g., “not my mental health disorders”)
Mental Health and Addictions Negative (e.g., “depressed”)
Financial Status Positive (e.g., “financially secure,” “well-off,” “rich”)
Financial Status Negative (e.g., “poor,” “broke”)
Political (e.g., “liberal,” “free,” “conservative”)
Job Related (e.g., “a teacher,” “an employee”)
Motivated (e.g., “motivated”)
Not Motivated (e.g., “unmotivated”)
Personal Integrity (e.g., “honest”)
Without Personal Integrity (e.g., “a liar”)
Other (e.g., “a music fan”)
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Study 1 – Correlations Between Dependent Measures
1
¾

2

2. Appearance related planninga

.11*

¾

3. Appearance related self-imagea

.02

.13**

¾

4. Self-Sexualizationb

.39***

.11

.15*

1. Self-Surveillance

a

Note. aN = 396, bN = 198. * p < .05; ** p < .01 *** p < .001.

3

4

¾
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Study 1 – Main Results ANOVA Table
Self-Surveillancea

Appearance Related
Planninga
df
F
ηp2

Self-Sexualizationb

Appearance Related
Self-Imagea
df
F
ηp2

df

F

ηp2

Condition

3, 388

0.51

.004

3, 388

0.65

.005

3, 388

0.89

.007

3, 194

3.88* .057

Gender

1, 388

6.39* .016

1, 388

0.00

.000

1, 388

0.41

.001

--

--

--

Condition ´ Gender

3, 388

0.48

3, 388

4.73** .035

3, 388

3.29*

.021

--

--

--

Note. aN = 396. bN = 198. * p < .05, ** p < .01.

.004

df

F

ηp2
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Study 1 – Descriptive Statistics
Control

Self-Surveillance

System Threat

Verbal Threat

Total

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Women

3.79a

(1.26)

3.92a

(1.38)

4.07a

(1.09)

3.67a

(1.27)

3.86†

(1.26)

Men

3.44a

(1.35)

3.54a

(1.28)

3.56a

(1.36)

3.59a

(1.30)

3.53‡

(1.31)

Total

3.62a

(1.31)

3.73a

(1.34)

3.82a

(1.25)

3.63a

(1.29)

3.70

(1.29)

1.20a

(2.70)

1.42a

(2.15)

2.96b

(3.61)

1.53a

(2.48)

1.77

(2.85)

1.92a

(2.58)

1.94a

(3.07)

1.18a

(1.98)

2.00a

(2.56)

1.76

(2.58)

1.56a

(2.65)

1.68a

(2.65)

2.07a

(3.03)

1.77a

(2.52)

1.77

(2.71)

1.40ab

(1.23)

1.88bc

(1.59)

2.04c

(1.64)

1.29a

(1.46)

1.65

(1.51)

1.76a

(1.32)

1.88a

(1.73)

1.43a

(1.31)

1.92a

(1.41)

1.75

(1.46)

Total

1.58a

(1.28)

1.88a

(2.65)

1.73a

(1.51)

1.61a

(1.46)

1.70

(1.48)

Women

3.66a

(1.29)

3.96ab

(1.38)

4.21b

(0.87)

3.41a

(1.37)

3.81

(1.27)

—

—

—

—

—

—

Appearance related Women
planning
Men
Total
Appearance related Women
self-image
Men

Self-Sexualization

No Threat

Men

—

—

—

Note. Nwomen = 198; Nmen = 198. Across rows, means not sharing a common superscript differ at least at p < .05. For comparisons between men and women’s total
scores for each measure † and ‡ in the same measure indicate a significant difference at least at p < .05. Self-sexualization was measured among women only.

—
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Study 2 – Correlations Between Dependent Measures
4

6

7

8

9

10

2

1. Feelings of threat
2. Appearance Related Planning

.14*

¾

3. Appearance Related Self-Image

.00

.05

¾

-.13*

.02

.01

¾

5. Self-Sexualization

.10

.02

-.07

.35***

¾

6. Social Dominance Orientation

.03

.00

.15*

.09

.10

¾

7. ASI Total

.05

-.03

.02

.08

.18**

.50***

¾

8. ASI Benevolent

.07

-.02

.00

.16*

.21***

.33***

.83***

¾

9. ASI Hostile

.02

-.02

.03

-.01

.10

.50***

.87***

.44***

¾

10. Thoughts of Death

.02

.11

.00

.11

.02

.08

.03

.09

-.02

¾

11. Believability

.01

-.01

.04

.02

.25***

.10

.14*

.12

.12

-.09

4. Appearance Evaluation

3

5

1
¾

Note. ASI = Ambivalent sexism inventory. N = 239. * p < .05; ** p < .01 *** p < .001

11

¾
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Study 2 – Main Results ANOVA Table
Condition
df

F

ηp2

Feelings of Threat

2, 236

4.25*

.035

Appearance Related Planning

2, 236

7.27***

.058

Appearance Related Self-Image

2, 236

1.89

.016

Appearance Evaluation

2, 236

7.67***

.061

Self-Sexualization

2, 236

3.82*

.031

Social Dominance Orientation

2, 236

0.07

.001

ASI Total

2, 236

3.55*

.029

ASI Benevolent

2, 236

3.87*

.032

ASI Hostile

2, 236

1.60

.013

Thoughts of Death

2, 236

0.51

.004

Believability

2, 236

14.31***

.108

Note. ASI = Ambivalent sexism inventory. N = 239. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Study 2 – Descriptive Statistics
Control

No Threat

System Threat

Total

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

Feelings of Threat

1.76a

1.12

1.95ab

1.34

2.32b

1.28

2.01

1.27

Appearance Related Planning

0.93a

1.75

0.68a

1.52

1.76b

2.27

1.13

1.92

Appearance Related Self-Image

1.60a

1.77

1.24a

1.30

1.71a

1.69

1.52

1.61

Appearance Evaluation

3.56a

1.58

3.75a

1.61

4.48b

1.53

3.93

1.62

Self-Sexualization

3.59a

1.27

3.52a

1.30

4.03b

1.23

3.72

1.28

Social Dominance Orientation

2.24a

1.44

2.15a

1.45

2.19a

1.25

2.19

1.37

ASI Total

3.04ab

1.22

2.82a

1.20

3.31b

1.07

3.05

1.18

ASI Benevolent

3.22ab

1.28

2.98a

1.22

3.54b

1.35

3.25

1.30

ASI Hostile

2.86a

1.58

2.66a

1.49

3.07a

1.33

2.86

1.48

Thoughts of Death

1.86a

0.97

1.95a

1.15

2.04a

1.16

1.95

1.10

Believability

5.62c

1.18

4.22a

1.90

4.86b

1.80

4.90

1.74

Note. ASI = Ambivalent sexism inventory. N = 239. Across rows, means not sharing a common superscript differ at least at p < .05.

SD
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Study 2 – Social Dominance Orientation as a Moderator
Appearance
Related
Planning
B
SE B

Appearance
Related SelfImage
B
SE B

Appearance
Evaluation
B

SE B

SelfSexualization
B

SE B

Step 1
Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

-0.84**

0.30

-0.12

0.25

-0.93*** 0.25

-0.45* 0.20

Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

-1.08*** 0.30

-0.47

0.25

-0.73**

0.25

-0.51* 0.20

0.18* 0.08

0.10

0.07

0.04*

0.07*

Social Dominance Orientation

0.01

R2

0.06**

0.09

0.09

0.06

0.04*

Step 2
SDO ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

-0.26

0.23

-0.30

0.19

0.17

0.19

0.19

0.15

SDO ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.07

0.22

-0.23

0.19

0.10

0.19

0.19

0.15

Total R2

0.06*

0.05*

0.07*

0.05*

Note. Condition (Control vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the control condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 1, system
threat was coded as 0, no threat was coded as 0; Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the no threat condition with the system threat
condition (control was coded as 0; system threat coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1); SDO = social dominance orientation.
N = 239. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Study 2 – Effect of Condition and Political Orientation on Believability and Threat
Believability
B

Threat

SE B

B

SE B

0.05

-0.04

0.05

Step 1
Impression Management
R2

-0.01
0.00

0.01

Step 2
0.27

-0.57** 0.20

-0.57*

0.27

-0.37

0.20

Political Conservatism

0.03

0.06

-0.06

0.04

R2

0.11***

Condition (Control vs. System Threat)
Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

0.81**

0.05*

Step 3
Pol Cons ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

0.49***

0.13

0.20

0.10

Pol Cons ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

0.63***

0.14

-0.04

0.11

Total R2

0.19***

0.07*

Note. Condition (Control vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the control condition with the system threat
condition (control was coded as 1, system threat was coded as 0, no threat was coded as 0); Condition (No Threat vs.
System Threat) = dummy code comparing the system threat condition with the no threat condition (control was
coded as 0, system threat was coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1). Pol Cons = political conservatism.
N = 236. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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FIGURES

Appearance Related Planning

5

4

3

2

1

0
Control

No Threat
Men

System Threat

Verbal Threat

Women

Figure 1. The interactive effect of condition × gender on appearance related planning in
Study 1. N = 396.

158

Appearance Related Self-Image

5

4

3

2

1

0
Control

No Threat
Men

System Threat

Verbal Threat

Women

Figure 2. The interactive effect of condition × gender on appearance related self-image in
Study 1. N = 396.
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ASI
Benevolent

-0.08

*

-0.57

-0.42
Condition (No
Threat vs.
System Threat)

***

-1.14

Appearance
Related Planning

**

-0.87
Condition
(Control vs.
System Threat)

-0.42
-0.03
-0.21

ASI Hostile

Figure 3. Study 2 mediation with benevolent sexism and hostile sexism as mediators on the
relation between condition and appearance related planning. Results show that the relation
between Condition (no threat vs. system threat) to appearance evaluation is not significantly
mediated by benevolent sexism (CI 95% [-0.07, 0.22]) nor by hostile sexism (CI 95% [-0.06,
0.13]). Results show that the relation between Condition (control vs. system threat) to
appearance evaluation is not significantly mediated by benevolent sexism (CI 95% [-0.03, 0.17])
nor by hostile sexism (CI 95% [-0.03, 0.11]).
Condition (control vs. system threat) = Dummy code vector comparing the control condition
with the system threat conditions (control was coded as 1, system threat was coded as 0, no
threat was coded as 0); Condition (no threat vs. system threat) = Dummy code vector comparing
no threat condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 0, system threat was
coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1). ASI = Ambivalent sexism inventory. N = 239.
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ASI
Benevolent

-0.04

**

-0.57

-0.32
No Threat
vs. System
Threat
Control vs.
System
Threat

-0.48
-0.42
-0.21

Appearance
Related Self-Image

-0.12

ASI Hostile

0.03

Figure 4. Study 2 mediation with benevolent sexism and hostile sexism as mediators on the
relation between condition and appearance related self-image. Shows the relation between
Condition (no threat vs. system threat) to appearance related self-image is not significantly
mediated by benevolent sexism (CI 95% [-0.10, 0.17]) nor by hostile sexism (CI 95% [-0.11,
0.04]). Shows the relation between Condition (control vs. system threat) to appearance related
self-image is not significantly mediated by benevolent sexism (CI 95% [-0.05, 0.14]) nor by
hostile sexism (CI 95% [-0.09, 0.02]).
Condition (control vs. system threat) = Dummy code vector comparing the control condition
with the system threat conditions (control was coded as 1, system threat was coded as 0, no
threat was coded as 0); Condition (no threat vs. system threat) = Dummy code vector comparing
no threat condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 0, system threat was
coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1). ASI = Ambivalent sexism inventory. N = 239.
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ASI
Benevolent

*

-0.57

0.22

*

-0.32
Condition (No
Threat vs.
System Threat)

*

-0.66

Appearance
Evaluation

***

Condition
(Control vs.
System Threat)

-0.89
-0.42
-0.21

ASI Hostile

-0.12

Figure 5. Study 2 mediation with benevolent sexism and hostile sexism as mediators on the
relation between condition and appearance evaluation. Condition (no threat vs. system threat)
shows the relation is significantly mediated by benevolent sexism (CI 95% [-0.31, -0.02]) but not
by hostile sexism (CI 95% [-0.05, 0.26]). Condition (control vs. system threat) shows the relation
is not significantly mediated by benevolent sexism (CI 95% [-0.23, 0.00]) nor by hostile sexism
(CI 95% [-0.01, 0.14]).
Condition (control vs. system threat) = Dummy code vector comparing the control condition
with the system threat conditions (control was coded as 1, system threat was coded as 0, no
threat was coded as 0); Condition (no threat vs. system threat) = Dummy code vector comparing
no threat condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 0, system threat was
coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1). ASI = Ambivalent sexism inventory. N = 239.
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ASI
Benevolent

**

-0.57

*

0.18

-0.32

Condition (No
Threat vs.
System Threat)

*

SelfSexualization

-0.41
-0.38

Condition
(Control vs.
System Threat)

-0.42
0.00
-0.21

ASI Hostile

Figure 6. Study 2 mediation with benevolent sexism and hostile sexism as mediators on the
relation between condition and self-sexualization. Condition (no threat vs. system threat) shows
the relation is mediated by benevolent sexism (CI 95% [-0.26, -0.02]) but not by hostile sexism
(CI 95% [-0.07, 0.06]). Condition (control vs. system threat) shows the relation is not
significantly mediated by benevolent sexism (CI 95% [-0.19, 0.00]) nor by hostile sexism (CI
95% [-0.04, 0.03]).
Condition (control vs. system threat) = Dummy code vector comparing the control condition
with the system threat conditions (control was coded as 1, system threat was coded as 0, no
threat was coded as 0); Condition (no threat vs. system threat) = Dummy code vector comparing
no threat condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 0, system threat was
coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1). ASI = Ambivalent sexism inventory. N = 239
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Believability
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Control

System Threat
Conservative

Liberal

Figure 7. Interactive effect of political orientation × condition (control vs. system threat) on
how believable participants found the passage in Study 2. In this analysis political conservatism
was included as a moderator. N = 236.
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Figure 8. The interactive effect of condition (no threat vs. system threat) × political orientation
on how believable participants’ found the passage in Study 2. In this analysis political
conservatism was included as a moderator. N = 236.
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APPENDICES

Study Welcome Page on Mechanical Turk
Welcome to the Reading Comprehension Study!
We invite you to take part in our research wherein you will demonstrate your English reading
comprehension ability. We are interested in how people's attitudes about the self and one’s social
environment are related to their reading comprehension. Therefore, you will be completing a
reading comprehension exercise and several attitude scales. This study should take no longer
than 20 to 30 minutes to complete. You will receive $2 for your participation.
Please take a moment to read though the consent form before Accepting the HIT:
Select the link below to complete the survey. At the end of the survey, you will receive a code to
paste into the box below to receive credit for taking our survey.
Make sure to leave this window open as you complete the survey. When you are finished, you
will return to this page to paste the code into the box.
Survey Link: <hyperlink to survey>
Provide the survey code here: ____________________________________
Submit

166

Consent Form

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
Reading Comprehension Study
You are asked to participate in a research study on reading comprehension. The research study will be
conducted entirely online.
WHO WE ARE
I am a doctoral student in psychology at the University of Guelph. If you have any questions or concerns
about the research, please feel free to contact me. Please also feel free to contact Dr. Son Hing who is
supervising this research with any questions you might have about the project.
Cailin Stamarski
cstamars@uoguelph.ca
Tel: 519-824-4120 ext: 58754

Leanne Son Hing
sonhing@uoguelph.ca
Tel: 519-824-4120 ext: 54475

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
We are interested in how attitude differences are related to reading comprehension so you will be
completing a reading comprehension exercise and several attitude scales.
PROCEDURES
If you volunteer to participate in this research, we would ask you to do the following things:
Participation in this research requires you to demonstrate your reading comprehension ability and
complete our study questionnaires. These tasks will be presented to you in a varied order. The
questionnaires will be short and will ask questions about your attitudes about the self and one’s social
environment. You will also be asked to provide some basic demographic information. It is expected that
the study will take no longer than 20 to 30 minutes to complete.
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS
We do not foresee any potential risks or discomforts.
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY
A benefit of participating is an increased familiarity with how psychology research is conducted. Your
contribution to this study is important because it will help the research team better understand the relation
between reading comprehension and attitudes.
PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION
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In return for participating in this study, you will [be credited two dollars ($2) in your Amazon.com account.
CONFIDENTIALITY
Every effort will be made to ensure confidentiality of any identifying information that is obtained in
connection with this study.
The information that you provide will be completely confidential. Further, we will not be collecting any
identifiers (such as your name), and none will be supplied by Mechanical Turk, so at no point can the
research team connect the data with a person’s identity. You will be assigned a participant number and
your data will be identified by participant number only. All data will be stored on a password protected
computer in a locked room. Electronic data will be erased after 5 years following the publication of work
associated with this research. Please note that confidentiality cannot be guaranteed while data are in
transit over the internet.
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL
You can choose whether to be in this study or not. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may
withdraw at any time without consequences of any kind. You may also refuse to answer any
questions you don’t want to answer and still remain in the study.
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. This
study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the University of Guelph
Research Ethics Board. If you have questions regarding your rights as a research participant,
contact:
Director, Research Ethics
University of Guelph
437 University Centre
Guelph, ON, Canada
N1G 2W1

Telephone: (519) 824-4120, ext. 56606
E-mail: sauld@uoguelph.ca
Fax: (519) 821-5236

CONSENT OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT
If you wish to participate in this study, please click the [“Accept HIT” / “I agree to participate”]
button below.
If you do not wish to participate, please [do not accept this HIT / click the “Cancel” button below].
Please keep a copy of this consent form for your records.
[You may print this form by clicking the “PRINT CONSENT FORM” button below, which will open a
new window.]

PRINT CONSENT FORM

Accept HIT

Cancel
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Control Condition and Reading Comprehension Questions
Please read the following passage carefully.
The contemporary landscaping style, or modern garden, draws from all influences. Less romantic
or spiritual than the classic styles, modern gardens are a design oriented style, in which nature
and plants typically occupy second place. Materials and ornaments, made of stone, bricks, wood
and even metal, occupy the centerstage here. Trees, bushes, and flowers are used as decorations.
Contemporary gardens are often created as an extension of the house, like an outside room. As
such, they are typically enclosed by walls.

Thank you for reading the passage. Please answer the following question about the passage you
read. You may reread the passage as many times as necessary to answer these questions.
1. The contemporary landscaping style is also known as
a. The design-oriented garden
b. The material garden
c. The new age garden
d. The modern garden
2. The author argues that contemporary gardens
a. Are not popular
b. Are often enclosed by walls
c. Originated in China
d. Originated in Greece
3. The author argues that the contemporary landscaping style is
a. More romantic or spiritual than the classic landscape styles
b. Less romantic or spiritual than the classic landscape styles
c. More romantic or spiritual than the modern landscape styles
d. Less romantic or spiritual than the modern landscape styles
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System Threat Condition and Reading Comprehension Questions
Please read the following passage carefully.
These days, many people in the United States feel disappointed with the nation’s condition.
Many citizens feel that the country has reached a low point in terms of social, economic, and
political factors. They feel that the United States is becoming less significant in the world, and is
often ignored when global issues are at hand. . . . It seems that many countries in the world are
enjoying better social, economic, and political conditions than the United States. More and more
Americans express a willingness to leave the United States and emigrate to other nations.
Thank you for reading the passage. Please answer the following question about the passage you
read. You may reread the passage as many times as necessary to answer these questions.
1.
Which of the following is most parallel (similar) to the first sentence of the
article.
a) These days, many people in Europe feel disappointed with the continent’s television
programming.
b) These days, many people in Europe feel disappointed with the continent’s condition.
c) These days, despite the difficulties the continent is facing, many people in Europe feel
that the continent is in better shape relative to the past.
d) These days, despite the difficulties the continent is facing, many people living outside of
Europe feel that the continent is in better shape relative to the past.
2.

3.

The author of the article is primarily concerned with
a) Describing factors influencing the willingness of individuals to immigrate to the United
States.
b) Describing factors influencing the willingness of international business to set up in the
United States.
c) Describing American citizens’ positive perceptions of America’s condition, its status in
terms of social, economic, and political factors, and global significance.
d) Describing American citizens’ negative perceptions of America’s condition, its
status in terms of social, economic, and political factors, and global significance.
Which of the following statements would the author most likely agree with?
a) Many Americans feel that [the United States] is relatively stable in terms of
environmental sustainability.
b) Many Americans feel that the United States has reached a low point in terms of
environmental sustainability.
c) Many Americans feel proud of the nation’s condition in terms of social,
economic, and political factors.
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d) Many Americans do not feel proud of the nation’s condition in terms of
social, economic, and political factors.
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No Threat Condition and Reading Comprehension Questions
Please read the following passage carefully.
These days, despite the difficulties the nation is facing, many people in the United States feel that
the nation is in better shape relative to the past. Many citizens feel that the country is relatively
stable in terms of social, economic, and political factors. They feel that the United States is
becoming more significant in the world, and often plays a role when global issues are at hand. . .
. It seems that compared with many countries in the world the social, economic, and political
conditions in the United States are relatively good. Very few Americans express a willingness to
leave the United States and emigrate to other nations.
Thank you for reading the passage. Please answer the following question about the passage you
read. You may reread the passage as many times as necessary to answer these questions.
1.
Which of the following is most parallel (similar) to the first sentence of the
article.
a) These days, many people in Europe feel disappointed with the continent’s television
programming.
b) These days, many people in Europe feel disappointed with the continent’s condition.
c) These days, despite the difficulties the continent is facing, many people in Europe
feel that the continent is in better shape relative to the past.
d) These days, despite the difficulties the continent is facing, many people living outside of
Europe feel that the continent is in better shape relative to the past.
2.

The author of the article is primarily concerned with
a) Describing factors influencing the willingness of individuals to immigrate to the United
States.
b) Describing factors influencing the willingness of international business to set up in the
United States.
c) Describing American citizens’ positive perceptions of America’s condition, its status
in terms of social, economic, and political factors, and global significance.
d) Describing American citizens’ negative perceptions of America’s condition, its status in
terms of social, economic, and political factors, and global significance.

3.

Which of the following statements would the author most likely agree with?
a) Many Americans feel that the United States is relatively stable in terms of environmental
sustainability.
b) Many Americans feel that the United States has reached a low point in terms of
environmental sustainability.
c) Many Americans feel proud of the nation’s condition in terms of social, economic,
and political factors.
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d) Many Americans do not feel proud of the nation’s condition in terms of social, economic,
and political factors.

173

Verbal Threat Condition
We are interested in seeing how you do on these reading comprehension questions in comparison
to others who have previously taken this test.
You have 6 minutes to complete the reading comprehension questions below.
Although these questions are very difficult, please try your best because we genuinely want to
understand how people perform on these questions.

Questions 1 and 2 are based on the following reading passage:
Objectively, of course, the various ecosystems that sustain life on the planet proceed independently
of human agency, just as they operated before the hectic ascendancy of Homo sapiens. But it is
also true that it is difficult to think of a single such system that has not, for better or worse, been
substantially modified by human culture. Nor is this simply the work of the industrial centuries. It
has been happening since the days of ancient Mesopotamia. It is coeval with the origins of writing,
and has occurred throughout our social existence. And it is this irreversibly modified world, from
the polar caps to the equatorial forests, that is all the nature we have.
1. Consider each of the three choices separately and select all that apply. It can be inferred from
the passage that the author would agree with which of the following statements?
A. Over time, the impact of human culture on the natural world has been largely
benign.
B. It is a mistake to think that the natural world contains many areas of pristine
wilderness.
C. The only substantial effects that human agency has had on ecosystems have been
inadvertent.
Select and indicate the best answer from among the five answer choices: The phrase “coeval with”
appears underlined and in boldface in the passage. In the context in which it appears, “coeval with”
most nearly means
A. influenced by
B. older than
C. coincident with
D. unimpeded by
E. similar to
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Each sentence below has one to three blanks, each blank indicating that something has been
omitted. Beneath the sentence are three to five lettered words or sets of words. Choose the word
or set of words for each blank that best fits the meaning of the sentence as a whole.
3. In the 1950s, the country’s inhabitants were _______: most of them knew very little about
foreign countries.
A. partisan
B. erudite
C. insular
D. cosmopolitan
E. imperturbable
4. It is his dubious distinction to have proved what nobody would think of denying, that Romero
at the age of sixty-four writes with all the characteristics of __________.
A. maturity
B. fiction
C. inventiveness
D. art
E. brilliance
5. I’ve long anticipated this retrospective of the artist’s work, hoping that it would make (i)
__________ judgments about him possible, but greater familiarity with his paintings highlights
their inherent (ii) __________ and actually makes one’s assessment (iii) __________.
Blank (i)
A. modish
B. settled
C. detached
Blank (ii)
D. gloom
E. ambiguity
F. delicacy
Blank (iii)
G. similarly equivocal
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H. less sanguine
I. more cynical

For Questions 6 and 7, choose the word or phrase that is most nearly opposite in meaning to the
word in capital letters.
Question 6
DIFFUSE:
a) concentrate
b) contend
c) imply
d) pretend
e) rebel

Question 7
MULTIFARIOUS:
a) deprived of freedom
b) deprived of comfort
c) lacking space
d) lacking stability
e) lacking diversity

For questions 8 and 9, a related pair of words or phrases is followed by five lettered pairs of words
or phrases. Select the pair that best expresses a relationship similar to that expressed in the original
pair.
Question 8
COLOUR : SPECTRUM
a) tone : scale
b) sound : waves
c) verse : poem
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d) dimension : space
e) cell : organism
Question 9
HEADLONG : FORETHOUGHT
a) barefaced : shame
b) mealymouthed : talent
c) heartbroken : emotion
d) levelheaded : resolve
e) singlehanded : ambition
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Feelings of Threat Scale
Please indicate how you are feeling by reporting the extent to which you agree or disagree with
each word. Don't spend much time thinking about each word; just give a quick, gut level
response. It is important that you respond openly and honestly.

2

3

neither
agree nor
disagree
4

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Uncomfortable.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4.

Uneasy.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5.

Energetic.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6.

Tense.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7.

Bothered.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8.

Anxious.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9.

Content

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10. Threatened

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11. Vulnerable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. Distressed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13. Friendly

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14. Distrustful

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

15. Optimistic

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16. Frustrated

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

17. Helpful

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

18. Regretful

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

19. Nervous

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

20. Irritated at others

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1.

Stressed.

2.

Happy.

3.

strongly
disagree
1

5

6

strongly
agree
7
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System Justification Scale
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements by selecting
the number that corresponds to your level of agreeableness from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9
(strongly agree).

1. In general, you find society to be fair.
2. In general, the American political
system operates as it should.
3. American society needs to be radically
restructured.
4. The United States is the best country in
the world to live in.
5. Most policies serve the greater good.
6. Everyone has a fair shot at wealth and
happiness.
7. Our society is getting worse every year.
8. Society is set up so that people usually
get what they deserve.

strongly
disagree
1
2
1
2

3
3

neither
agree nor
disagree
4
5
6
4
5
6

7
7

strongly
agree
8
9
8
9

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

8
8

9
9

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7

8
8

9
9
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Honesty Check
Please indicate the extent you agree with the following statement:
Please answer truthfully. We will not reject your HIT based on your answer to this question.
I answered all questions in this survey honestly and truthfully.
strongly disagree
1
2

3

neither agree nor disagree
4
5
6

7

8

strongly agree
9
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Conscientiousness Check
Please indicate the extent you agree with the following statement:
Please answer truthfully. We will not reject your HIT based on your answer to this question.

I answered all questions in this survey to the best of my ability.
strongly disagree
1
2

3

neither agree nor disagree
4
5
6

7

8

strongly agree
9

181

Suspicion Probe
Please answer the following two questions in regard to the nature of this study.
1. Please take a moment to let us know what you think this study is all about.
2. Do you think that we are looking at anything other than what you have been told during
this study?
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Familiarity with the System Threat and No Threat Passages
We want to know if you have read the article presented at the beginning of the study in another
study that you have completed (either on Mechanical Turk or elsewhere).
The article is reproduced below:
System threat manipulation or the no threat manipulation appears depending on
condition.
To the best of your knowledge and belief, have you ever read this article before in another study?
(Note: by another study we do not mean the study you are currently taking).

o Yes, I have read the article before in another study, in addition to the study I am currently
taking.
o No, I have not read this article before in another study, I have only read this article in the
study I am currently taking.

If you answered “Yes” and you have read this article before in another study, could you please
describe the nature of the other study.
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Demographic Questionnaire
We would like to ask you some simple demographic information about yourself. These questions
are entirely optional and you do not need to answer any questions you are not comfortable with.
All responses will remain completely confidential and will only be reported in aggregate form
with others’ responses.
•
•

•

•
•

What is your age?
o ______________
What gender do you most identify with?
o Female
o Male
o Other _______________
What is your sexual orientation?
o Straight
o Gay/Lesbian
o Bisexual
o Other _______________
What state do you primarily reside in? (e.g., Oregon)
What is your political orientation?

Very
Liberal
-3
•

•
•
•

-2

-1

Neither Liberal
nor Conservative
0

1

What is the highest level of education you have completed?
o Public school
o Some high school
o High school
o G.E.D. or equivalent
o Some college
o College diploma
o Bachelor degree
o Master’s degree
o Doctorate degree
o Other advanced degree
What is your height?
o Feet: _________
o Inches: _________
What is your weight?
o Pounds (Lbs): _________
Are you currently in a romantic relationship?
o Yes
o No

2

Very
Conservative
3
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•

If you are currently in a romantic relationship, how long have you been in this relationship?
o Years: _______
o Months: _______
o Weeks: ________
• If you are currently in a romantic relationship, please indicate your level of satisfaction
with your romantic relationship.
Very unsatisfied
Neither satisfied nor Unsatisfied
Very satisfied
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
•

•

•

Personal income:
o Please select the option that best matches your personal gross annual income.
o Less than $5,000
o $5,000- 9,999
o $10,000-19,999
o $20,000-34,999
o $35,000-49,999
o $50,000-74,999
o $75,000-99,999
o $100,000-199,999
o $200,000 or more
Partners’ income (If applicable):
o Please select the option that best matches your partners’ gross annual income.
o Less than $5,000
o $5,000- 9,999
o $10,000-19,999
o $20,000-34,999
o $35,000-49,999
o $50,000-74,999
o $75,000-99,999
o $100,000-199,999
o $200,000 or more
What is your current occupational status?
o Employed full time for wages
o Employed part time for wages
o Self-employed
o Out of work and looking for work
o Out of work but not currently looking for work
o A homemaker
o A student
o Military
o Retired
o Unable to work
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•

Please indicate your ethnic origin by checking the appropriate boxes below. If you have
multiple ethnic origins check all that apply. Ethnic origin refers to the ethnic or cultural
group(s) to which your ancestors belong. Ancestry should not be confused with
citizenship or nationality.
q British Isles
q Western European
q Northern European
q Eastern European
q Southern European
q French
q African
q Arab
q East Asian or Southeast Asian
q South Asian (e.g., East Indian)
q Latin, Central or South American
q Caribbean
q Aboriginal
q American
Other, please specify __________________________________

186
Here is a ladder. There are ten rungs in total from the bottom to the top.
Think of the ladder as representing where people stand within your country.
At the top of the ladder are the people who are the best off—those who have the most money, the
most education, and the most respected jobs. At the bottom are the people who are the worst
off—who have the least money, the least education, and the least respected jobs or no jobs. The
higher up you are on the ladder, the closer you are to the people at the very top; the lower you are
the closer you are to the people at the very bottom.
If you consider your current situation and compare it with all other people in your country,
where would you place yourself on this ladder?
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Manipulation Check Questions for System Threat and No Threat Conditions
The article reported that the United States is doing relatively well compared to other countries.
not at all true
1

somewhat true
2

3

4

very true
5

6

7

The article reported that most Americans feel good about the condition of the United States
not at all true
1

somewhat true
2

3

4

very true
5

6

7
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Debriefing and Post-Debriefing Consent for the Reading Comprehension Study
Please take a moment to ready about why we conducted this research.
In order to proceed, please answer the question at the bottom of the page.

Debriefing and Post-Debriefing Consent Form
Project Title: Reading Comprehension Study
Principle Investigator: Dr. Son Hing
Tel: 519-824-4120 ext: 54475
Email: sonhing@uoguelph.ca
Thank you for your participation in this study!
Two aspects of this study have been misrepresented to you. First, this is not a study on reading
comprehension. Rather, this is a study on how participants respond when they complete a
threatening task. There was also a specific misrepresentation depending on which condition you
were in. The specific misrepresentation depending on condition are the following:
For participants who read a passage that describes the country in either a positive or
negative way, we told you that the passage you read was written by an American
journalist. This was not true. The passage was fake and was created by researchers that
were trying to get participants to defend their country.
For participants who completed verbal questions, we told you that we are interested in
comparing your responses to others who have completed the study. This is not true. We
are not interested in comparing your responses to the verbal questions with others’
responses. In addition, these questions were chosen to be extremely difficult for
participants to complete and should not be used as an indicator of your verbal ability.
For participants who read a passage about contemporary landscapes, there were no
further misrepresentations made.
We are conducting this research because we are interested in understanding if system
justification leads women to self-objectify and to endorse more sexist attitudes. Specifically, we
think that when individuals’ societies are threatened they will be motivated to justify their
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society. Previous research on system justification theory has shown this motivation to justify
their own society can lead people to behave in stereotypically consistent ways and to agree with
differences in power between groups, such as between those with more versus less money (Kay
et al., 2007; Kay & Friesen, 2011). Therefore, we are investigating whether threatening
individuals’ societies will lead them to try and justify it by behaving in stereotypically consistent
ways through engaging in self-objectified behaviour. Self-objectification is the tendency for
women to view themselves as objects and to take an outsiders perspective when viewing their
bodies, which can lead to negative consequences such as increases in disordered eating
(Calogero, Davis, & Thompson, 2005), sexual dysfunction (Calogero & Thompson, 2009), and
body shame (Calogero, 2009). We do not believe that men will self-objectify in response to a
system threat. Therefore, although we are interested in whether women will self-objectify in
response to a threat to their system we have also included men as participants.
Some participants did not read anything that could threaten their society. Instead, these
participants either completed verbal questions that could personally be threatening or only
completed the vocabulary measure before completing the study questionnaires. We included the
verbal and control conditions because this provides a more stringent test of our idea that system
justification leads women to self-objectify. If our hypothesis is correct, then exposing
participants to a personal threat or a control rather than a system threat should not lead to an
increased desire to self-objectify.
We masked the true purpose of the study because if we had been forthcoming about the goals of
the study then participants may have behaved or reacted in a contrived manner or changed their
responses to either assist the researchers to find what was expected or to obstruct such efforts.
Hence, it was important to mask the true nature of the study.
We kindly ask that you do not tell others about the nature of the study, including the use of
deception, because such disclosure may invalidate our study results and the responses you
provided today would be meaningless.
Thank you again for your help with our research! If you are interested in discussing this study,
or your participation further, please contact Cailin Stamarski at cstamars@uoguelph.ca or Dr.
Leanne Son Hing at sonhing@uoguelph.ca.
By clicking the “I agree to submit my data” button below, you will be granting permission to the
researchers to use your data (or information you provided) in their study. If you want to exit the study
and not grant permission to the researchers to use your data, please click the “Please discard my data”
button below. If you choose to discard your data, you will still receive compensation.
If you have any questions or ethical concerns with this study, you may contact Sandy Auld at (519) 8244120 Ext. 56606 or by e-mail at sauld@uogelph.ca.
Please retain a copy of this form for your records. You may print this form by clicking the “PRINT
CONSENT FORM” button below.
PRINT CONSENT FORM

I agree to submit my data
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Please discard my data
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Objectified Body Consciousness – Self-Surveillance
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements by selecting
the number that corresponds to your level of agreement from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree).
neither
agree nor
disagree

strongly
disagree

strongly
agree

Surveillance Scale
1. I rarely think about how I
look.
2. I think it is more important
that my clothes are comfortable than
whether they look good on me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. I think more about how my
body feels than how my body looks.
4. I rarely compare how I look
with how other people look.
5. During the day, I think about
how I look many times.
6. I often worry about whether
the clothes I am wearing make me
look good.
7. I rarely worry about how I
look to other people.
8. I am more concerned with
what my body can do than how it
looks.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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General Intentions Free Writing Task (Appearance Related Planning)
You will now have 2.5 minutes to complete a free writing task.
Think about the week ahead and describe any information pertaining to your daily plans and
personal intentions for the week. This could include plans, behaviours, images, feelings, ideas,
efforts to solve problems, observations, tasks, travel, etc. Please include whatever comes to mind
about your personal intentions for the coming week.
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Twenty Statements Task (Appearance Related Self-Image)
In the twenty blanks below, please make twenty different statements about yourself and your
identity that complete the sentence "I am. . . ______." Complete the statements as if you were
describing yourself to yourself, not to somebody else.
1. I am. . . _____________________________
2. I am. . . _____________________________
3. I am. . . _____________________________
4. I am. . . _____________________________
5. I am. . . _____________________________
6. I am. . . _____________________________
7. I am. . . _____________________________
8. I am. . . _____________________________
9. I am. . . _____________________________
10. I am. . . _____________________________
11. I am. . . _____________________________
12. I am. . . _____________________________
13. I am. . . _____________________________
14. I am. . . _____________________________
15. I am. . . _____________________________
16. I am. . . _____________________________
17. I am. . . _____________________________
18. I am. . . _____________________________
19. I am. . . _____________________________
20. I am. . . _____________________________
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Enjoyment of Sexualization Scale (Self-Sexualization)
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

neither
agree nor
disagree

strongly
disagree

strongly
agree

1. It is important that men are attracted to me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. I feel proud when men compliment the way I look.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. I want men to look at me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. I love to feel sexy.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. I like showing off my body.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6. I feel complimented when men whistle at me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7. When I wear revealing clothing, I feel sexy and in
control.
8. I feel empowered when I look beautiful.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

195

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory
Relationships Between Men and Women
Below is a series of statements concerning men and women and their relationships in
contemporary society. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each
statement using the following scale: 1 = disagree strongly; 2 = disagree somewhat; 3 = disagree
slightly; 4 = neither agree/nor disagree; 5 = agree slightly; 6 = agree somewhat; 7 = agree
strongly.
______ 1.
______ 2.
______ 3.
______ 4.
______ 5.
______ 6.
______ 7.
______ 8.
______ 9.
______ 10.
______ 11.
______ 12.
______ 13.
______ 14.
______ 15.
______ 16.
______ 17.
______ 18.
______ 19.
______ 20.
______ 21.
______ 22.

No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless
he has the love of a woman.
Many women are actually seeking special favors, such as hiring policies that favor
them over men, under the guise of asking for "equality."
In a disaster, women ought not necessarily to be rescued before men.
Most women interpret innocent remarks or acts as being sexist.
Women are too easily offended.
People are often truly happy in life without being romantically involved with a
member of the other sex.
Feminists are not seeking for women to have more power than men.
Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess.
Women should be cherished and protected by men.
Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them.
Women seek to gain power by getting control over men.
Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores.
Men are complete without women.
Women exaggerate problems they have at work.
Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight
leash.
When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being
discriminated against.
A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man.
There are actually very few women who get a kick out of teasing men by seeming
sexually available and then refusing male advances.
Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility.
Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well being in order to provide
financially for the women in their lives.
Feminists are making entirely reasonable demands of men.
Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and good
taste.
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Social Dominance Orientation Scale

1. It would be good if groups could be equal.
2. Group equality should be our ideal.
3. All groups should be given an equal chance in life.
4. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different
groups.
5. Increased social equality would be a good thing.
6. We would have fewer problems if we treated people more
equally.
7. We should strive to make incomes as equal as possible.
8. No one group should dominate society.
9. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.
10. In getting what you want, it is sometimes necessary to use
force against other groups.
11. It’s OK if some groups have more of a chance in life than
others.
12. To get ahead in life it is sometimes necessary to step on other
groups.
13. If certain groups stayed in their place, we would have fewer
problems.
14. It’s probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and
other groups are at the bottom.
15. Inferior groups must be kept in their place.
16. Sometimes other groups must be kept in their place

disagree
strongly
1
2
1
2
1
2

neither agree
nor disagree
3
4
5
3
4
5
3
4
5

agree
strongly
6
7
6
7
6
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

6
6

7
7
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Appearance Evaluation Scale
neither
agree nor
disagree

definitely
disagree

definitely
agree

1. My body is sexually
appealing.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. I like my looks just the way
they are.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. Most people would
consider me good-looking.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. I like the way I look
without my clothes on.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. I like the way my clothes fit
me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6. I dislike my physique.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7. I am physically
unattractive.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Death Thought Accessibility
In this measure, we are examining your vocabulary. You will be presented with various word
fragments that can be made into full words. For example:
Cof_ _ _
Coffee
Please work quickly to complete as many words as possible. Try to spend no more than 15
seconds on each word.
1.

bur _ _ d

12. k _ _ gs

2.

pla _ _

13. ki _ _ ed

3.

_ _ ok

14. cl _ _ k

4.

wat _ _

15. tab _ _

5.

de _ _

16. w _ _ dow

6.

mu _ _

17. sk _ _ l

7.

_ _ ng

18. tr _ _

8.

b _ t _ le

19. m _ r _ er

9.

m _ j _ r

20. post _ _

10. fl _ w _ r
11. gra _ _
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Impression Management Scale
neither
agree nor
disagree

strongly
disagree

strongly
agree

1. I sometimes tell lies if I have to.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. I never cover up my mistakes.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. There have been occasions when I have taken
advantage of someone.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. I never swear.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10. I always declare everything at customs.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11. When I was young I sometimes stole things.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. I have never dropped litter on the street.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13. I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14. I never read sexy books or magazines.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

17. I have taken sick-leave from work or school even
though I wasn’t really sick.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

18. I have never damaged a library book or store
merchandise without reporting it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

19. I have pretty awful habits.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

20. I don’t gossip about other people’s business.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and
forget.
6. I always obey laws, even if I’m unlikely to get
caught.
7. I have said something bad about a friend behind his
or her back.
8. When I hear people talking privately, I avoid
listening.
9. I have received too much change from a
salesperson without telling him or her.

15. I have done things that I don’t tell other people
about.
16. I never take things that don’t belong to me.
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Demographic Questionnaire
We would like to ask you some simple demographic information about yourself. These questions
are entirely optional and you do not need to answer any questions you are not comfortable with.
All responses will remain completely confidential and will only be reported in aggregate form
with others’ responses.
•
•

•

•
•

What is your age?
o ______________
What gender do you most identify with?
o Female
o Male
o Other _______________
What is your sexual orientation?
o Straight
o Gay/Lesbian
o Bisexual
o Other _______________
What state do you primarily reside in? (e.g., Oregon)
What is your political orientation?

Very
Liberal
-3
•

•
•
•

-2

-1

Neither Liberal
nor Conservative
0

1

What is the highest level of education you have completed?
o Public school
o Some high school
o High school
o G.E.D. or equivalent
o Some college
o College diploma
o Bachelor degree
o Master’s degree
o Doctorate degree
o Other advanced degree
What is your height?
o Feet: _________
o Inches: _________
What is your weight?
o Pounds (Lbs): _________
Are you currently in a romantic relationship?
o Yes
o No

2

Very
Conservative
3
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•

•

If you are currently in a romantic relationship, how long have you been in this relationship?
o Years: _______
o Months: _______
o Weeks: ________
If you are currently in a romantic relationship, please indicate your level of satisfaction
with your romantic relationship.

Very
Unsatisfied
1
•

•

•

•

2

3

Neither Satisfied
nor Unsatisfied
4

5

6

Very
Satisfied
7

Personal income:
o Please select the option that best matches your personal gross annual income.
o Less than $5,000
o $5,000- 9,999
o $10,000-19,999
o $20,000-34,999
o $35,000-49,999
o $50,000-74,999
o $75,000-99,999
o $100,000-199,999
o $200,000 or more
Partners’ income (If applicable):
o Please select the option that best matches your partners’ gross annual income.
o Less than $5,000
o $5,000- 9,999
o $10,000-19,999
o $20,000-34,999
o $35,000-49,999
o $50,000-74,999
o $75,000-99,999
o $100,000-199,999
o $200,000 or more
What is your current occupational status?
o Employed full time for wages
o Employed part time for wages
o Self-employed
o Out of work and looking for work
o Out of work but not currently looking for work
o A homemaker
o A student
o Military
o Retired
o Unable to work
Please indicate your ethnic origin by checking the appropriate boxes below. If you have
multiple ethnic origins check all that apply. Ethnic origin refers to the ethnic or cultural
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group(s) to which your ancestors belong. Ancestry should not be confused with
citizenship or nationality.
q British Isles
q Western European
q Northern European
q Eastern European
q Southern European
q French
q African
q Arab
q East Asian or Southeast Asian
q South Asian (e.g., East Indian)
q Latin, Central or South American
q Caribbean
q Aboriginal
q American
Other, please specify __________________________________
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Here is a ladder. There are ten rungs in total from the bottom to the top.
Think of the ladder as representing where people stand within your country.
At the top of the ladder are the people who are the best off—those who have the most money, the
most education, and the most respected jobs. At the bottom are the people who are the worst
off—who have the least money, the least education, and the least respected jobs or no jobs. The
higher up you are on the ladder, the closer you are to the people at the very top; the lower you are
the closer you are to the people at the very bottom.
If you consider your current situation and compare it with all other people in your country,
where would you place yourself on this ladder?

204

Manipulation Check Questions for All Conditions
1) The article reported that the United States is doing relatively worse compared to other
countries.
a) True
b) False
c) The article did not discuss the United States of America
d) Do not know
2) The article reported that most Americans feel good about the condition of the United
States
a) True
b) False
c) The article did not discuss the United States of America
d) Do not know
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Believability of Passage

1. I think the passage that I
read at the beginning of the
study is accurate.
2. I think that the author in the
article was fair in his/her
description of America.
3. I thought the passage I read
at the beginning of the study
was believable.
4. Do you have any comments
about the passage at the
beginning of the study?

strongly
disagree
1
2

3

neither
agree nor
disagree
4

5

strongly
agree
6
7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Debriefing and Post-Debriefing Consent for the Reading Comprehension Study (Study 2)

Debriefing and Post-Debriefing Consent Form
Project Title: Reading Comprehension Study
Principle Investigator: Dr. Son Hing
Tel: 519-824-4120 ext: 54475
Email: sonhing@uoguelph.ca
Thank you for your participation in this study!
Two aspects of this study have been misrepresented to you. First, this is not a study on reading
comprehension. Rather, this is a study on how participants respond when they complete a
threatening task. There was also a specific misrepresentation depending on which condition you
were in. The specific misrepresentations depending on condition are the following:
For participants who read a passage that describes their country in either a positive or
negative way, we told you that the passage you read was written by an American
journalist. This was not true. The passage was fake and was created by researchers who
were trying to get participants to defend their country.
For participants who read a passage about contemporary landscapes, there were no
further misrepresentations made.
We are conducting this research because we are interested in understanding if system
justification leads women to self-objectify and to endorse more sexist attitudes. Specifically, we
think that when a woman’s society is threatened she will be motivated to justify her society.
Previous research on system justification theory has shown that this motivation to justify their
own society can lead people to behave in stereotypically consistent ways and to agree with
differences in power between groups, such as between those with more versus less money (Kay
et al., 2007; Kay & Friesen, 2011). Therefore, we are investigating whether threatening a
woman’s society will lead her to try and justify it by behaving in stereotypically consistent ways
through engaging in self-objectified behaviour. Self-objectification is the tendency for people to
view themselves as objects and to take an outsiders perspective when viewing their bodies,
which can lead to negative consequences such as increases in disordered eating (Calogero,
Davis, & Thompson, 2005), sexual dysfunction (Calogero & Thompson, 2009), and body shame
(Calogero, 2009).

207
Some participants did not read anything that could threaten their society. Instead, these
participants either completed verbal questions that could personally be threatening or only
completed the vocabulary measure before completing the study questionnaires. We included the
verbal and control conditions because this provides a more stringent test of our idea that system
justification leads women to self-objectify. If our hypothesis is correct, then exposing
participants to a personal threat or a control rather than a system threat should not lead to an
increased desire to self-objectify.
We masked the true purpose of the study because if we had been forthcoming about the goals of
the study then participants may have behaved or reacted in a contrived manner or changed their
responses to either assist the researchers to find what was expected or to obstruct such efforts.
Hence, it was important to mask the true nature of the study.
We kindly ask that you do not tell others about the nature of the study, including the use of
deception, because such disclosure may invalidate our study results and the responses you
provided today would be meaningless.
Thank you again for your help with our research! If you are interested in discussing this study,
or your participation further, please contact Cailin Stamarski at cstamars@uoguelph.ca or Dr.
Leanne Son Hing at sonhing@uoguelph.ca.
By clicking the “I agree to submit my data” button below, you will be granting permission to the
researchers to use your data (or information you provided) in their study. If you want to exit the study
and not grant permission to the researchers to use your data, please click the “Please discard my data”
button below. If you choose to discard your data, you will still receive compensation.
If you have any questions or ethical concerns with this study, you may contact Sandy Auld at (519) 8244120 Ext. 56606 or by e-mail at sauld@uogelph.ca.
Please retain a copy of this form for your records. You may print this form by clicking the “PRINT
CONSENT FORM” button below.
PRINT CONSENT FORM

I agree to submit my data

Please discard my data
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Supplementary Analyses Study 1
Regression analyses were conducted to examine if the results are moderated by several
individual difference variables. Because of the large number of variables, two separate regression
analyses were conducted.
Moderation by Gender, Age, BMI and Relationship Status
A regression analysis was conducted to determine if the effects of condition on selfobjectification are moderated by gender, age, relationship status, and BMI (See Table 15). Three
vectors were created using dummy coding in order to compare the conditions. The first vector
[condition (control vs. system threat)], compares the control condition relative to the system
threat condition (control = 1, no threat = 0, system threat = 0, verbal threat = 0). The second
vector [condition (no threat vs. system threat)], compares the no threat condition and the system
threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1, system threat = 0, verbal threat = 0). The third vector
[condition (verbal threat vs. system threat)], compares the verbal condition and the system threat
condition (control = 0, no threat = 0, system threat = 0, verbal threat = 1). On the first step the
condition vectors, gender, age, BMI, and relationship status were added. On the second step,
interactions between each condition vector and each moderator (i.e., condition × gender,
condition × age, condition × BMI, condition × relationship status) were added. Main effect
continuous predictors were first centered and then multiplied to create interaction terms (Aiken
& West, 1991).
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Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – Gender, BMI, Age, and Relationship Status as Moderators
Appearance
Related
Planninga
B
SE B

Appearance
Related SelfImagea
B
SE B

OBC –
Surveillancea
B

SelfSexualizationb

SE B

B

SE B

Step 1
Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

-0.50

0.39

-0.19

0.21

-0.23

0.18

-0.52*

0.26

Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.38

0.39

0.09

0.21

0.00

0.18

-0.26

0.26

Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.24

0.39

-0.20

0.21

-0.10

0.18

-0.79** 0.26

Gender

-0.11

0.28

0.19

0.15

-0.44**

0.13

—

BMI

0.04

0.02

-0.01

0.01

-0.01

0.01

0.00

0.01

Age

-0.02

0.01

-0.03*** 0.01

0.00

0.01

Relationship Status

0.26

0.30

-0.02

0.21

R2

0.02

0.03

Gender ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

2.53** 0.81

0.89* 0.45

-0.22

0.38

—

—

Gender ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

2.32** 0.80

0.77

-0.22

0.38

—

—

0.02* 0.01
-0.18

0.16

0.05

0.14

0.08***

—

0.05

Step 2

0.44
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Gender ´ Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)

Appearance
Related
Planninga
B
SE B

Appearance
Related SelfImagea
B
SE B

OBC –
Surveillancea

1.90*

0.81

1.30** 0.45

0.21

0.38

B

SelfSexualizationb

SE B

B
—

SE B
—

BMI ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

-0.01

0.07

-0.02

0.04

-0.03

0.03

0.01

0.04

BMI ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.08

0.06

0.01

0.03

-0.01

0.03

0.01

0.04

BMI ´ Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)

0.00

0.06

-0.01

0.03

0.01

0.03

0.01

0.04

Age ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

0.02

0.04

0.01

0.02

-0.02

0.02

-0.02

0.03

Age ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

0.00

0.03

0.02

0.02

-0.02

0.02

0.00

0.03

-0.01

0.03

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.01

0.03

0.61

0.87

0.13

0.48

0.78

0.41

0.32

0.68

-1.08

0.85

-0.46

0.47

0.54

0.40

-0.12

0.66

1.03

0.87

-0.16

0.48

0.71

0.41

-0.68

0.68

Age ´ Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)
Relationship ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)
Relationship ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)
Relationship ´ Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)
Total R2

0.09*

0.07

0.11**

0.08

Note. Condition (Control vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing control with system threat condition (control coded as 1, system threat coded as 0, no threat coded
as 0, verbal threat coded as 0); Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing system threat with no threat condition (control coded as 0, system
threat coded as 0, no threat coded as 1, verbal threat coded as 0); Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing system threat with verbal threat
condition (control coded as 0, system threat coded as 0, no threat coded as 0, verbal threat coded as 1). Gender coded as women = 0 and men = 1; BMI = Body mass
index; Relationship = Relationship Status (in a relationship coded as 0 and single coded as 1).
a
N = 393, bN = 196. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

211
Appearance related planning. Similar to the main analyses, these moderation analyses
revealed that gender was a significant moderator for the free writing task such that women’s
levels of self-objectification differed depending on threat condition whereas there were no
differences between conditions for men (see Table 15). Specifically there was a significant
gender × condition (control vs. system threat) interaction (B = 2.53, B SE = 0.81, t(391) = 3.11, p
= .002, CI 95% [0.93, 4.13]). See Figure 9. Simple effects tests revealed that, among women,
those in the system threat condition reported more appearance related intentions for the next
week than those in the control condition (B = -1.92, SE B = .57, t(391) = -3.37, p = .00, 95% CI
[-3.04, -0.80]). Among men there was no difference between those in the system threat and
control conditions (B = 0.62, SE B = .69, t(391) = 0.90, p = .371, 95% CI [-0.74, 1.97]).

Appearance Related Planning

5

4

3

2

1

0
Control

System Threat
Male

Female

Figure 9. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (control
vs. system threat) on appearance related planning. In this analysis gender, BMI, age, and
relationship status were included as moderators. N = 393.
In addition, there was a significant gender × condition (no threat vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 2.32, B SE = 0.80, t(391) = 2.90, p = .004, CI 95% [0.75, 3.89]). See Figure 10.
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Simple effects tests revealed that, among women, those in the system threat condition reported
more appearance related intentions for the next week than those in the no threat condition (B = 1.09, SE B = .58, t(391) = -1.88, p = .061, 95% CI [-2.23, -0.49]). Unexpectedly, the p value is
not significant; however, the confidence intervals do not include zero, which suggests that there
are differences among women in these conditions. This issue likely occurred because the simple
effects are tested at the values of 0 and 1 (women and men, respectively) instead of at one
standard deviation above and below. Thus, the region of significance is restricted. Among men,
there was no difference between those in the system threat and no threat conditions (B = 1.23, SE
B = .66, t(391) = 1.85 p = .066, 95% CI [-0.08, 2.53]).

Appearance Related Planning

5

4

3

2

1

0
No Threat

System Threat
Male

Female

Figure 10. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (no
threat vs. system threat) on appearance related planning. In this analysis gender, BMI, age, and
relationship status were added as moderators. N = 393.
In addition, there was a significant gender × condition (verbal threat vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 1.90, B SE = 0.81, t(391) = 2.35, p = .019, CI 95% [0.31, 3.49]). See Figure 11.
Simple effects tests revealed that, among women those in the system threat condition reported
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more appearance related intentions for the next week than those in the verbal threat condition (B
= -1.49, SE B = .58, t(391) = -2.55, p = .011, 95% CI [-2.64, -0.34]). Among men, there were no
differences between those in the system threat and verbal threat conditions (B = 0.41, SE B = .65,
t(391) = 0.62, p = .533, 95% CI [-0.88, 1.69]). No other main effects or interactions were
significant.

Appearance Related Planning

5

4

3

2

1

0
Verbal Threat

System Threat
Male

Female

Figure 11. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (verbal
threat vs. system threat) on appearance related planning. In this analysis gender, BMI, age, and
relationship status were added as moderators. N = 393.
Appearance related self-image. There was a significant main effect of age for
appearance related self-image such that older (vs. younger) individuals were more likely to
describe themselves using body terms (B = 0.02, B SE = 0.01, t(391) = 2.52, p = .012, CI 95%
[0.00, 0.03]). However, the confidence intervals include zero so the effect of age should be
interpreted with caution. Further, gender was a significant moderator for appearance related selfimage. Specifically, there was a significant gender × condition (control vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 0.89, B SE = 0.45, t(391) = 1.98, p = .048, CI 95% [0.01, 1.78]). See Figure 12.
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Simple effects tests revealed that, among women, those in the system threat condition used more
body terms to describe themselves than women in the control condition (B = -0.69, SE B = .31,
t(391) = -2.21, p = .028, 95% CI [-1.31, -0.08]). Among men there were no differences between
those in the system threat or control condition (B = 1.00, SE B = .38, t(391) = 0.52, p = .601,
95% CI [-0.55, 0.94]).

Appearance Related Self-Image

5

4

3

2

1

0
Control

System Threat
Male

Female

Figure 12. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (control
vs. system threat) on appearance related self-image. In this analysis gender, BMI, age, and
relationship status were included as moderators. N = 393.
There was also a significant gender × condition (verbal threat vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 1.30, B SE = 0.45, t(391) = 2.92, p = .004, CI 95% [0.43, 2.18]). See Figure 13.
Simple effects tests showed, that women in the system threat condition used more body terms to
describe themselves than women in the verbal threat condition (B = -0.78, SE B = .32, t(391) = 2.42, p = .016, 95% CI [-1.42, -0.15]). Among men, there were no differences between those in
the system threat or verbal threat condition (B = 0.52, SE B = .36, t(391) = 1.44, p = .150, 95%
CI [-0.19, 1.23]). No other main effects or interactions were significant (see Table 14).
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Figure 13. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (verbal
threat vs. system threat) on appearance related self-image. In this analysis gender, BMI, age, and
relationship status were included as moderators. N = 393.
Self-Surveillance. There was a significant main effect of gender on self-surveillance
such that women reported that they engaged in self-surveillance more than men (B = -0., B SE =
0.13, t(391) = -3.36, p = .001, CI 95% [-0.70, -0.18]). There was a significant main effect of age
on self-surveillance such that older participants were more like to report that they engaged in
self-surveillance more than younger participants (B = -0.03, B SE = 0.01, t(391) = -4.59, p <
.001, CI 95% [-0.04, -0.02]). There were no other significant main effects or interactions.
Self-Sexualization. Those in the system threat condition reported greater selfsexualization than those in the control condition (B = -0.52, B SE = 0.26, t(194) = -2.05, p =
.042, CI 95% [-1.03, -0.02]) and those in the verbal threat condition (B = -0.79, B SE = 0.26,
t(194) = -3.03, p = .003, CI 95% [-1.31, -0.28]). There were no other significant main effects or
interactions (see Table 14).
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Moderation by Gender, SES, and Political Orientation
A regression analysis was conducted to determine if the effects of condition on selfobjectification are moderated by gender, SES, and political orientation (see Table 16). Three
vectors were created using dummy coding in order to compare the conditions. The first vector
[condition (control vs. system threat)], compares the control condition relative to the to the
system threat condition (control = 1, no threat = 0, system threat = 0, verbal threat = 0). The
second vector [condition (no threat vs. system threat)], compares the no threat condition and the
system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1, system threat = 0, verbal threat = 0). The third
vector [condition (verbal threat vs. system threat)], compares the verbal condition and the system
threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 0, system threat = 0, verbal threat = 1). On the first step
the condition vectors, gender, SES, and political orientation were added. On the second step, all
condition × gender, SES, and political orientation interactions were added. Main effect
continuous predictors were first centered and then multiplied to create interaction terms (Aiken
& West, 1991).
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Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – Gender, SES, and Political Orientation as Moderators
Appearance
Related
Planninga
B
SE B

Appearance
Related SelfImagea
B
SE B

OBC –
Surveillancea

SelfSexualizationb

B

SE B

B

SE B

Step 1
Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

-0.53

0.39

-0.16

0.21

-0.22

0.18

-0.55*

0.25

Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.40

0.39

0.14

0.21

-0.09

0.18

-0.29

0.25

Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.27

0.39

-0.12

0.21

-0.17

0.18

-0.81** 0.25

Gender

-0.15

0.28

0.06

0.15

-0.34* 0.13

0.38

0.20

0.09

0.11

0.03

0.09

0.14

0.12

-0.03

0.08

-0.01

0.04

-0.07

0.04

0.06

0.05

SES
Political Conservatism
R2

—

—

0.07*

0.02

0.01

0.03

Gender ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

2.36** 0.81

1.01*

0.45

-0.08

0.39

—

—

Gender ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

2.31** 0.78

0.75

0.43

0.05

0.38

—

—

1.28** 0.44

0.42

0.38

—

—

Step 2

Gender ´ Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)

2.78*** 0.79
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Appearance
Related
Planninga
B
SE B
SES ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)
SES ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)
SES ´ Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)
Pol con ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

Appearance
Related SelfImagea
B
SE B

OBC –
Surveillancea

SelfSexualizationb

B

SE B

B

SE B

-0.01

0.57

-0.10

0.31

0.18

0.27

0.08

0.34

0.02

0.52

-0.42

0.29

0.10

0.25

-0.08

0.33

-1.52** 0.56

0.02

0.31

-0.06

0.27

0.09

0.38

0.04

0.22

-0.03

0.12

-0.13

0.11

0.05

0.15

Pol con ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.07

0.22

-0.09

0.12

0.03

0.11

0.00

0.15

Pol con ´ Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.18

0.21

-0.12

0.12

0.04

0.10

0.07

0.15

Total R2

0.08**

0.04

0.05

0.07

Note. Condition (Control vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the control condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 1, system threat
was coded as 0, no threat was coded as 0, verbal threat was coded as 0; Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the system threat
condition with the no threat condition (control was coded as 0, system threat was coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1, verbal threat was coded as 0); Condition
(Verbal Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the system threat condition with the verbal threat condition (control was coded as 0, system threat was
coded as 0, no threat was coded as 0, verbal threat was coded as 1). Gender was coded as 0 = women and 1 = men. Pol con = political conservatism.
a
N = 396, bN = 198. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Appearance related planning. Gender was a significant moderator for the free writing
task. Specifically there was a significant gender × condition (control vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 2.36, B SE = 0.81, t(394) = 2.91, p = .004, CI 95% [0.77, 3.96]). See Table 16
and Figure 14. Simple effects tests revealed that, among women, those in the system threat
condition reported more appearance related intentions for the upcoming week than those in the
control condition (B = -1.68, SE B = .55, t(394) = -3.04, p = .002, 95% CI [-2.76, -0.59]). Among
men there were no significant differences between conditions (B = 0.69, SE B = .56, t(394) =
1.22, p = .225, 95% CI [-0.42, 1.80]).
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Figure 14. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (control
vs. system threat) on appearance related planning. In this analysis gender, SES, and political
orientation were included as moderators. N = 393.
In addition, there was a significant gender × condition (no threat vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 2.31, B SE = 0.78, t(394) = 2.97, p = .003, CI 95% [0.78, 3.84]). See Figure 15.
Simple effects tests revealed that, among women, those in the system threat condition reported
more appearance related intentions for the upcoming week than those in the no threat condition

220
(B = -1.56, SE B = .54, t(394) = -2.89, p = .004, 95% CI [-2.63, -0.50]). Among men there were
no significant differences between conditions (B = 0.75, SE B = .54, t(394) = 1.37, p = .171, 95%
CI [-0.32, 1.82]).
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Figure 15. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (no
threat vs. system threat) on appearance related planning. In this analysis gender, SES, and
political orientation were included as moderators. N = 393.
In addition, there was a significant gender × condition (verbal threat vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 2.78, B SE = 0.79, t(394) = 3.53, p < .001, CI 95% [1.23, 4.33]). See Figure 16.
Simple effects tests revealed that, among women, those in the system threat condition reported
more appearance related intentions for the upcoming week than those in the verbal threat
condition (B = -1.70, SE B = .55, t(394) = -3.10, p = .002, 95% CI [-2.79, -0.62]). Among men,
there were no significant differences between conditions (B = 1.07, SE B = .55, t(394) = 1.96, p =
.051, 95% CI [0.00, 2.15]).
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Figure 16. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (verbal
threat vs. system threat) on appearance related planning. In this analysis gender, SES, and
political orientation were included as moderators. N = 393.
Further, SES was a significant moderator (SES × Condition [verbal threat vs. system
threat]); B = -1.52, B SE = 0.56, t(394) = -2.70, p = .007, CI 95% [-2.63, -0.41]). See Figure 17.
Simple effects tests revealed that, among those higher in SES, those in the system threat
condition wrote about more appearance related intentions for the upcoming week than those in
the verbal threat condition (B = -2.80, SE B = .74, t(394) = -3.78, p < .001, 95% CI [-4.26, 1.34]). Among those lower in SES, there were no differences in appearance related intentions
between those in the system threat and the verbal threat conditions (B = -0.61, SE B = .62, t(394)
= 1.00, p = .325, 95% CI [-1.83, 0.61]). No other main effects or interactions were significant.
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Figure 17. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of SES × condition (verbal
threat vs. system threat) on appearance related planning. In this analyses gender, SES, and
political orientation were included as moderators. N = 393.
Appearance related self-image. Gender was a significant moderator for appearance
related self-image. Specifically, there was a significant gender × condition (control vs. system
threat) interaction (B = 1.01, B SE = 0.45, t(394) = 2.24, p = .025, CI 95% [0.13, 1.90]). See
Table 16 and Figure 18. Simple effects tests revealed that, among women, those in the system
threat condition described themselves with more appearance related terms than women in the
control condition (B = -0.65, SE B = .31, t(394) = -2.14, p = .033, 95% CI [-1.25, -0.05]). Among
men, there were no differences between the system threat and control conditions (B = 0.36, SE B
= .31, t(394) = 1.15, p = .253, 95% CI [-0.26, 0.97]).
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Figure 18. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (control
vs. system threat) on appearance related self-image. In this analysis gender, SES, and political
orientation were included as moderators. N = 393.
In addition, there was a significant gender × condition (verbal threat vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 1.28, SE B = .44, t(394) = 2.92, p = .004, 95% CI [0.42, 2.14]). See Figure 19.
Simple effects tests revealed that, among women, those in the system threat condition described
themselves with more appearance related terms than those in the verbal threat condition (B = 0.74, SE B = .31, t(394) = -2.43, p = .016, 95% CI [-1.34, -0.14]). Among men, there were no
significant differences between those who were in the system threat or verbal threat conditions
(B = 0.54, SE B = .30, t(394) = 1.77 p = .077, 95% CI [-0.06, 1.13]). No other main effects or
interactions were significant.
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Figure 19. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of gender × condition (verbal
threat vs. system threat) on appearance related self-image. In this analysis gender, SES, and
political orientation were included as moderators. N = 393.
Self-Surveillance. There was a significant main effect of gender on self-surveillance
such that women reported that they engaged in self-surveillance more than men (B = -0.34, B SE
= 0.13, t(394) = -2.55, p = .011, CI 95% [-0.60, -0.08]). No other main effects or interactions
were significant (see Table 16).
Self-Sexualization. Those in the system threat condition reported greater selfsexualization than those in the control condition (B = -0.55, B SE = 0.25, t(394) = -2.18, p =
.031, CI 95% [-1.04, -0.05]) and those in the verbal threat condition (B = -0.81, B SE = 0.25,
t(394) = -3.22, p = .001, CI 95% [-1.31, -0.32]). There were no other significant main effects or
interactions (see Table 16).
Overall, similar to the main results, gender was a significant moderator for two of three
outcomes (i.e., for appearance related planning and appearance related self-image). There was
also a main effect for gender for one of three outcomes (i.e., for self-surveillance). Additionally,
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there was a significant SES × condition (verbal threat vs. system threat) interaction for one of
four outcomes (i.e., for appearance related planning). This should be interpreted with caution
given that this interaction occurred for only one outcome. Finally, there was a significant main
effect of age for two of four outcomes (i.e., for appearance related self-image and selfsurveillance). Curiously, these effects were not in the same direction, such that older participants
described themselves using more body terms than younger participants whereas younger
participants reported more self-surveillance than older participants.
Moderation by Self-Surveillance
A regression analysis was conducted to determine if the effects of condition on selfobjectification are moderated by gender and self-surveillance (see Table 17). Given that selfsurveillance was not affected by the manipulations this separate analyses was conducted to
examine if self-surveillance could potentially be a moderator of the effects of condition on selfobjectification. Specifically, self-surveillance may be more of a stable trait form of selfobjectification and consistent with other research it may be the case that those who report higher
self-surveillance may respond differently on the other self-objectification measures.
Three vectors were created using dummy coding in order to compare the conditions. The
first vector [condition (control vs. system threat)], compares the control condition relative to the
to the system threat condition (control = 1, no threat = 0, system threat = 0, verbal threat = 0).
The second vector [condition (no threat vs. system threat)], compares the no threat condition and
the system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1, system threat = 0, verbal threat = 0). The
third vector [condition (verbal threat vs. system threat)], compares the verbal condition and the
system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 0, system threat = 0, verbal threat = 1). On the
first step the condition vectors, gender, and self-surveillance were added. On the second step, all
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condition × gender and condition × self-surveillance interactions were added. Main effect
continuous predictors were first centered and then multiplied to create interaction terms (Aiken
& West, 1991).28
Appearance Related Planning. Gender was a significant moderator for the free writing
task. Specifically there was a significant gender × condition (control vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 2.40, B SE = 0.78, t(394) = 3.09, p = .002, CI 95% [0.87, 3.92]). See Table 17.
There was also a significant gender × condition (no threat vs. system threat) interaction (B =
2.22, B SE = 0.77, t(394) = 2.87, p = .004, CI 95% [0.70, 3.74]) and a significant gender ×
condition (verbal vs. system threat) interaction (B = 2.14, B SE = 0.77, t(394) = 2.77, p = .006,
CI 95% [0.62, 3.65]). Because similar interactions are described and modelled earlier in these
supplemental analyses they will not be described in detail here. Self-surveillance was not a
significant moderator.
Appearances Related Self-Image. Gender was a significant moderator for the free
writing task. Specifically, there was a significant gender × condition (control vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 1.11, B SE = 0.42, t(394) = 2.61, p = .009, CI 95% [0.28, 1.94]) and there was a
significant gender × condition (verbal vs. system threat) interaction (B = 1.38, B SE = 0.42,
t(394) = 3.26, p = .001, CI 95% [0.55, 2.21]) See Table 17. Because similar interactions are
described and modelled earlier in these supplemental analyses they will not be described in detail
here.
Self-surveillance was a significant moderator. Specifically, there was a significant
surveillance × condition (verbal vs. system threat) interaction (B = 0.41, B SE = 0.17, t(394) =

28

These analyses were also completed with including all three-way interactions. None of the three-way interactions
were significant and the significant two-way interactions were not changed.
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2.42, p = .016, CI 95% [0.77, 3.96]). See Table 17. Simple effects tests revealed that, among
those lower in self-surveillance, those in the system threat condition reported more appearancerelated descriptions than those in the verbal threat condition (B = -1.36, SE B = .39, t(394) = 3.52, p < .001, 95% CI [-2.12, -0.60]). Among those higher in self-surveillance, there were no
differences between the system threat and verbal threat conditions (B = -0.31, SE B = .35, t(394)
= -0.88, p = .378, 95% CI [-1.00, 0.38]). See Figure 20.
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Figure 20. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of self-surveillance ×
condition (verbal threat vs. system threat) on appearance related self-image. N = 396.
Self-Sexualization. Self-surveillance was a significant moderator. Specifically, there was
a significant surveillance × condition (control vs. system threat) interaction (B = 0.40, B SE =
0.20, t(196) = 2.00, p = .047, CI 95% [0.01, 0.80]). See Table 17. Simple effects tests revealed
that, among those lower in self-surveillance, those in the system threat condition reported higher
self-sexualization scores than those in the control condition (B = -1.09, SE B = 0.39, t(196) = -
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2.81, p = .006, 95% CI [-1.86, -0.32]). Among those higher in self-surveillance, those in the
system threat condition also reported higher self-sexualization than those in the control condition
(B = -0.05, SE B = .31, t(196) = -0.16, p = .873, 95% CI [-0.67, 0.57]). See Figure 21.
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Figure 21. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of self-surveillance ×
condition (verbal threat vs. system threat) on self-sexualization. N = 198.
There was also a significant surveillance × condition (no threat vs. system threat)
interaction (B = 0.40, B SE = 0.19, t(196) = 2.07, p = .040, CI 95% [0.02, .78]). See Table 17.
Simple effects tests revealed that, among women lower in self-surveillance, women in the system
threat condition reported higher self-sexualization than women in the no threat condition (B = 0.85, SE B = 0.39, t(196) = -2.20, p = .029, 95% CI [-1.62, -0.09]). Among women higher in selfsurveillance, there were no differences between women in the system threat condition and the no
threat condition (B = 0.19, SE B = .30, t(196) = 0.62, p = .539, 95% CI [-0.41, 0.78]). See Figure
22.
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Figure 22. Study 1 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of self-surveillance ×
condition (verbal threat vs. system threat) on self-sexualization. N = 198.
Overall, similar to the main results, gender was a significant moderator for two of three
outcomes (i.e., for appearance related planning and appearance related self-image). Additionally,
self-surveillance was a significant moderator for two of three outcomes (i.e., for appearance
related self-image and for self-sexualization).
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Table 17
Appearance
Related
Planninga
B
SE B

Appearance
Related SelfImagea
B
SE B

Self-Sexualizationb
B

SE B

Step 1
Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

-0.47

0.39

-0.15

0.21

-0.45

0.23

Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.37

0.39

0.15

0.21

-0.20

0.23

Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.26

0.39

-0.13

0.21

-0.66**

0.24

Gender

0.06

0.28

0.10

0.15

—

—

Self-Surveillance

0.23*

0.11

0.02

0.06

R2

0.02

0.01

Gender ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

2.40** 0.81

1.11*

0.42

—

—

Gender ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

2.22** 0.78

0.74

0.42

—

—

—

—

0.37***

0.07

0.07*

Step 2

Gender ´ Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)

2.14*** 0.79

1.38** 0.42

Self-Surveillance ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

-0.16

0.31

0.30

0.17

0.40*

0.20

Self-Surveillance ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

-0.11

0.30

0.26

0.17

0.40*

0.19
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Appearance
Related
Planninga
B
SE B
Self-Surveillance ´ Condition (Verbal Threat vs. System Threat)
Total R2

0.06
0.05*

0.31

Appearance
Related SelfImagea
B
SE B
0.41*
0.05

0.17

Self-Sexualizationb
B
0.28
0.07

SE B
0.20
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Supplementary Analyses Study 2
Supplemental Mediation Analyses
Two separate mediation analyses with only one mediator are examined. Specifically, only
benevolent sexism was added as a mediator to the first model. In the second model, only hostile
sexism was added as a mediator. Consistent with the prior analyses, hostile sexism was not a
significant mediator in any of the models. In addition, consistent with earlier analyses, the
analysis comparing the effects of no threat vs. system threat and with benevolent sexism as the
mediator revealed significant mediation by benevolent sexism on appearance evaluation (CI 95%
[-.24, -.01]) and for self-sexualization (CI 95% [-.25, -.02]). But hostile sexism was not a
significant mediator for either appearance evaluation (CI 95% [-.03, .11]) nor self-sexualization
(CI 95% [-.12, .01]). As in the previous models, benevolent sexism was not a significant
mediator for appearance related planning and appearance related self-image. Additionally, as in
the previous models, benevolent and hostile sexism were not significant mediators when
comparing control versus system threat for any of the outcomes.
Several moderated mediation models were also tested with the position of the ambivalent
sexism scale as a moderator. This is because the ambivalent sexism scale was presented in
random order with the other dependent measures. Thus, the ambivalent sexism scale came either
before participants completed the dependent measures, in between the dependent measures, or
after the dependent measures. Accordingly, for each dependent measure, a dichotomous variable
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Position, was coded with cases where the ambivalent sexism scale
appeared before the dependent measure (coded as 0) and cases where the ambivalent scale
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appeared after the dependent measure (coded as 1). Following recommendations by Hayes &
Preacher, 2014, Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Position, as well as the interaction term of the
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory Position x Benevolent Sexism were added to the path from
benevolent sexism to the dependent measures.
Thus, in the second set of models, multi-categorical mediation analyses with the mediator
of ambivalent sexism total (i.e., the entire ambivalent sexism scale) and the moderator of
ambivalent sexism position was used. When examining the results of the no threat versus system
threat analysis using moderated mediation models, with the ambivalent sexism scale as the
mediator, the results showed that there was significant mediation by the ambivalent sexism scale
when participants completed the ambivalent sexism scale before completing the measures for
both appearance evaluation (ASI before CI[-.38, -.01] and ASI after CI[-.06, .19]) and for selfsexualization (ASI before CI[-.23, -.01] and ASI after CI[-.30, .05]). Similar to the other models,
the ambivalent sexism scale was not a significant mediator for appearance related planning and
appearance related self-image. Additionally, similar to the other models, the ambivalent sexism
scale was not a significant mediator when comparing control versus system threat for any of the
outcomes.
In the third set of models, two separate moderated mediation models (i.e., with
ambivalent sexism scale position as the moderator, and with separate mediation models for
benevolent and hostile sexism), were examined for each self-objectification and selfsexualization outcomes. The results showed that, when comparing no threat vs. system threat,
there was significant mediation by benevolent sexism when the ambivalent sexism scale was
completed before the measure for appearance evaluation (ASI before CI[-.48, -.04]) and ASI
after CI[-.15, 12]) and for self-sexualization (ASI before CI[-.25, -.01] and ASI after CI[-.37,
.02]). There was no significant mediation by hostile sexism for both appearance evaluation (ASI
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before CI[-.20, .05] and ASI after CI[-.01, .19]) and self-sexualization (ASI before CI[-.16, .01]
and ASI after CI[-.14, .07]). As in the other models, benevolent and hostile sexism were not
significant mediators for appearance related planning and appearance related self-image.
Additionally, as in the other models, benevolent and hostile sexism were not significant
mediators when comparing control versus system threat for any of the outcomes.
In the final set of models, multi-categorical mediation analyses with both hostile and
benevolent sexism entered as mediators was used. The results showed that, when comparing no
threat vs. system threat, there was significant medµiation by benevolent sexism when the
ambivalent sexism scale was completed before the measure for appearance evaluation (before
DV CI [-0.56, -0.05], after DV [-0.22, 0.07]) but not for self-sexualization (before DV CI [-0.26,
0.00], after DV [-0.37, 0.01]). There was no significant mediation by hostile sexism for both
appearance evaluation (before DV CI [-0.03, 0.21] after DV CI[-0.02, 0.16]) and selfsexualization (before DV CI [-0.09, 0.03] after DV CI[-0.04, 0.12]). As in the other models,
benevolent and hostile sexism were not significant mediators for appearance related planning and
appearance related self-image. Additionally, as in the other models, benevolent and hostile
sexism were not significant mediators when comparing control versus system threat for any of
the outcomes.
Overall, the results are largely the same as the mediation models presented in the results
section of Study 2. Specifically, the new models show benevolent sexism is a significant
mediator when comparing the no threat versus the system threat condition on appearance
evaluation and self-sexualization.
Supplemental Moderation Analyses
Regression analyses were conducted to examine if the results are moderated by several
individual difference variables.
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Social Dominance Orientation Subscales.29 Supplementary analyses were conducted to
examine if there are different effects if the social dominance orientation scale is separated into
two subscales. Although the social dominance orientation scale (Pratto et al., 1994) is often used
as a unidimensional measure, some research has demonstrated that the social dominance
orientation scale combines two constructs (Jost & Thompson, 2000; Kugler et al., 2010). The
first construct is opposition to equality, which is a system justification construct. The second
construct is group-based dominance, which is an outgroup derogation construct (Kugler et al.,
2010). Opposition to equality is related to negative attitudes toward the disadvantaged, rejection
of universalism, and the opposition to policies that would redistribute resources from the rich to
the poor (Kugler et al., 2010). Group-based dominance is related to preferences for one’s group
to dominate over other groups. It has been proposed that the two-dimensional scale better
captures the ideological experiences of lower status group members whereas the unidimensional
scale only captures the ideological experiences of higher status group members (Jost &
Thompson, 2000); therefore, these additional analyses were conducted to explore women’s
experiences.
Two multiple regression analyses were used to better understand how each of the
subscales of social dominance orientation operate on the self-objectification and selfsexualization outcomes. Two vectors were created using dummy coding in order to compare the
conditions. The first vector (condition [control vs. system threat]), compares the control

29

The 16-item social dominance orientation scale (Pratto et al., 1994) is the most widely used measure of social
dominance orientation in the literature (and was used in the current research). A revised version of the scale, with
16-items, has been published (Ho et al., 2015). The scale was revised so that the two sub-dimensions of the scale
(i.e., the dominance dimension and the anti-egalitarianism dimension) are not worded in such a way so that high
scores indicate high social dominance orientation for the dominance dimension (i.e., pro-trait for the dominance
dimension) and that high scores indicate low social dominance orientation for the anti-egalitarianism dimension (i.e.,
con-trait for the anti-egalitarianism dimension). They also include a shortened 8-item scale in addition to the reworded 16-item scale.
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condition relative to the to the system threat condition (control = 1, no threat = 0, system threat =
0). The second vector (condition [no threat vs. system threat]), compares the no threat condition
and the system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1, system threat = 0). In the first
analysis, on the first step, impression management was added. On the second step both condition
vectors and the opposition to equality social dominance orientation subscale were added. On the
third step, condition × opposition to equality interactions were added. In the second analysis, the
same steps were followed but on the third step, condition × group based dominance interactions
were added. Main effect predictors were first centered.
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Study 2 Supplemental Analysis – Opposition to Equality Subscale of Social Dominance Orientation as a Moderator
Appearance
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0.22

0.15
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SDO – Opposition to Equality ´ Condition (No

-0.03

0.22

-0.17

0.18

0.11

0.18

0.18

0.14

Threat vs. System Threat)
Total R2

0.06*

0.05

0.08**

0.06*

Note. Condition (Control vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the control condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 1, system
threat was coded as 0, no threat was coded as 0; Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the system threat condition with the no
threat condition (control was coded as 0; system threat coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1). SDO – Opposition to Equality = the opposition to equality subscale
of the social dominance orientation scale.
N = 239. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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and then multiplied to create interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991).
The results for each outcome variable are presented below. The results show that the
there was one main effect and no interactions for the opposition to equality subscale.
Appearance related planning. In the analysis with opposition to equality (see Table 17),
those in the system threat condition wrote more about things related to their body than those in
the control (B = -0.84, B SE = 0.30, t(237) = -2.82, p = .005, CI 95% [-1.42, -0.25]) and no
threat conditions (B = -1.07, B SE = 0.30, t(237) = -3.57, p < .001, CI 95% [-1.66, -0.48]). There
were no other significant main effects or interactions.
In the analysis with group based dominance (see Table 18), those in the system threat
condition wrote more about things related to their body than those in the control (B = -0.84, B SE
= 0.30, t(237) = -2.81, p = .005, CI 95% [-1.14, -0.25]) and no threat conditions (B = -1.07, B SE
= 0.30, t(237) = -3.57, p < .001, CI 95% [-1.66, -0.48]). There were no other significant main
effects or interactions.
Appearance related self-image. In the analysis with opposition to equality (see Table
17), the opposition to equality social dominance orientation subscale was a significant predictor
for the statements measure such that women higher in social dominance orientation described
themselves using more body terms than women lower in social dominance orientation (B = 0.16,
B SE = 0.08, t(237) = 2.16, p = .032, CI 95% [0.01, 0.31]). No other main effects of social
dominance orientation or interactions with social dominance orientation were significant.
In the analysis with group based dominance (see Table 18), the group based dominance
social dominance orientation subscale was a significant predictor for the statements measure
such that women higher in social dominance orientation described themselves using more body
terms than women lower in social dominance orientation (B = 0.16, B SE = 0.08, t(237) = 2.16, p
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= .032, CI 95% [0.01, 0.31]). No other main effects or interactions with social dominance
orientation were significant.
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Study 2 Supplemental Analysis – Group Based Dominance Subscale of Social Dominance Orientation as a Moderator
Appearance
Related
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SDO – Group Based Dominance ´ Condition (No vs.

-0.12
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-0.29

0.13

0.08

0.19

0.18

0.15

System Threat)
Total R2

0.07*

0.07*

0.18*

0.06*

Note. Condition (Control vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing control with system threat condition (control coded as 1, system threat coded as 0, no
threat coded as 0; Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing system threat with no threat condition (control coded as 0, system threat
coded as 0, no threat coded as 1). SDO - Dominance = the group based dominance subscale of the social dominance orientation scale.
N = 239. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Appearance evaluation. In the analysis with opposition to equality (see Table 17), those
in the system threat condition reported greater appearance evaluation than those in the control (B
= -0.92, B SE = 0.25, t(237) = -3.71, p < .001, CI 95% [-1.41, -0.43]) and no threat conditions (B
= -0.72, B SE = 0.25, t(237) = -2.89, p = .004, CI 95% [-1.21, -0.23]). There were no other
significant main effects or interactions.
In the analysis with group based dominance (see Table 18), those in the system threat
condition reported greater appearance evaluation than those in the control (B = -0.94, B SE =
0.25, t(237) = 3.76, p < .001, CI 95% [-1.43, -0.45]) and no threat conditions (B = -0.72, B SE =
0.25, t(237) = -2.88, p = .004, CI 95% [-1.22, -0.23]). There were no other significant main
effects or interactions.
Self-sexualization. In the analysis with opposition to equality (see Table 17), those in the
system threat condition reported greater self-sexualization than those in the control (B = -0.92, B
SE = 0.25, t(237) = -3.71, p < .001, CI 95% [-1.41, -0.43]) and no threat conditions (B = -0.72, B
SE = 0.25, t(237) = -2.88, p = .004, CI 95% [-1.21, -0.23]). There were no other significant main
effects or interactions.
In the analysis with group based dominance (see Table 18), there was a significant main
effect of impression management such that those higher in impression management reported
lower self-sexualization (B = -0.08, B SE = 0.03, t(237) = -2.19, p = .029, CI 95% [-0.14, 0.01]). In addition, those in the system threat condition reported greater self-sexualization than
those in the control (B = -0.45, B SE = 0.20, t(237) = -2.27, p = .024, CI 95% [-0.84, -0.06]) and
no threat conditions (B = -0.49, B SE = 0.20, t(237) = -2.43, p = .016, CI 95% [-0.88, -0.09]).
There were no other significant main effects or interactions.
Testing Moderated Mediation and Mediated Moderation with Social Dominance
Orientation. Moderated mediation was conducted to examine if social dominance orientation
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moderated the significant mediation of benevolent sexism on the relation between system threat
and self-objectification. For each outcome, four separate models were used to examine if there
was moderated mediation (See Figure 23). Specifically, the overall model tested whether the
relation between condition (no threat vs. system threat) and self-objectification was mediated by
benevolent sexism and hostile sexism. Each of the four models tested if social dominance
orientation was a moderator at one specific path (e.g., the path from condition to the mediator)
and finally on all paths simultaneously. These analyses revealed that social dominance
orientation was not a significant moderator in any of the models.
Mediated moderation was also conducted to examine if benevolent sexism mediates any
moderation of social dominance orientation in the relation between system justification and selfobjectification (see Figure 24). Moderation analyses were conducted earlier to examine if social
dominance orientation moderated the relation between condition and self-objectification and
social dominance orientation was not a significant moderator for any of the self-objectification
outcomes. However, these same analyses were conducted again while examining if benevolent
sexism is a significant mediator and hostile sexism is not a significant mediator. These analyses
revealed that there is no mediated moderation and that social dominance orientation does not
moderate the relation between condition and self-objectification.
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Figure 23. Study 2 Supplemental Analysis – Conceptual diagram of moderated mediation with
benevolent sexism as the mediator and social dominance orientation (SDO) as the moderator.
Four models of moderated mediation were conducted: (1) moderation of SDO on the a paths
(a1_CTL, a1_NT, a2_CTL, a2_CTL); (2) moderation of SDO on the b paths (b1, b2); (3) moderation of
SDO on the a paths and the b paths; and (4) moderation of SDO on the a paths, the b paths, and
the c’ paths (c’CTL, c’NT). Control vs. System Threat = Dummy code vector comparing the
control condition with the system threat conditions (control coded as 1, system threat coded as 0,
no threat coded as 0); No Threat vs. System Threat = Dummy code vector comparing no threat
condition with the system threat condition (control coded as 0, system threat coded as 0, no
threat coded as 1).
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Figure 24. Study 2 Supplemental Analysis – Conceptual diagram of mediated moderation to
examine if benevolent sexism mediates any moderation of social dominance orientation (SDO)
in the relation between system justification and self-objectification. Control vs. System Threat =
Dummy code vector comparing the control condition with the system threat conditions (control
coded as 1, system threat coded as 0, no threat coded as 0); No Threat vs. System Threat =
Dummy code vector comparing no threat condition with the system threat condition (control
coded as 0, system threat coded as 0, no threat coded as 1).
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Testing Social Dominance Orientation Effects with SES and Political Orientation.
An additional regression analysis was conducted to understand the effects of social dominance
orientation, SES, and political orientation on the self-objectification and self-sexualization
outcomes. See Table 19.
Appearance related planning. Those in the system threat condition wrote more about
things related to their body than those in the control (B = -0.92, B SE = 0.30, t(234) = -3.06, p =
.003, CI 95% [-1.52, -0.33]) and no threat conditions (B = -1.15, B SE = 0.31, t(234) = -3.78, p <
.001, CI 95% [-1.75, -0.55]). There was a significant main effect of political conservatism such
that those with more liberal beliefs wrote more appearance related statements than those who
held more conservative beliefs (B = -0.16, B SE = 0.08, t(234) = -2.05, p = .041, CI 95% [-0.31,
-0.01]). No other main effects or interactions were significant.
Appearance related self-image. Those in the system threat condition wrote more body
statements than those in the no threat condition (B = -0.53, B SE = 0.26, t(234) = -2.04, p < .043,
CI 95% [-1.04, -0.02]). There was also a significant main effect of social dominance orientation
such that those higher in social dominance orientation wrote more body statements than those
lower in social dominance orientation (B = 0.22, B SE = 0.09, t(234) = 2.39, p = .018, CI 95%
[0.04, 0.40]). In addition, there was a significant SES × Condition (Control vs. System Threat)
interaction (B = -1.00, B SE = 0.35, t(234) = -2.82, p = .005, CI 95% [-1.69, -0.30]). See Figure
25. Simple effects tests revealed that, among those who were higher in SES, those in the system
threat condition described themselves with more body terms than those in the control condition
(B = -0.92, SE B = .36, t(234) = -2.58, p = .010, 95% CI [-1.62, -0.22]). Among those who were
lower in SES, there were no differences in the use of body terms to describe themselves between
the system threat and control conditions (B = 0.50, SE B = .36, t(234) = 1.38 p = .169, 95% CI [0.21, 1.20]).
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Study 2 Supplemental Analysis – SES, Social Dominance Orientation, and Political Orientation as Moderators
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SDO ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)
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Note. Condition (Control vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the control condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 1, system
threat was coded as 0, no threat was coded as 0; Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the system threat condition with the no
threat condition (control was coded as 0, system threat coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1). SDO = Social dominance orientation, Pol Cons = Political
conservatism.
N = 236. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Figure 25. Study 2 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of SES × condition
(control vs. system threat) on appearance related self-image in Study 2. In this analysis
social dominance orientation, SES, and political conservatism were added as
moderators. N = 236.
Appearance Evaluation. Those in the system threat condition had higher appearance
evaluation scores than those in the control (B = -0.87, B SE = 0.25, t(234) = -3.54, p < .001, CI
95% [-1.36, -0.39]) and no threat conditions (B = -0.58, B SE = 0.24, t(234) = -2.33, p = .021, CI
95% [-1.07, -0.09]). There was a significant main effect of SES (B = 0.43, B SE = 0.14, t(234) =
3.03, p = .003, CI 95% [0.15, 0.03]) and political orientation (B = 0.15, B SE = 0.06, t(229) =
2.46, p = .015, CI 95% [0.03, 0.28]). Those higher in SES (vs. lower) and those holding more
liberal beliefs (vs. conservative beliefs) had higher appearance evaluation scores. There were no
significant interactions.
Self-Sexualization. There were no significant main effects. There was a significant
political conservatism × condition (Control vs. System Threat) interaction (B = 0.29, B SE =
0.13, t(234) = 2.34, p = .020, CI 95% [0.05, 0.54]). See Figure 26. Simple effects tests revealed
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Figure 26. Study 2 Supplemental Analysis – The interactive effect of political conservatism ×
condition (control vs. system threat) on self-sexualization in Study 2. In this analysis social
dominance orientation, SES, and political conservatism were added as moderators. N = 236.
that, among those who were more conservative, there were no differences in reported selfsexualization between those in the control and system threat condition (B = 0.13, SE B = .30,
t(234) = 0.42, p = .672, 95% CI [-0.46, 0.72]). Among those who were more liberal, those in the
system threat condition reported more self-sexualization than those in the control condition (B =
-0.99, SE B = .33, t(234) = -3.04 p = .003, 95% CI [-1.63, -0.35]).
Moderation by age, relationship status, and BMI. A regression analysis was conducted
to determine if the effects of condition on self-objectification are moderated by age, relationship
status, and BMI. Two vectors were created using dummy coding in order to compare the
conditions. The first vector (Condition [Control vs. System Threat]) compares the control
condition relative to the to the system threat condition (control = 1, no threat = 0, system threat =
0). The second vector (Condition [No Threat vs. System Threat]) compares the no threat
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condition and the system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1, system threat = 0). On the
first step, impression management was added. On the second step both condition vectors,
relationship status, BMI, and age were added. On the third step, condition × relationship status,
BMI, and age interactions were added. Main effect predictors were first centered and then
multiplied to create interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991). Overall, there were few significant
main effects for relationship status, BMI, and age. See Table 20. See below for results broken out
by dependent variable.
Appearance related planning. Those in the system threat condition wrote more about
things related to their body than those in the control (B = -0.73, B SE = 0.31, t(229) = -2.37, p =
.019, CI 95% [-1.33, -0.12]) and no threat conditions (B = -0.98, B SE = 0.31, t(229) = -3.17, p =
.002, CI 95% [-1.58, -0.37]). No other main effects or interactions were significant (see Table
20).
Appearance related self-image. No main effects or interactions were significant (see
Table 20).
Appearance evaluation. Those in the system threat condition had higher appearance
evaluation scores than those in the control (B = -0.60, B SE = 0.23, t(229) = -2.61, p = .010, CI
95% [-1.05, -0.15]) and no threat conditions (B = -0.54, B SE = 0.23, t(229) = -2.34, p = .020, CI
95% [-1.00, -0.09]). There was a significant main effect of BMI (B = -0.09, B SE = 0.01, t(229) =
-7.25, p < .001, CI 95% [-0.11, -0.07]). Those higher (vs. lower) in BMI had lower appearance
evaluation scores. There were no other significant main effects or interactions (see Table 20).
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Study 2 Supplemental Analysis – Relationship Status, Age, and BMI as Moderators
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Note. Condition (Control vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the control condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 1, system
threat was coded as 0, no threat was coded as 0; Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the system threat condition with the no threat
condition (control was coded as 0, system threat coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1). Relationship = relationship status (in a relationship = 0, not in a
relationship = 1); BMI = Body Mass Index.
N = 231. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Self-Sexualization. There was a significant main effect of impression management such
that those higher in impression management reported lower self-sexualization (B = -0.07, B SE =
0.04, t(229) = -2.13, p = .034, CI 95% [-0.14, -0.01]). Those in the system threat condition
reported greater self-sexualization than those in the no threat condition (B = -0.51, B SE = 0.20,
t(229) = -2.54, p = .012, CI 95% [-0.90, -0.11]). There was a significant main effect of age (B =
-0.02, B SE = 0.01, t(229) = -3.10, p = .002, CI 95% [-0.04, -0.01]). Those higher (vs. lower) in
age had lower self-sexualization scores. There were no other significant main effects or
interactions (see Table 20).
Moderation by political orientation and believability. A regression analysis was
conducted to determine if the effects of condition on self-objectification are moderated by
political orientation and believability. Two vectors were created using dummy coding in order to
compare the conditions. The first vector (Condition [Control vs. System Threat]) compares the
control condition relative to the to the system threat condition (control = 1, no threat = 0, system
threat = 0). The second vector (Condition [No Threat vs. System Threat]) compares the no threat
condition (coded as 1) and the system threat condition (control = 0, no threat = 1, system threat =
0). On the first step, impression management was added. On the second step both condition
vectors, political orientation, and believability were added. On the third step, condition ×
political orientation and condition × believability interactions were added. Main effect predictors
were first centered and then multiplied to create interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991).
Overall, there were few significant main effects for political orientation and believability. See
Table 21.
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Study 2 Supplemental Analysis – Believability of Passage and Political Orientation as Moderators
Appearance
Related
Planning
B
SE B

Appearance
Related SelfImage
B
SE B

Appearance
Evaluation
B

SE B

SelfSexualization
B

SE B

Step 1
Impression Management
R2

-0.04

0.05

0.00

-0.04

0.04

0.00

-0.04

0.04

0.00

-0.07

0.04

0.02

Step 2
Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

-0.88**

0.31

-0.13

0.26

-0.86** 0.25

-0.52*

0.20

Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

-1.13*** 0.31

-0.46

0.26

-0.57*

0.25

-0.27

0.20

Believability of Passage

-0.03

0.07

0.01

0.06

0.04

0.06

0.19*** 0.05

Political Conservatism

-0.11

0.07

0.00

0.06

0.15** 0.05

R2

0.07**

0.09***

0.02

0.09*

0.04

0.12***

Step 3
Believability ´ Condition (Control vs. System Threat)

0.11

0.23

0.13

0.19

0.01

0.19

-0.15

0.15

Believability ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

0.09

0.17

-0.03

0.15

0.27

0.14

0.07

0.11
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Pol Cons ´ Condition Control vs. System Threat)

0.14

0.17

0.10

0.14

-0.07

0.14

0.17

0.11

Pol Cons ´ Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat)

0.09

0.17

0.15

0.15

-0.13

0.14

0.07

0.11

Total R2

0.07*

0.03

0.11**

0.14***

Note. Condition (Control vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the control condition with the system threat condition (control was coded as 1, system
threat was coded as 0, no threat was coded as 0; Condition (No Threat vs. System Threat) = dummy code comparing the system threat condition with the no threat
condition (control was coded as 0, system threat coded as 0, no threat was coded as 1). Pol Cons = political conservatism.
N = 236. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Appearance Related Planning. Those in the system threat condition wrote more about
things related to their body than those in the control (B = -0.88, B SE = 0.31, t(234) = -2.87, p =
.004, CI 95% [-1.48, -0.28]) and no threat conditions (B = -1.13, B SE = 0.31, t(234) = -3.70, p <
.001, CI 95% [-1.74, -0.53]). No other main effects or interactions were significant. See Table
21.
Appearance Related Self-Image. No main effects or interactions were significant (See
Table 21).
Appearance Evaluation. Those in the system threat condition had higher appearance
evaluation scores than those in the control (B = -0.86, B SE = 0.25, t(234) = -3.39, p = .001, CI
95% [-1.36, -0.36]) and no threat conditions (B = -0.57, B SE = 0.25, t(234) = -2.24, p = .026, CI
95% [-1.07, -0.07]). There was a significant main effect of political conservatism beliefs (B =
0.15, B SE = 0.05, t(234) = 2.77, p = .006, CI 95% [0.04, 0.26]) such that those higher in
conservatism had higher appearance evaluation scores than those higher in liberalism. There
were no other significant main effects or interactions (See Table 21).
Self-Sexualization. Those in the system threat condition reported greater selfsexualization than those in the control condition (B = -0.52, B SE = 0.20, t(234) = -2.60, p =
.010, CI 95% [-0.91, -0.13]). There was a significant main effect of believability (B = 0.19, B SE
= 0.05, t(234) = 3.91, p < .001, CI 95% [0.09, 0.28]). Those who found the passage more
believable reported higher self-sexualization than those who found the passage less believable. In
addition, there was a significant main effect of political conservatism (B = 0.09, B SE = 0.04,
t(234) = 2.12, p = .035, CI 95% [0.01, 0.17]) such that those higher in conservatism reported
more self-sexualization than those higher in liberalism. There were no other significant main
effects or interactions (See Table 21).
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When examining the results of the supplemental analyses in Study 2, overall, there were
few significant moderators. Although there were few significant moderators, there were some
main effects such that those who were younger, had a lower BMI, were higher in SES, were
higher in social dominance orientation, or found the passage more believable had higher selfobjectification. There were also main effects for political orientation wherein those who were
more liberal wrote more appearance related terms; however, depending on the model, selfobjectification was higher for liberals and vice versa. All of these main effects should be
interpreted with caution as there were few significant main effects and they did not replicate for
each self-objectification outcome.

