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Research Article

Objectification in Action:
Self- and Other-Objectification
in Mixed-Sex Interpersonal Interactions

Randi L. Garcia1,2, Valerie A. Earnshaw1,3, and Diane M. Quinn1

Abstract
Although the process of sexual objectification is theorized to occur within interpersonal interactions, we believe this is the
first study to examine sexual objectification and self-objectification in actual (nonconfederate) interpersonal encounters. Men
and women were brought into the laboratory and interacted in mixed-sex dyads. We used dyadic analysis to detect whether
partners’ objectification of each other affected state self-objectification, and the resulting feelings of comfort and authenticity
during the interaction. After the interaction, participants completed a cognitive performance task, a measure of career
aspirations, and a measure of relationship agency. Results showed that for women only, being objectified by their male
interaction partner was associated with an increase in state self-objectification, and state self-objectification led to perceptions
that the interaction was less comfortable and less authentic. Furthermore, for women but not for men, having authentic
interactions was found to relate positively to relationship agency, career aspirations, and cognitive performance. This research
shows that self-objectification is not only a self-process but an interpersonal process heightened by the real-time sexual
objectification of a male interaction partner. Online slides for instructors who want to use this article for teaching are available to
PWQ subscribers on PWQ’s website at http://pwq.sagepub.com/supplemental

Keywords
objectification, interpersonal interaction, gender differences, dyads, social identity, actor–partner interdependence model,
authenticity

Sexual objectification occurs when a person is reduced from a

whole and complex human being to a set of sexualized body

parts. According to objectification theory, sexual objectifica-

tion is much more likely to be directed at women than men

and to result in a variety of negative outcomes (Fredrickson

& Roberts, 1997). Although objectification of women can

occur through the media, for example, with sexualized

images in magazines and movies, most objectification is

likely to occur in daily social interactions. In over a decade

of research on objectification theory, however, there has been

almost no research on how other- and self-objectification

affect interpersonal interactions. In the current work, we

brought men and women into the laboratory to interact with

each other in a dating context. Using a dyadic analysis

approach—the actor–partner interdependence model (APIM;

Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006)—we examined the objectifi-

cation in action for the first time.

In order to explore what happens during an interaction

in which one or both partners are objectifying each other,

we brought together two theoretical frameworks. The first

framework is objectification and self-objectification (Fre-

drickson & Roberts, 1997; Fredrickson, Roberts, Noll, Quinn,

& Twenge, 1998). The second framework is work on identity

threat and interracial interactions (Shelton & Richeson, 2006;

Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002). We predicted that being

objectified by one’s interaction partner, the person one is

interacting with, would lead to self-objectification. In addi-

tion, we predicted that people who come into the laboratory

context high in trait self-objectification (TSO)—people

who are chronically concerned with the appearance of their

body—would be more likely to self-objectify within this

potentially evaluative situation. Moreover, we expected that

TSO would interact with being objectified, resulting in partic-

ularly high state self-objectification (SSO). We reasoned that

feelings of SSO would lead people to feel less comfortable

and less authentic within their interactions. Authenticity is

the extent to which people act in accordance with their true
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selves and inner thoughts and feelings (Neff & Harter, 2002).

Feelings of authenticity may affect postinteraction outcomes,

including feelings of agency in romantic relationships, career

aspirations, and cognitive performance (Quinn, Kallen,

Twenge, & Fredrickson, 2006). The intervening role of

authenticity is unique to interpersonal interactions. A major

goal of this research was to empirically investigate the role

of interaction authenticity in the objectification process.

By using a dyadic process model, we were able to

examine the effects for both men and women simultaneously.

Although men are often overlooked in objectification

research, using a dyadic process model allowed us to examine

whether similar processes occur for men and women. More-

over, studying two people interacting together allowed us to

examine the potentially interdependent nature of interperso-

nal objectification. Based on previous findings in both objec-

tification and stereotype threat research showing effects for

only women (Fredrickson et al., 1998; Logel et al., 2009),

we predicted that the entire process of SSO would occur for

women only and that the full model (Figure 1) would be sig-

nificant for women only. In the next section, we review the

past research evidence for each of the predicted links. First,

we review past research on the relation between other-

objectification and self-objectification, followed by a review

of the consequences of self-objectification within and after an

interaction. Finally, we describe the dyadic framework we

use in the current study and how it is useful for studying

objectification in action.

The Relation Between Other-Objectification
and Self-Objectification

One of the central tenets of objectification theory is that

being sexually objectified leads to self-objectification. Self-

objectification, in turn, leads to negative emotional and

cognitive outcomes (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997). Objecti-

fication theory posits that there are three ways that women

might experience sexual objectification: (1) being exposed

to sexualized depictions of women in the media, (2) viewing

the objectification of women by others, and (3) by experiencing

objectification directly in interpersonal encounters. Through

these repeated experiences, women learn that they are often

valued and judged on their outward appearance rather than

internal characteristics or competencies. Women then self-

objectify, internalizing this learned standard and thinking

about themselves more as bodies than as full selves. Heigh-

tened self-objectification can result in a variety of negative

outcomes, including decreased concentration, increased depres-

sion, and heightened risk of eating disorders (see Calogero,

Tantleff-Dunn, & Thompson, 2011, for a review). Whereas the

effects of sexualized media have been studied extensively

(Aubrey, 2006, 2007; Slater & Tiggemann, 2015), the effects

of interpersonal objectification have received much less empiri-

cal attention.

Self-objectification is both a state and a trait phenomenon.

At the state level, certain situations—such as being sexually

objectified by another—may cause people to self-objectify in

the moment. No previous objectification research has exam-

ined the relation between interpersonal objectification and

SSO within a natural, unstructured interaction between two

people (where neither is a confederate of the experimenter).

One common research paradigm used to manipulate SSO is

the ‘‘swimsuit–sweater’’ method in which participants are

asked to try on either a swimsuit or a sweater and imagine

how they would feel wearing the garment in public. This

research has shown that when wearing the swimsuit, women

report defining themselves more in terms of their body than

their traits or personalities. They report experiencing negative

self-conscious emotions, and they show worse performance

on cognitive tasks (Fredrickson et al., 1998; Quinn et al.,

2006). Men can also experience SSO under similar circum-

stances, if the swimsuit is changed to a Speedo type (Hebl,

King, & Lin, 2004) and/or gay men are included (Martins,

Tiggemann, & Kirkbride, 2007). Within these studies, parti-

cipants are alone when experiencing SSO. They are also in

the somewhat artificial position of wearing a swimsuit in a

State Self-
Objectification

Negative Outcomes

Detriments to
cognitive
performance

Loss of agency

Loss of career
aspirations

Antecedents to State Self-
Objectification

Direct objectification by
an interaction partner

Trait self-objectification

The interaction of trait
self-objectification and
the direct objectification
by an interaction partner

Interaction
Inauthenticity

Figure 1. In this theoretical model, sexually objectifying experiences lead to state self-objectification which in turn leads to interaction
inauthenticity. It is this feeling of inauthenticity that leads to the negative outcomes.
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psychology laboratory. Although the effects in swimsuit–

sweater research are strong and consistent (see Quinn, Chau-

doir, & Kallen, 2011, for a review), we reasoned that exam-

ining SSO in a more ecologically valid situation, such as a

mixed-gender interpersonal interactions, would expand the

self-objectification literature.

Although no objectification studies have examined actual,

or in vivo, interactions between men and women where data

are recorded for both members of the pair, several recent

studies rely on participants’ self-reports of objectification

by others, or mimic a male objectifier with confederates or

technology. Lending evidence for the hypothesis that sexual

objectification can lead to self-objectification, Hill and

Fischer (2008) found that women who reported experiencing

more sexual objectification (i.e., ubiquitous sexualized gaze

and harassment) also reported higher TSO. Likewise, Fair-

child and Rudman (2008) found that women who report hav-

ing experienced more street harassment were higher in TSO.

In a study in which participants believed they were interact-

ing with a man (vs. a woman), who could only see their body

from their neck down (vs. seeing the neck up or audio only),

female participants reported that they felt more like a body

instead of a full, authentic person, and they talked less about

themselves, thereby narrowing their social presence (Saguy,

Quinn, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2010). Male participants put in

these same situations did not show the same effects. Female

participants expecting to interact with a man experienced

greater body shame and social physique anxiety than those

expecting to interact with a woman (Calogero, 2004). Ger-

vais, Vescio, and Allen (2011) trained male and female con-

federates to gaze at opposite sex participants’ bodies in an

objectifying manner. They found that women, but not men,

had decreased math performance after being objectified, com-

pared to a control group. In another study (Gay & Castano,

2010), women were videotaped from the neck down while

walking by either a male experimenter or a female experimen-

ter. Results showed that women objectified by the male experi-

menter (but not by the female experimenter) showed slower

response latencies on a cognitive task (difference between easy

and difficult trials) completed after the videotaping, but only if

the women were also high in trait-level self-objectification.

The results of these studies suggest that being objectified by

an interaction partner may lead women to feel more like a

body, have greater anxiety about their bodies, feel less authen-

tic, and show performance deficits. The studies also point to

fewer negative consequences for men.

Self-objectification has been more extensively studied as a

trait-level variable. TSO is the extent to which people are

chronically preoccupied with their appearance (Fredrickson

et al., 1998) and value the appearance of their body more than

its function. High TSO is correlated with greater body sur-

veillance (i.e., thinking about how the body looks to others),

increased body shame, more depression, lower self-esteem,

and higher incidence of eating disorders (see Moradi &

Huang, 2008, for a review). Whereas Fredrickson et al.

(1998) found that wearing a swimsuit rather than a sweater

had a greater effect on SSO for women higher in TSO, an

important issue for the current study is whether people who

are chronically preoccupied with their appearance (high

TSO) are more likely to experience an increased focus on

their appearance within the context of interpersonal inter-

actions. That is, people who are higher in TSO may expe-

rience more SSO within interactions than people lower in

TSO. A daily diary study (Breines, Crocker, & Garcia,

2008) demonstrated that women who were high in trait

appearance-contingent self-worth—a construct similar to

TSO—experienced greater SSO in a variety of daily situa-

tions than women who were low in trait appearance-contingent

self-worth. Moreover, as noted above, women who were

higher in TSO experienced greater cognitive deficits when

being objectified by a male experimenter (Gay & Castano,

2010). Based on this evidence, and evidence of a positive

overall effect of TSO on SSO for both men and women (Fre-

drickson et al., 1998), we predicted an interaction between

TSO and being objectified such that women who are high

in TSO would experience greater SSO when objectified by

an interaction partner than women who are high in TSO but

who are not objectified, and greater SSO than women who are

low in TSO.

Consequences of SSO Within and After an Interaction

As reviewed above, being objectified by another person,

possessing trait-level self-objectification, and the interaction

of the two may lead to the experience of feeling like a

body (i.e., SSO). In the current work, we sought to examine

whether there is a psychological process that occurs between

experiencing SSO in an interaction and negative outcomes

postinteraction (e.g., decreased cognitive performance). In

considering what the psychological process might be, we

turned to broader work on stereotyping and identity threat

within interactions.

How does it feel to be in a social situation in which one

experiences SSO? There is very little objectification research

to directly answer this question. If the question is broadened,

however, to ask, ‘‘What does it feel like to be in a social

situation in which one is categorized or stereotyped nega-

tively?’’ then there is a rich tradition of research that

examines the interpersonal perceptions and outcomes of

members of stigmatized or negatively stereotyped groups

(e.g., Deaux & Major, 1987; Steele et al., 2002). Although

this research tradition has been criticized for its lack of focus

on real interpersonal interactions (Hebl & Dovidio, 2005),

studies examining cross-race interactions (see Shelton &

Richeson, 2006, for a review of a relational approach) and

cross-gender interactions within stereotyped domains (Logel

et al., 2009) have highlighted critical variables. In particular,

research by Shelton, Richeson, and Salvatore (2005) found

that when racial minorities expected that White interaction

partners would stereotype them, they reported feeling less

Garcia et al. 215



authentic in their interactions. This study suggests that a

reduction in feelings of authenticity may also be an immedi-

ate consequence of SSO in an interpersonal interaction.

Objectification theory posits that people who are experien-

cing SSO are focused on the appearance of their body to the

exclusion of nonobservable attributes such as their thoughts

and feelings; people who are experiencing SSO are less in

tune with their private, subjective experiences that otherwise

may help them feel like real and genuine human beings

(Fredrickson et al., 1998; Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997).

Detachment from their feelings and experiences during the

interaction may then contribute to perceptions of the interac-

tion as inauthentic and less comfortable in general. Indeed, in

the study by Saguy et al. (2010), women who believed they

were interacting with a man who could see them only from

the neck down over a video-feed reported that they felt like

their body and identity were two separate things. Tolman,

Impett, Tracy, and Michael (2006) also found a relation

between body objectification and feelings of inauthenticity

in relationships. In the current work, we examine feelings

of comfort and authenticity within the interaction as the med-

iating process between SSO and postinteraction conse-

quences. Bringing the objectification research together with

the work on interracial interactions, we predicted that being

objectified within an interaction will lead to more SSO

which, in turn, will lead to feeling less authentic and less

comfortable within the interaction.

Past research has demonstrated that SSO is associated with

a variety of deleterious outcomes for the self, including

decreased performance, increased appearance anxiety (e.g.,

social physique anxiety; Hart, Leary, & Rejeski, 1989), and

increased feelings of shame (for a review, see Moradi &

Huang, 2008). However, these studies have used strong, bla-

tant manipulations of objectification. No research to date has

examined the effect of objectification received from a real

partner in a real interaction. We sought to examine whether

this type of subtle interpersonal objectification, more typical

of everyday life, would have the same detrimental effects on

the self. It is possible that the objectification that occurs in

real dyadic situations has no negative effects or even has pos-

itive effects on the interaction partners. We predicted that

there would be negative outcomes and that these outcomes

would be directly related to the inauthenticity that SSO

produces in an interaction. This predicted experience of

inauthenticity that results from SSO is a new extension of

objectification theory—we posited that feelings of inauthen-

ticity, or not being truly oneself, may be crucial to the process

by which women experience negative consequences after

being objectified in an interpersonal interaction.

Research on self-objectification as well as broader identity

threat points to three potential negative outcomes of self-

objectification: cognitive performance, career aspirations,

and relationship agency. Previous work has found that

women show decrements in cognitive performance as a result

of SSO. Specifically, in studies using the swimsuit–sweater

paradigm, women wearing the swimsuit have shown worse

math performance and worse performance on Stroop color-

naming tasks than women wearing a sweater (Fredrickson

et al., 1998; Quinn et al., 2006). Also, in a recent study in

which female engineering students interacted with a male con-

federate who was trained to act in a sexist manner—including

greater gazing at the female’s body—the women showed

worse performance on a math test (Logel et al., 2009).

Another potential consequence of experiencing SSO

within the context of interpersonal interactions may be

decreased agency. Although career aspirations have not been

studied in relation to self-objectification, research has

demonstrated that activating a general female stereotype

leads to an avoidance of math and science careers (Davies,

Spencer, Quinn, & Gerhardstein, 2002) and leadership posi-

tions (Davies, Spencer, & Steele, 2005). Women may be par-

ticularly at risk of developing a passive orientation to their

careers (a stereotype-consistent behavior) when placed in a

situation that activates a general female stereotype (Davies

et al., 2005), such as an objectifying encounter.

Finally, women may be less likely to take an agentic role

in relationships after experiencing objectification. For exam-

ple, they may be less likely to initiate relationship changes by

asking others out for dates or proposing marriage. They may

also be less likely to initiate self-protective behaviors, such as

condom use, thereby putting themselves at risk for negative

health outcomes. Heterosexual dating encounters have

been found to prime self-objectification for single women

(Sanchez & Broccoli, 2008). Impett, Schooler, and Tolman

(2006) found that objectification and inauthenticity lead to

lowered sexual efficacy which leads to lowered condom use.

In sum, feeling uncomfortable and inauthentic within an

interaction may undermine the extent to which a person feels

able, and/or desires, to act on various domains of their life

where self-efficacy may be important. We chose to examine

the two different life domains—career aspirations and rela-

tionship agency—to examine this possibility.

The Dyadic Framework

Studying the interpersonal causes and consequences of SSO

by having people interact requires a methodology that is

appropriate for this dyadic framework. One framework that

can be used when studying face-to-face interactions between

two participants in which neither person is a confederate is

the APIM (Kenny et al., 2006). Figure 2 illustrates the APIM

employed in the current study to investigate the effects of

both an interaction partner’s behavior and one’s own beha-

vior on SSO. For example, using Figure 2, if two people,

Alyssa and Mike, are interacting, the variable X refers to the

predictor variable which is the extent to which one objectifies

his or her partner, or other-objectification. (Note that the

model pools the results across all dyads participating in the

study. Alyssa and Mike are meant only to be an example of

one dyad in a study of many dyads.) The variable Y refers

216 Psychology of Women Quarterly 40(2)



to the dependent variable, SSO. The model includes the

effects of participants’ own behavior on their own outcome,

called actor effects. There are two actor effects in the model,

the male actor effect and the female actor effect. For exam-

ple, Mike’s objectification of Alyssa may affect the extent

to which he state self-objectifies, and Alyssa’s objectification

of Mike may affect the extent to which she state self-

objectifies. These two actor effects are shown in Figure 2

as the horizontal lines, or paths from Xmen to Ymen and from

Xwomen to Ywomen. There are partner effects, these are the

effects of a person’s partner X on the person’s own outcome.

For example, Mike’s objectification of Alyssa may affect

the extent to which she state self-objectifies, and Alyssa’s

objectification of Mike may affect the extent to which he state

self-objectifies. These partner effects are represented by the

diagonal paths in the model (i.e., the effect of Xmen on Ywomen

and the effect of Xwomen on Ymen). It is important to note that

the APIM estimates the partner effect, controlling for the

actor effect, and estimates the actor effect, controlling for the

partner effect. For example, the extent to which Alyssa state

self-objectifies during an interaction could be affected by

both her objectification of Mike and Mike’s objectification

of her, and the relative strength of each of these effects can

be assessed while controlling for each other.

In this dyadic study, the two participants’ outcomes,

Ymen and Ywomen in Figure 1, are not independent observa-

tions because the participants have interacted. The APIM

estimates this nonindependence by correlating the errors

in prediction of Ymen and Ywomen. This is depicted by the

curved line on the right side of Figure 2. In a similar man-

ner, the predictor variables, Xmen and Xwomen, are allowed

to correlate because it may be that the dyad members have

similar scores on the predictor variable. For example, we

would expect that the more the individuals objectify their

partners, the more the partners will objectify them back.

With such a design, SSO and state other-objectification

(SOO) of both the participants and their interaction partners

can be investigated simultaneously. Furthermore, additional

paths can be added to this model including the actor effects

of TSO (i.e., the effect of individuals TSO on their own SSO).

In the current study, we assumed that one’s TSO might

amplify the effect of a partner’s other-objectification on the

person’s SSO. In the example, Alyssa’s own TSO can interact

with Mike’s objectification of her to produce greater levels of

Alyssa’s SSO. Gender differences can also be tested with this

model revealing whether the effect of Mike’s objectification

of Alyssa on Alyssa’s SSO is greater than the effect of Alys-

sa’s objectification of Mike on Mike’s SSO. By using a dya-

dic approach, we can obtain a more detailed analysis of who

is likely to be self-objectifying and what are the interpersonal

experiences that lead to their SSO.

Current Study

In the current study, we explored the antecedents and conse-

quences of experiencing SSO within the context of mixed-

gender interpersonal interactions. We brought participants

into a laboratory and asked them to spend 10 minutes getting

to know one another. Hence, we tried to capture objectifica-

tion in action. Figure 3 depicts the process by which we

hypothesize objectification within an interaction leads to

detrimental outcomes. Each hypothesized path is labeled in

Figure 3. Both men’s and women’s experiences and the

effects of their behavior on each other were evaluated with

this model. We hypothesized that (Hypothesis 1) being objec-

tified in an interaction will lead women to (state) self-

objectify within that interaction. Stated in terms of the dyadic

model, the APIM, we predicted that there would be partner

effects, such that the more a woman’s male partner reports

having objectified her during the interaction, the more she

will report having self-objectified during the interaction.

We predicted that there would be an overall effect of TSO

on SSO for both men and women (Hypothesis 2) and that

there would be an interaction of women’s TSO and their part-

ners’ other-objectification (Hypothesis 3), such that women

who are higher in TSO will be even more negatively affected

by men’s objectification than women who are low in TSO.

That is, there would be an amplification of the partner effect

of other-objectification on women’s SSO by women’s own

TSO. We hypothesized that for both men and women,

increased SSO would lead to perceiving the interaction as less

comfortable and authentic (Hypothesis 4) and that, for

women only, interaction inauthenticity would lead to reduced

performance (Hypothesis 5), reduced career aspirations

(Hypothesis 6), and reduced anticipated relationship agency

(Hypothesis 7). We expected that the process of self- and

other-objectification within an interaction would be different

for men and women. In terms of the dyadic analysis, we

tested whether men and women were empirically distinguish-

able (Kenny et al., 2006); that is, if we could ignore gender in

the model without losing information.

Method

Participants

Fifty-eight previously unacquainted mixed-sex dyads (116

total participants) from introductory psychology courses at

Figure 2. This figure depicts the actor-partner interdependence
model (APIM).
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a northeastern university in the United States participated.

The participants were mostly first-year college students and

each received course credit for their participation. The aver-

age age in the sample was 19.10 years (SD¼ 0.91). The racial

makeup of the sample was 75% European American/White.

There were 36 same-race dyads (34 White/White and 2

same-race racial minority) and 22 cross-race dyads in the

sample. Nineteen of the cross-race dyads were racial minor-

ity/White and are further broken down as 6 female racial

minority/male White dyads and 13 female White/male racial

minority dyads. The remaining four cross-race dyads were

cross-racial minority group pairs. The small sample sizes of

each racial combination precluded analyses for moderation

by race.

Procedure

Each participant arrived separately at the laboratory. The

experimenter immediately led each participant into his or her

own cubicle upon arrival to prevent any communication

between the participants before the interaction. Each partici-

pant also was screened for prior acquaintance to confirm that

they had not met before. In their separate cubicles, they were

then asked to sign their consent to participate, and the study

was described as follows: ‘‘This is a study looking at how stu-

dents form different types of relationships at college.’’ A

prompt on the computer screen told the participants that they

were assigned to the ‘‘college relationships’’ condition and

gave the following instructions:

During the interaction, please think about whether you would

date your interaction partner. After the interaction, you will be

asked to evaluate your partner as if they were a potential dating

partner. In other words, we would like to know if you would date

your interaction partner and why. Also, your interaction partner

will be evaluating you in the same manner.

This prompt was meant to create a situation in which

objectification might be more common than in the typical

laboratory setting. Indeed, past research has found that

Figure 3. (Hypothesis 1) We hypothesize that, for women, being objectified in an interaction by a man will increase state self-objectification
(SSO) within that interaction. (Hypothesis 2) We hypothesize that people who are high in trait self-objectification (TSO) will have higher
SSO during the interaction than people lower in TSO. (Hypothesis 3) There will be an interaction of one’s TSO and one’s partner’s
objectification, such that people who are higher in TSO will be even more negatively affected by their partner’s objectification than those
who are lower in TSO. (Hypothesis 4) We hypothesize that SSO will lead to perceiving the interaction as less comfortable and authentic.
(Hypothesis 5) We further hypothesize that higher perceptions of interaction inauthenticity will lead to reduced cognitive performance,
(Hypothesis 6) reduced career aspirations, and (Hypothesis 7) reduced anticipated relationship agency.
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priming a dating context can induce SSO (Sanchez &

Broccoli, 2008).

The two participants were then led into a larger interaction

room where they were told to sit on prearranged stools whose

placement imposed a standard sitting distance of approxi-

mately 36 inches. Before leaving the interaction room, the

experimenter instructed the participants to ‘‘get to know each

other’’ for 10 minutes. Thereafter, the interactions were

unstructured. All interactions were video recorded with the

intention of coding participants’ behaviors; however, the poor

quality of the videos prohibited further analysis. After 10 min-

utes, the experimenter re-entered the room and stopped the

interaction. The two participants were then led back into their

separate cubicles to complete a set of postinteraction mea-

sures. Upon completion of the postinteraction measures, par-

ticipants were thanked for their participation and debriefed.

Postinteraction Measures

The order of the following description of the measures used

in this study corresponds to the order in which the measures

were presented to the participants after they completed the

interaction. Mean composites of the items for each scale

described in this section were used in the analyses below

except where otherwise noted. Intraclass correlations and

bivariate correlations for all measures appear in Table 1, and

all descriptive statistics for men and women as well as tests

for gender differences in the means appear in Table 2.

Cognitive performance. To assess cognitive performance

after the interaction, we used trigrams from the Remote

Associates Task (McFarlin & Blascovich, 1984). Ten easy

items were selected and presented to participants. An exam-

ple trigram is ‘‘Quack: Pond: Waddle’’ with the correct

answer ‘‘Duck’’; another is ‘‘Honey: Swarm: Sting’’ with the

answer being ‘‘Bee.’’ A 30-second time limit on each item

was given. If answered correctly, 1 point was given. Possible

scores ranged from 0 to 10. In the current sample, this time

restriction was effective in preventing ceiling effects; the

highest score was 8 of the 10 for both men and women.

Despite appearing after other- and self-objectification in our

causal model, cognitive performance was measured first

directly after the interaction to capture potentially immediate

detriments to performance. This choice is discussed further in

the Discussion section.

SOO. To assess the extent to which participants were

objectifying their partners during the 10-minute interaction,

participants were asked a sequence of questions regarding

their frequency of thoughts about various aspects of their

partner. Four of these questions asked the participants to rate

on a 1 (not at all) to 7 (constantly) scale how frequently dur-

ing the interaction they thought about their interaction part-

ner’s internal characteristics including personality, friends

Table 1. Correlations Among Study Variables for Men and Women.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1. Women’s trait self-objectification —
2. Women’s authenticity of interaction �.16 —
3. Her objectification of him .28* �.24 —
4. Women’s state self-objectification .20 �.50** .33* —
5. Women’s future relationship agency �.12 .35** �.13 �.22 —
6. Women’s future career aspirations �.26 .24 �.17 �.22 .04 —
7. Women’s cognitive performance .15 .24 .14 �.17 .14 �.16 —
8. Men’s trait self-objectification �.08 �.23 �.08 .04 �.16 .13 �.05 —
9. Men’s authenticity of interaction �.12 .23 �.21 �.15 .07 .23 .09 �.14 —
10. His objectification of her .07 �.38** .32* .39** �.21 �.06 .13 .33* �.25 —
11. Men’s state self-objectification .01 �.08 .04 �.13 �.05 �.26 .01 .07 �.29* .14 —
12. Men’s future relationship agency �.14 �.03 �.10 �.06 .05 .21 .06 .40** .19 .14 �.00 —
13. Men’s future career aspirations �.09 �.15 .01 .18 �.02 �.05 �.11 .11 �.18 .18 �.04 .00 —
14. Men’s cognitive performance of men .06 .10 �.05 �.01 .21 �.10 .05 �.08 �.03 �.10 .12 .04 .05 —

Note. Intraclass correlations are in boldface.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables.

M SD t df p

Trait self-objectification
(TSO)

Women 0.86 12.97 1.08 57 .283
Men �1.62 10.72

Other-objectification Women �1.68 1.52 �2.80 57 .007
Men �1.03 1.51

State self-objectification
(SSO)

Women 2.83 1.54 0.31 57 .758
Men 2.74 1.28

Authenticity of
interaction

Women 5.46 0.95 0.28 57 .782
Men 5.42 0.85

Relationship agency Women 4.49 0.83 �6.40 57 <.001
Men 5.37 0.67

Cognitive performance Women 5.12 1.84 0.05 57 .960
Men 5.10 1.90

Career aspirations Women 3.56 0.46 �1.25 57 .215
Men 3.67 0.51

Note. t-values and associated p-values are for the paired samples t-test.
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and family, academics, and extracurricular interests. Four

additional questions asked about external, or appearance-

related characteristics, including appearance, body, clothing,

and body parts. For example, each participant was asked,

‘‘During the interaction, how frequently did you think about

your interaction partner’s body?’’ To create a measure of

SOO, the difference between the average frequency of

thought about their partner’s external appearance (a ¼ .86

for women and a ¼ .84 for men) and the average frequency

of thought about their partner’s internal characteristics

(a ¼ .58 for women and a ¼ .56 for men) was calculated.

On this measure, a score of 0 meant thinking about one’s part-

ner’s body and appearance just as much as his or her internal

characteristics. A negative score indicated that the participant

reported thinking more about his or her partner’s internal

characteristics than his or her body or appearance. As seen

in Table 2, the men reported objectifying their female part-

ners significantly more (M ¼ 1.03, SD ¼ 1.51) than the

women (M ¼ �1.68, SD ¼ 1.52) reported objectifying their

male partners, t(57) ¼ �2.80, p ¼ .007, although both

reported that they thought more about the partner’s internal

characteristics than appearance.

The use of difference scores as predictor variables might

be of concern because the relation between the difference

score and the outcome variable might be due to only one ele-

ment of the difference score. To address this issue, we exam-

ined the correlations between the partner’s reported thoughts

about one’s internal characteristics, the partner’s thoughts

about one’s external appearance, and one’s SSO separately.

We found that, across the whole sample, partners’ thoughts

about internal characteristics are marginally negatively corre-

lated with SSO, r ¼ �.18, p ¼ .050, and partner’s thoughts

about external appearances are positively related to SSO to

about the same extent but not significantly so, r ¼ .11,

p ¼ .263. In contrast, the difference score—what we are call-

ing other-objectification—is significantly correlated with

SSO, r ¼ .23, p ¼ .014. Thus, we concluded that what is

important for SSO is the difference between internal and

external characteristics and not the elements separately.

Interaction authenticity. To assess the extent to which par-

ticipants felt comfortable in the interaction and perceived

the interaction to be authentic, we asked them to rate the

extent to which they felt the interaction was comfortable,

happy, friendly, warm, easygoing, sincere, and authentic

on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much).

In addition, participants were asked one question about

their interaction partner’s authenticity and one about their

own: ‘‘Do you think your partner was authentic during

your interaction?’’ and ‘‘Were you authentic during your

interaction?’’ They indicated their answers to these ques-

tions on a scale ranging from 1 (not authentic at all) to

7 (very authentic). Together these 9 items formed a reli-

able scale for interaction authenticity (a ¼ .87 for women

and a ¼ .83 for men).

SSO. To assess SSO, we used a single-item from the mea-

sure employed by Saguy and colleagues (2010) which asked,

‘‘How much did you feel like a body versus a full self?’’ Par-

ticipants responded on a scale ranging from 1 (like a body

only) to 7 (a full self). This item was then reverse coded—

higher scores correspond to more SSO. Two items were used

to assess SSO in Saguy et al. (2010) but with relatively low

reliability, r ¼ .56; we chose to use the 1 item of the 2 with

more face validity.

State social physique anxiety. We used 6 items from the

Social Physique Anxiety scale (Martin, Rejeski, Leary,

McAuley, & Bane, 1997) and modified these items to be spe-

cifically about the participant’s physique anxiety during

the interaction. The scale had good reliability for women,

a ¼ .85, and for men, a ¼ .83. Based on past research, this

measure was tested as an alternative mediator to interaction

authenticity.

Relationship agency. To assess how agentic the participants

believe they will be in future romantic relationships, we

asked how likely it was that they would take the following

actions: ‘‘ask someone out on a date,’’ ‘‘open the door for

your date,’’ ‘‘pay for a date,’’ ‘‘ask your boyfriend/girlfriend

to marry you,’’ ‘‘initiate sex with your girlfriend/boyfriend,’’

‘‘initiate condom use during sex,’’ ‘‘surprise your boyfriend/

girlfriend with a gift,’’ and ‘‘ask your girlfriend/boyfriend to

move with you to a new place.’’ Responses were indicated on

a scale ranging from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (extremely

likely). These items were fairly reliable for women, a ¼
.68, but not reliable for men, a ¼ .53. Despite the low relia-

bility for this measure, composite scores were created for

both men and women, although any relations with this vari-

able may be attenuated.

Career aspirations. To assess participants’ career aspira-

tions after the interaction, we used a 10-item version of the

Career Aspirations Scale (Gray & O’Brien, 2007), which

asked the participants how true 10 statements were about

their future careers, on a scale ranging from 0 (not at all true

of me) to 4 (very true of me). Example items include ‘‘I hope

to become a leader in my career field’’ and ‘‘I hope to move

up through any organization or business I work in.’’ These

items were fairly reliable, a ¼ .65 for women and a ¼ .67 for

men.

TSO. To assess TSO, we used the Self-Objectification

Questionnaire which asks the participants to rank order both

appearance and functional aspects of their bodies by impact

of their physical self-concepts (Fredrickson et al., 1998; Noll

& Fredrickson, 1998). The average rank of the functional

items is subtracted from the average rank of the appearance

items. In all analyses, this measure was multiplied by �1

so that positive scores mean more TSO. Because we did not

want participants to be suspicious about the nature of the

study, this questionnaire was given at the end of the

postinteraction measures. Given it is a stable trait measure,
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we did not expect it to be impacted by the study variables.

Indeed, there was no significant correlation between

women’s TSO and men’s reported other-objectification in the

interaction, r ¼ .07, p ¼ .615, nor was there a correlation

between men’s TSO and women’s reported other-

objectification, r ¼ �.007, p ¼ .958.

Results

Path Analysis with AMOS 21 (Arbuckle, 2012) was used to

estimate all of the relations hypothesized in Figure 3.

Although the use of structural equation modeling to remove

measurement error would be ideal, we opted for path analysis

due to our relatively small sample size. One path model,

referred to here as the final model, was used to simultane-

ously estimate all of the effects for men and women, but for

ease of understanding, the results are described in sections.

All variables in the model were standardized with the grand

mean and pooled standard deviation for both men and women

except for other-objectification and TSO, which already had a

meaningful zero value (i.e., no objectification and equal

importance placed on appearance and performance, respec-

tively). Thus, these two variables were only divided by their

pooled standard deviations and not grand mean centered.

Last, to control for the nonindependence inherent in dyadic

data, the errors of all endogenous variables were correlated

(as in the right-hand side of Figure 2). The final model fits the

data well, w2(84) ¼ 84.31, p ¼ .470, CFI ¼ .998, RMSEA ¼
.008, PCLOSE ¼ .781, and RMR ¼ .112. The standardized

estimates of all paths are presented in Figure 4. All first-

order direct effects were estimated and found to be non-

significant (p values ranging from .08 to .96). Thus, they were

all removed from the final model for parsimony; furthermore,

there was no significant decline in fit when removing these 14

paths, Dw2(14) ¼ 11.79, p ¼ .623.

To test if the process of self-objectification in an interac-

tion is the same for both men and women, further constraints

were imposed on the final model to form a model treating the

dyad members as indistinguishable (Olsen & Kenny, 2006).

More specifically, all equivalent exogenous means, endogen-

ous error variances, intercepts, and all of the path estimates

were set equal across men and women. This indistinguishable

dyads model was estimated and compared to the final model.

We found that there was a significant decline in fit when

treating the dyads as indistinguishable, w2(29) ¼ 76.96,

p < .001; we concluded that the dyads are distinguishable

by gender. We also tested if all eight paths in the model could

be fixed equal across gender and we found marginally signif-

icant decline in fit, w2(8) ¼ 14.78, p ¼ .063, thus the process

by which men and women experience self-objectification in

Figure 4. This figure contains the standardized path estimates for the final model. yp < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01. The measurement errors,
disturbances, and correlations are not included in this figure for simplicity.
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an interaction is marginally different in the current study;

however, these differences need to be tested in future studies

with larger samples to assess generalizability of findings. We

chose to leave the paths unconstrained in the final model

because of our theoretical interest in examining the process

of objectification across genders.

Results for Women

We hypothesized that being objectified in an interaction

would lead to SSO (Hypothesis 1). Indeed, there was a statis-

tically significant effect of his objectification of her on her

SSO, b ¼ 0.32, CR ¼ 2.44, p ¼ .015; that is, the more that

he reported objectifying her during the interaction, the more

she reported that she felt like a body during the interaction. In

addition to the partner effects of other-objectification, actor

effects were estimated. Her objectification of him had a

marginally significant effect on her own SSO, b ¼ 0.26,

CR ¼ 1.93, p ¼ .054.

We hypothesized that SSO would be affected by one’s

TSO (Hypothesis 2) as well as the interaction between TSO

and one’s partner’s other-objectification for women only

(Hypothesis 3). As hypothesized, for women, there was a sta-

tistically significant actor effect of TSO on SSO, such that the

higher her TSO, the more she reported that she thought

of herself as a body during the interaction, b ¼ 0.41,

CR ¼ 2.79, p ¼ .005. The interaction of TSO and partner’s

other-objectification on women’s SSO was also statistically

significant, b ¼ 0.27, CR ¼ 3.045, p ¼ .002. This interaction

was such that for women who were high in TSO (1 SD above

the mean), a male partner’s other-objectification increased

her SSO during the interaction (b ¼ 0.64, CR ¼ 3.97,

p < .001). However, women who were low in TSO (1 SD

below the mean) were unaffected by their interaction part-

ner’s other-objectification (b ¼ 0.04, CR ¼ 0.25, p ¼ .805;

see Figure 5). The squared multiple correlation for women’s

SSO was .292—about 29.2% of the variance in women’s SSO

was explained by the variables in the final model.

Furthermore, it was hypothesized that SSO during an

interaction would lead to feelings of discomfort and per-

ceptions of inauthenticity (Hypothesis 4). Indeed, there

was a statistically significant negative effect of the

woman’s SSO on her perception of authenticity during the

interaction, b ¼ 0.43, CR ¼ �4.17, p < .001. In turn,

higher authenticity was related to marginally higher career

aspirations (b ¼ 0.23, CR ¼ 1.82, p ¼ .069, R2 ¼ .06;

Hypothesis 6), significantly higher relationship agency

(b ¼ 0.34, CR ¼ 2.81, p ¼ .005, R2 ¼ .12; Hypothesis 7),

and marginally better cognitive performance (b ¼ 0.24,

CR ¼ 1.87, p ¼ .062, R2 ¼ .06; Hypothesis 5) for women.

Although authenticity’s relations with career aspirations and

cognitive performance were only marginally significant, we

note that the effects are in the predicted direction; attention

to these effects in future studies with larger samples is

recommended.

Indirect effects. All of the following indirect effects were

tested by calculating bias-corrected bootstrapped p values

in AMOS 21. We found that there was a statistically signifi-

cant indirect effect of her SSO on her relationship agency

through authenticity, indirect effect ¼ 0.15, SE ¼ 0.07, p ¼
.002. Her SSO also had a statistically significant indirect

effect on her career aspirations (indirect effect ¼ �0.10, SE

¼ 0.06, p ¼ .026) and on her cognitive performance (indirect

effect ¼ �0.10, SE ¼ 0.06, p ¼ .023) through authenticity.

Thus, there is evidence that the more she self-objectified in

the interaction, the less authentic she perceived the interac-

tion to be, and this in turn lead to less relationship agency,

lower cognitive performance, and lower career aspirations.

In addition, we tested the indirect effects of being objecti-

fied by an interaction partner on cognitive performance, rela-

tionship agency, and career aspirations mediated through

SSO and perceptions of interaction authenticity. His objecti-

fication of her had a statistically significant indirect effect on

her relationship agency (indirect effect ¼ 0.05, SE ¼ 0.04, p

¼ .029), and on her career aspirations (indirect effect ¼
�0.03, SE ¼ 0.03, p ¼ .042), and a marginally significant

indirect effect on her cognitive performance (indirect effect

¼ �0.03, SE ¼ 0.04, p ¼ .055). Evidence supports the

mediated path between his other-objectification on self-

reported relationship agency and career aspirations by way

of an increase in her SSO which then lead to lower self-

reported authenticity during an interaction.

Results for Men

In contrast to the results for women, her objectification of

him did not significantly predict his SSO, b ¼ �0.02, CR

¼ �0.12, p ¼ .908, nor did his objectification of her predict

Figure 5. This figure depicts the interaction of his objectification of
her and her trait self-objectification (TSO) on her state self-
objectification (SSO). The slope of the darker line, high TSO for
women, is statistically significant, b ¼ 0.64, CR ¼ 3.97, p < .001, but
the slope of the dashed line, low TSO for women, is not different
from zero, b ¼ 0.04, CR ¼ 0.25, p ¼ .805.
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his own SSO, b ¼ 0.13, CR ¼ 0.93, p ¼ .355. There was also

no significant parallel male actor effect of TSO on SSO, b ¼
0.15, CR ¼ 0.73, p ¼ .468 (Hypothesis 2). We also tested the

interaction of his TSO and her other-objectification on

his SSO but there was no significant interaction, b ¼ 0.13,

CR ¼ 0.99, p ¼ .325. Furthermore, the squared multiple cor-

relation for SSO was only .034 for men—3.4% of the variance

in SSO for men was explained by the exogenous variables. We

note that in the final model, there was a statistically significant

negative correlation between her residual SSO and his residual

SSO, r ¼ �.271, CR ¼ �1.971, p ¼ .049. Therefore, in terms

of the residual variance, the more she reported feeling like a

body, the less he reported that he felt like a body (or the more

he reported he felt like a full self).

Parallel to the results for women, men’s SSO negatively

predicted his perceptions of interaction comfort and authen-

ticity, b ¼ 0.30, CR ¼ �2.16, p ¼ .031 (Hypothesis 4).

However, there was no statistically significant effect of

authenticity on his relationship agency (b ¼ 0.15, CR ¼
1.46, p ¼ .145, R2 ¼ .04), his career aspirations (b ¼ �0.19,

CR ¼ 1.39, p ¼ .165, R2 ¼ .033), nor on his cognitive perfor-

mance (b ¼ �0.03, CR ¼ �0.21, p ¼ .833, R2 < .01).

Alternative Models

Participants responded to the other-objectification items as

well as the SSO item while thinking back on their experiences

in the interaction; because of this correlational design, we

cannot be sure of the proposed causal directions in our model.

In the theoretical model (see Figure 1), other-objectification

leads to SSO, which in turn leads to inauthenticity. To test

if this model was incorrectly specified, two alternative mod-

els were estimated and compared to the final model. In Alter-

native Model 1, we tested whether other-objectification leads

to inauthenticity, which in turn leads to SSO (which in turn

causes the outcomes of interest). Alternative Model 1 had the

same constraints placed on the model as described above and

thus the same degrees of freedom. With a larger w2 statistic,

this model was not as good a fit to the data, w2(84) ¼ 101.88,

p ¼ .090, CFI ¼ .868, RMSEA ¼ .061, PCLOSE ¼ .328,

standardized RMR ¼ .111.

In Alternative Model 2, we tested whether SSO, TSO, and

the interaction of SSO and TSO lead one’s partner to other-

objectification—that is, we switched the position of other-

objectification and SSO—to test whether feeling like a body

and valuing one’s appearance can lead one’s partner to objec-

tify one in an interaction which in turn has negative con-

sequences. With the same degrees of freedom, this model

was also a worse fitting model than our final model, w2(84) ¼
100.10, p ¼ .111, CFI ¼ .762, RMSEA ¼ .058, PCLOSE ¼
.372, standardized RMR ¼ .114, Akaike information criter-

ion (AIC) ¼ 236.100. The AIC for the final model is

220.312. The AIC is used to compare non-nested models with

a smaller AIC indicating the best fit.

Last, past research has found links between SSO and phy-

sique anxiety (Calogero, 2004). In Alternative Model 3, we

used social physique anxiety as the mediator between SSO

and the three outcomes: cognitive performance, relationship

agency, and career aspirations. That is, interaction authenti-

city was replaced by social physique anxiety in this alterna-

tive model. This alternative model was also a good fit to

the data, w2(84) ¼ 90.21, p ¼ .302, CFI ¼ .95, RMSEA ¼
.036, PCLOSE ¼ .637, standardized RMR ¼ .111, AIC ¼
226.212, but it was not as good a fit as the final model,

AIC ¼ 220.312.

Discussion

We believe the current study is the first to examine the self-

and other-objectification among participants engaged in

interpersonal interactions. Men and women interacted

in mixed-sex dyads and both partners reported the extent to

which they objectified their partner (i.e., thought of them in

terms of body and appearance) and reported the extent to

which they self-objectified (i.e., felt like they were their bod-

ies rather than fully human) in the interaction. Although all

participants reported thinking about their partners more in

terms of internal than external (appearance) attributes, men

reported objectifying their partners more than women. More-

over, men’s objectification of their partners was related to

women feeling more like bodies during the interaction,

whereas women’s objectification of their male partners had

no such significant effect. We also found that for women, but

not for men, trait levels of self-objectification directly con-

tributed to state self-objectification and interacted with their

partner’s objectification of the self. Consequently, women

who were high in trait self-objectification were most affected

by men’s objectification of them and experienced the most

state self-objectification. We did not expect that only

women’s trait self-objectification and men’s objectification

of them in the interaction would lead to more state self-objec-

tification. Also, the more women objectified their partner, the

more state self-objectification they reported experiencing. A

recent study found that partner-objectification within romantic

relationships can reduce one’s own relationship-satisfaction

for both men and women (Zurbriggen, Ramsey, & Jaworski,

2011). Perhaps the self-objectification that results from objec-

tifying one’s partner is part of this process for women. Thus,

it seems women are vulnerable to state self-objectification

from a number of sources—none of which affected men.

We also found that state self-objectification was nega-

tively correlated between men and women after other-

objectification and trait self-objectification were accounted

for. That is, the more one self-objectified, the less one’s part-

ner self-objectified—or, the more one felt like a full human in

the interaction, the more one’s partner felt like a body. This

negative correlation, or negative nonindependence (Kenny

et al., 2006), could only have been found using a dyadic

design. Negative nonindependence in self-objectification
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corresponds to past research on complementarity (Sadler &

Woody, 2003) that found that an interaction partner’s domi-

nant behavior corresponds to more submissive behavior

by one’s partner. Future research investigating state self-

objectification in interpersonal interactions should seek to

replicate this finding to further establish the zero-sum

nature of self-objectification. Perhaps men gain feelings

of comfort and power by objectifying women in interac-

tions or perhaps men are routinely in positions of power

that result in objectifying cognitions (Civile & Obhi, 2015).

For both women and men, state self-objectification was

related to decreased feelings of comfort and authenticity in

the interaction. Thus, to the extent that people feel less than

fully human—more like bodies—the less they feel authentic

in the interaction. These feelings of inauthenticity were

associated with decreased relationship agency, decreased

cognitive performance, and decreased career aspirations for

women only. It is important to note that, for women, there

were significant indirect effects from experiencing state

self-objectification to lower relationship agency, lower cog-

nitive performance, and lowered career aspirations, through

interaction authenticity. Thus, for women, there is some

indication that feeling less than fully human was related

to multiple negative outcomes.

Implications of Current Work

Sexual objectification occurs frequently, within a wide range

of situations. What happens when women and men objectify

each other? How do they view themselves and feel after-

wards? What are the potential long-term consequences of

objectification? Past research has provided some insight into

the processes that follow from objectification, by answering

these questions separately. By examining objectification

within an interpersonal interaction, the current study exam-

ines these questions in tandem and thus provides more insight

into the processes that follow self- and other-objectification.

We trace the effects of objectification from its sources (i.e.,

other-objectification and trait self-objectification), through

its transitory impact on the self (i.e., state self-objectification)

and the interpersonal interaction (i.e., interaction authenti-

city), to its potentially far-reaching effects (i.e., career aspira-

tions, performance, and relationship agency). As such, the

current work provides key insights into the process of

objectification.

The current work is, to our knowledge, the first to demon-

strate that interpersonal objectification by a real interaction

partner leads to state self-objectification among women.

Women were more likely to self-objectify, or report they feel

more like bodies than full human beings, when they were

objectified by men. This supports objectification theory (Fre-

drickson & Roberts, 1997), which posits that objectification

by men leads to self-objectification. A major benefit of using

a dyadic design and analysis strategy is that we are able to test

these partner effects in the objectification process. Whereas

previous work has examined women’s perceptions of being

objectified, the current work was able to capture the extent

to which men reported objectifying women, and to model its

effect on women’s state self-objectification. Instead of artifi-

cially manipulating the men’s actions, the current study

allowed for a natural interaction and included men’s self-

report of what they were thinking about their partner. The

women’s perceptions of themselves, in turn, were predicted

from the men’s self-reports providing evidence that the

women were affected by the men’s thoughts, not just by their

own thoughts.

Second, the current study bridges past work examining

the effects of identity threat within interpersonal interactions

(e.g., Shelton, Richeson, & Salvatore, 2005) with objectifica-

tion theory to build a stronger understanding of how other-

objectification has an impact on women’s outcomes via the

self-reported feelings of interaction authenticity. By reduc-

ing women to bodies to be looked at, other-objectification

may signal that women are of lower status and evoke nega-

tive stereotypes associated with women. The current study

suggests that being objectified leads women to also view

themselves as bodies (i.e., engage in state self-objectifica-

tion), possibly temporarily internalizing the lower status and

negative stereotypes associated with women. Feeling like a

body and the activation of negative stereotypes of women

may lead women to feel less comfortable and less authentic,

and ultimately experience outcomes consistent with stereo-

type threat such as reduced leadership aspirations (Davies

et al., 2002). The current work could encourage future work

on the relations between self-objectification and identity

threat.

Third, the current work underscores the negative impact

of objectification by men on women’s outcomes. Being

objectified by their male interaction partner was associated

with women’s decreased career aspirations and relationship

agency. It is important that these effects were found with low

absolute levels of other-objectification within the context of a

laboratory setting. In contexts outside of the protective atmo-

sphere of a university laboratory, objectification of women

may be stronger, more prevalent, and even more detrimental

to women’s outcomes. Furthermore, if women are objectified

in contexts other than dating situations—where a focus on

appearance is normative—the effects of interpersonal objec-

tification might have worse or qualitatively different negative

effects on women. Together these results suggest that the

objectification of women by men may be partly responsible

for women’s inhibited career growth, possibly having impli-

cations for women’s power and satisfaction within the work-

place (Szymanski & Feltman, 2015).

The current study found only marginal effects on cognitive

performance, but this may be a function of experiencing a

specifically interpersonal form of objectification—perhaps

the strongest negative effects are on more socially relevant

outcomes (e.g., relationship agency). Objectification may

be partly responsible for the perpetuation of women’s
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subordinate status within interpersonal relationships, espe-

cially romantic relationships, having important implications

for women’s psychological and physical well-being (Lennon,

Stewart, & Ledermann, 2013).

Finally, the current work highlights important gender dif-

ferences in the outcomes of objectification. The process

whereby objectification has an impact on self-objectification

and its related outcomes was different for men and women.

Women who were objectified by their male interaction

partner experienced greater state self-objectification and

ultimately reported lower career aspirations, performance,

and relationship agency. The same was not true for men.

Further, whereas women who perceived that their interac-

tion with a man was inauthentic reported lower career

aspirations, men who perceived that their interaction with

a woman was inauthentic reported higher career aspirations,

although these effects were not statistically significant. Fre-

drickson et al. (1998) also found evidence for this—men

who self-objectified had increased performance on the cog-

nitive task. Overall, the current study suggests a trend, such

that objectification of women has a negative effect,

whereas objectification of men has a neutral effect to pos-

itive effect—although the marginal differences across gen-

der should be interpreted with caution.

Practice Implications

Our findings that objectification in interpersonal encounters

is associated with self-objectification and inauthenticity have

implications for interventionists and clinicians. The knowl-

edge that for some women (i.e., women high in trait self-

objectification), men’s sexual objectification of them in an

interpersonal interaction leads to state self-objectification

could be incorporated into sexual harassment and sexual

assault prevention programs (e.g., Stewart, 2014). Men might

be more conscious and careful of their behavior when inter-

acting with women if they were made aware that thinking

of women in a holistic way that considers their full person-

hood instead of in a sexual objectifying manner might miti-

gate self-objectification.

Mental health practitioners might use these results to

inform their treatment of health concerns known to be

associated with self-objectification (e.g., disordered eating

and sexual dysfunction). Knowledge of situation-dependent

increases of self-objectification brought on by interaction

partners might further arm female clients with appropriate

other-directed attributions for their self-objectifying thoughts.

It might also be important for practitioners to be aware of how

self-objectification can increase feelings of discomfort and

inauthenticity in interactions for both men and women alike.

For people struggling with social anxiety and difficulty adjust-

ing, for example, the additional feelings of inauthenticity,

brought on by self-objectification, might exacerbate negative

cognitions.

Limitations and Future Directions

One limitation of our study was that we used a relatively small

sample size. Thus, more research needs to be conducted to

replicate these findings, and possibly focus experimentally on

individual pieces of this model. For example, we investigated

the effects of state self-objectification on career aspirations and

relationship agency, two outcomes that are rarely considered in

objectification research. The low reliability of the relationship

agency measure makes it particularly necessary to replicate the

findings with a larger sample and, perhaps, a different measure.

These interpersonal outcomes should be studied in other self-

objectification contexts to establish the situations in which they

are most affected. In addition, future studies may manipulate

specific aspects of interaction authenticity to start developing

a more detailed picture of how it affects other common self-

objectification outcomes such as restricted eating. Further-

more, we only considered the effects of other-objectification

on feeling like a body versus a full self, but future work might

investigate variables such as body shame. We used only a

single-item measure of self-objectification. The use of only a

single-item to measure this construct may have introduced

measurement error to our model thereby attenuating the rela-

tions between self-objectification and the other constructs.

Future research might consider behavioral measures of

other-objectification rather than self-report. While our opera-

tionalization (thinking about one’s partner’s appearance more

than who the partner is as a person) is very close to the the-

orized definition of objectification, it is difficult to know how

thinking in an objectifying manner translates into objectify-

ing treatment. We did find evidence that our measure of

other-objectification for men predicted the extent to which

their interaction partner experienced self-objectification.

Thus, objectification was indeed communicated by the men

to the women in these interactions. Exactly how objectifica-

tion is transferred in interpersonal interactions is still

unknown. We had hoped to code for behaviors that corre-

spond to participants’ self-reported objectification but due

to the poor quality of our videos we failed to achieve agree-

ment on objectifying behaviors (e.g., body gaze). This unan-

swered question leaves a rich opportunity for future research

on communication of other-objectification.

This study used a new measure of relationship agency and

found higher state self-objectification to be related to lower

levels of relationship agency as mediated through interaction

authenticity. More work needs to be done to disentangle this

construct from gender role adherence, because some of the

same behaviors involved in being agentic in one’s relation-

ships are associated with the masculine gender role. Although

this scale may be tapping into adherence to gender role

norms, and not relationship agency per se, we have no way

to test this proposition because we have not measured gender

role beliefs in the current study. These are likely closely

related constructs, and a scale validation study would be nec-

essary to establish convergent and divergent validity.
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The order of measurement of our study variables might

also have been problematic. All questions were asked after

the participants’ interaction, including trait self-objectifica-

tion which is theorized to be a relatively stable characteristic.

We have specified our model with trait self-objectification

predicting state self-objectification (the mediator), and ide-

ally, the mediator should be measured after the variable spec-

ified as the predictor to reduce the possibility that the

mediator actually causes the predictor. However, we found

that trait self-objectification was not correlated between dyad

members, showing that the interpersonal interaction itself did

not create nonindependence between participants’ scores.

Ideally in future studies, trait self-objectification would be

measured earlier in time, perhaps in a prescreening session,

so that participants’ trait scores could be recorded prior to

study participation.

Another limitation of this study is that we failed to mea-

sure sexual orientation. We believe that the inclusion of

nonheterosexual participants would have only worked

against finding the effects of objectification in this context,

given that we were priming a dating scenario and all dyads

were mixed gender. Future studies might consider how sex-

ual orientation interacts with gender in interpersonal objecti-

fication contexts. We also did not have large enough sample

sizes to test any effects of race on the self-objectification pro-

cess. It could be that the specific racial compositions of the

dyads amplify the consequences of interpersonal objectifica-

tion. For example, in an interracial dyad where the man is

White and the woman is Black, the sexualized stereotype

of Jezebel might work to place the women under a specifi-

cally racially based sexual identity threat (Buchanan, Settles,

& Woods, 2008).

One last limitation of this study was that we only included

mixed-gender dyads. Same-sex dyads could be studied, in

addition to mixed-sex dyads to see if the gender of the

objectifier makes a difference in experiences of state self-

objectification in an interaction. Strelan and Hargreaves

(2005) found that women objectify women more than men

objectify women. However, Calogero (2004) found that

women experienced greater body shame and social physique

anxiety when they anticipated interacting with a man than a

woman. Thus, it is important to compare the effects of a

female partner’s other-objectification on a woman’s self-

objectification to the effects of a male partner’s other-

objectification. To test these possibilities, one would need

to examine all three types—that is, male/male, female/female,

and female/male—of dyads to be able to examine actor gender

effects, partner gender effects, and the interaction of actor gen-

der and partner gender effects (West, Popp, & Kenny, 2008).

Testing the partner’s gender effect could check the stability

and interpersonal consequences of Strelan and Hargreaves’s

finding—women objectify other women more than men objec-

tify women—as well as Calogero’s finding—women seem to

experience negative outcomes as a result of objectification

from men but not women—in an actual interaction.

Conclusion

This study was the first to examine the consequences of being

objectified by one’s interaction partner in the context of a real

face-to-face interpersonal encounter. For women, being

objectified by a man was associated with experiencing state

self-objectification, perceiving that the interaction was

inauthentic, and having decreased career aspirations, cogni-

tive performance, and relationship agency. For men, being

objectified by a woman was not related to these deleterious

outcomes. This work contributes to growing evidence that

sexual objectification, a unique manifestation of gender

oppression that unfolds within interpersonal encounters, is

harmful for women. It is critical to uncover ways to end sex-

ual objectification to promote success in careers, relation-

ships, and well-being among all women.
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