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Abstract

Research in social psychology has long argued that exposure to objectifying portrayals of women can lead to
increasingly misogynist attitudes and behavior. We argue that such images can also impact on gendered
policy attitudes. We suggest that objectifying images prime sexist attitudes and reduce perceptions of
women’s agency, warmth, and competence. We argue that this may translate into decreased support for
reproductive rights and other gender-salient policies. Furthermore, these effects may vary by the gender of
those exposed to these images. In two survey experiments with brief exposures to objectifying images, we
find mixed support for these predictions. Although we find some negative effects as predicted, we also find
positive effects of objectification among women in the sample that are suggestive of a backlash effect. We
discuss potential explanations for this heterogeneity. Overall, our results suggest interesting avenues to
further explore the effects of objectification on political outcomes.
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Research in psychology has demonstrated that the female body is objectified more than the male body
(Fredrickson and Roberts, 1997). Objectification can be a form of dehumanization, and it occurs when
people’s bodies or body parts are separated from their identity. Sexual objectification involves a cultural
prioritization of a person’s sexual appeal over other attributes (Ward et al., 2023). Cognitive neuroscience
investigations into objectification have found that it can disrupt social cognition processes typically
associated with human targets (Cikara et al., 2011). Experimental social psychology studies have demon-
strated that objectifying portrayals of women are linked to increased acceptance of rape myths and violence
against women (Aubrey et al., 2011), subscription to masculine gender norms (Galdi et al., 2014), and
increased physical aggression toward the objectified female target (Vasquez et al., 2018). Political scientists
have only recently begun to explore the political implications of the dehumanization and objectification of
women, immigrants, marginalized racial and ethnic groups, and political opponents (Cassese, 2021;
Gothreau et al., 2023; Utych, 2018). In this article, we consider the potential for exposure to sexually
objectifying and dehumanizing portrayals of women to impact gender-salient policy attitudes.

Often objectifying imagery shows women’s body parts as interchangeable with objects or disembodied
entirely. Viewing sexually objectifying images of women activates cognitive processes associated with
objects opposed to cognitive processes typically reserved for thinking about humans (Bernard et al., 2012).
In other words, objectifying images can prime people to think of women as “things.” Feminist theorists
have long discussed the way in which the objectification of women’s bodies is inherently political. However,
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objectification may also have political consequences in the way that positivist scholars think of the term
“political.” In this research note, we present data from two experimental studies in which participants are
exposed to either neutral or women-objectifying imagery. We then measure attitudes about gender-salient
policy attitudes like support for abortion, birth control, policies that give women preferential hiring,
Planned Parenthood, more expansive childcare policies, and free period products.

The connection between objectification and political attitudes

Objectification Theory serves as a framework for understanding the impacts of pervasive objectification
in our culture, particularly in media, advertisements, pornography, and increasingly, on social media
(Feltman and Szymanski, 2018). Work in philosophy has identified several different ways in which
individuals can be objectified that include the denial of autonomy, fungibility (being treated as
interchangeable), ignoring an individual’s thoughts and experiences, etc. (Nussbaum, 1995). Objectifi-
cation can be non-sexual. For example, children, the elderly, and individuals with physical and mental
disabilities are often objectified via the denial of their autonomy and agency. However, sexual objecti-
fication occurs primarily for women and adolescent girls (Stankiewicz and Rosselli, 2008). Sexual
objectification can occur at the interpersonal level, such as when women receive objectifying comments
or cat calls, and in the form of objectifying representations of women in film, television, and on social
media (for a review of the sources and consequences of sexual objectification see Ward et al., 2023).

The prevalence of these depictions has been documented across many different types of media
(Feltman and Szymanski, 2018; McDade-Montez et al., 2017). In experimental studies in which exposure
to a sexually objectified target is manipulated, objectification has been associated with less moral concern
for the objectified target (Loughnan et al., 2013), increased adversarial sexual beliefs, and the acceptance
of interpersonal violence and rape myths (Aubrey et al., 2011), and even decreased intentions to support
ethical organizations when the advertisement included sexualized images of women (Bongiorno et al.,
2013). Observational evidence supports these experimental findings (Daniels and Zurbriggen, 2016; Fox
and Potocki, 2016; Wright and Funk, 2014; Wright and Tokunaga, 2016). Another effect of pervasive
objectification is self-objectification. When women self-objectify, they internalize objectification which
can negatively impact women’s mental health, cognitive functioning, self-efficacy, and even political
efficacy and interest (Gothreau, 2021; Quinn et al., 2006). Work by Calogero (2013) and Calogero et al.
(2017) suggests that self-objectification can bolster support for the gender status quo and gender-specific
system justification.

Research suggests that objectification is linked to perceptions of humanness and mental state
attribution. Mental state attribution is our ability to use cues to infer other people’s intentions, beliefs,
and desires, and it is a sign that a perceiver sees another as fully human (Waytz et al., 2010). Cikara et al.
(2011) find a negative correlation between hostile sexism and activation of regions of the brain associated
with mental state attribution when perceivers are viewing sexualized women. Diminished perceptions of
mental state attribution have been observed in studies looking at other dehumanized groups such as
homeless people and drug addicts (Harris and Fiske, 2006).! Furthermore, the objectification of women
is linked to reduced perceptions of women’s competence, warmth, and morality, essential humanizing
traits in social cognition according to models of social judgment and social perception (Abele and
Wojciszke, 2007; Fiske et al., 2002; Heflick et al., 2011). In experimental studies in which photos of girls
and women were manipulated to be either sexually objectifying or not, objectified targets were evaluated
as less intelligent, determined, capable, credible, and having lesser moral status (Funk and Coker, 2016;
Graff et al,, 2012). Overall, work on dehumanization, objectification, and social cognition all find that
sexually objectified targets are denied some of the most important attributes related to perceiving others
as fully human (Heflick and Goldenberg, 2009).

'Some scholars argue that the facet of instrumentality involved in objectification distinguishes it from dehumanization.
Additionally, dehumanization can often involve negative appraisals whereas objectification usually results in positive appraisals
(Gruenfeld et al., 2008). However, the sexual objectification of women is associated with the perception that women lack unique
human attributes, a hallmark of dehumanization (Morris et al., 2018).
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Do the effects of exposure to the objectification of women extend to politics? We have evidence that
objectification not only impacts attitudes regarding the target of the objectification but can also impact
other attitudinal outcomes (Bongiorno et al., 2013). Given the sexist, misogynistic, and gender-specific
system-justifying attitudes that objectification primes, as well as the overall dehumanization of women
that occurs when they are the objectified target, we posit that objectification might also impact gender-
salient policy attitudes. One of the most gender-salient policy areas is reproductive rights and more
specifically, access to abortion and birth control. Limits on access to these are often viewed as essential to
maintaining the status of traditional gender roles (Jelen, 2015), and unsurprisingly, sexist attitudes
predict less support for reproductive rights (Gothreau et al., 2022). Furthermore, exposure to objectifying
imagery cues considerations that women are less moral and warm, two important humanizing traits in
social cognition (Fiske et al., 2002). It could be expected that those exposed may be less likely to support
women’s access to reproductive services. These extant findings lead us to our first hypothesis:

H, : Exposure to objectifying portrayals of women will decrease support for women’s access to
abortion and birth control, as well as support for Planned Parenthood funding.

We also explore the potential effect of objectifying imagery on other gender-salient political attitudes
like hiring policies that advantage women job candidates, expanded childcare access, and government
funded free period products. Though the mechanism that could potentially link objectification to these
policy outcomes is less clear, we might expect that women-objectifying imagery primes the consider-
ations mentioned above, as well as sexist attitudes (Fox and Potocki, 2016; Swami and Voracek, 2013)
which we know predict decreased support for policies and public opinion issues that involve gender
equality or have gendered implications (Gothreau et al., 2022). This leads to our second hypothesis:

H, : Exposure to objectifying portrayals of women will decrease support for other gender-salient
policies that benefit women.

Given that men are more likely to objectify women (Zurbriggen et al., 2011), we might also expect to
see heterogenous treatment effects by gender. Though some prior studies on the impact of sexually
objectifying portrayals of women have failed to find any moderating effects of gender (Gervais et al.,
2012; Heflick etal., 2011), we expect that men will be more likely to perceive the objectified targets as less
warm, moral, and competent. Men also tend to hold more sexist attitudes than women (Cowie et al.,
2019) and these attitudes may be more likely to be primed during exposure to sexually objectifying
imagery. Given these considerations, this leads to our final hypothesis:

H; : Men who are exposed to objectifying portrayals of women will show greater decreased support
for women’s access to abortion and birth control, as well as other gender-salient policies that benefit
women, than women.

Experimental design

We conducted two separate but complementary survey experiments in the United States. Hypotheses
were pre-registered on Open Science Framework.? We discuss deviations from the pre-registration in the
Supplementary Materials. The surveys were not identical but shared a similar structure in which
respondents were invited to participate in a survey about advertisements, personality, and politics.’ In
both studies participants were randomly assigned to either a control condition where they viewed neutral
imagery or a treatment condition where they viewed women-objectifying imagery. After exposure to the
treatment, respondents completed a series of questions about different policy attitudes. We present the
results of the two studies separately with pooled results in the Supplementary Materials.

*https://osf.io/vg2bul.

*Study 1 was approved by the Temple University Institutional Review Board (protocol #25418) and Study 2 was approved by
the Western University Non-Medical Research Ethics Board (project ID #119803). Respondents in Study 1 were compensated
$0.50 for the 5-10 minute study and participants in Study 2 were compensated $1.50 plus one loyalty credit through Forthright
(valued at $0.67) for the 10-15 minute study.
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Study 1

Participants for Study 1 were recruited among adults in the USA on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk in
September 2018 (n = 500). Though our sample is whiter, more educated, and more liberal than the US
population (see Supplementary Table A1 for full demographic information), MTurk samples tend to be
more representative than in-person convenience samples and suitable for experimental research
(Berinsky et al., 2012; Coppock, 2019). After completing pre-test measures, participants were randomly
assigned to the either the treatment or control condition. At this point, participants were told they were
taking part in a separate and unrelated study on marketing and advertisements. In both groups,
participants viewed a series of 10 advertisements in a randomized order for 10 seconds each. After
viewing each ad, they were asked to rate the ad on a scale of 1 (“strongly dislike”) to 7 (“strongly like”). In
the control condition (n = 246), participants viewed neutral images such as ads for sneakers, cars, and
watches. Those assigned to the treatment condition (n = 253) viewed ads that featured objectifying
imagery of women. These advertisements included images in which only parts of women’s bodies were
displayed, or women’s bodies were used as stand-ins for objects. These photos were pretested in a
previous MTurk study to ensure they were perceived as objectifying and that they depicted female
cultural appearance ideals.*

The post-test that followed included a battery of questions about various policy attitudes such as
attitudes regarding trade policy, education, and the death penalty. Interspersed in this battery were
questions about access to contraception, support for abortion, Planned Parenthood, expanded childcare
access, and support for employment policies that advantage women candidates. Responses for the
abortion item ranged from 1 (“abortion is never justified”) to 11 (“abortion is always justified”).
Response categories for all other items ranged from 1 (“Strongly Disagree”) to 5 (“Strongly Agree”).

Study 2

Participants for Study 2 were recruited among adults in the USA using the survey recruitment platform
Forthright by Bovitz Inc. in February of 2022. Again, our online sample skewed slightly whiter, more
educated, and more liberal than the US population (see Supplementary Table A2). The structure of the
survey flow in Study 2 closely mirrors that of Study 1. After completing pre-test measures, participants
were randomly assigned to the treatment (n = 514) or control condition (n = 503). In both conditions,
participants viewed eight images for 5 seconds each. A portion of these photos were taken from the
International Affective Picture System (IAPS), a widely used collection of images that are pretested for
arousal and valence (Bradley and Lang, 2007). For the objectification condition, we chose four erotica
images featuring women’s bodies from the database to use as stimuli photos as well as four photos from
the pretested advertisements used in Study 1. In the control condition, participants viewed a series of
neutral photos from the IAPS that featured household objects like lamps and furniture. After viewing the
images, participants were offered an open-ended question asking what items were being advertised in the
previous photos. The inclusion of this open-ended question, as well as the question after each photo in
Study 1, was to ensure participants stayed engaged in the task and also to further the light deception that
the study was indeed about advertisements.

After the stimuli, participants completed a battery of gender-salient policy attitudes that included the
same items about abortion, birth control, Planned Parenthood, funding for childcare, and support for
hiring policies that advantage women that were included in Study 1. In addition to these items,
respondents also completed a question about government funded free menstrual products. Responses
for the abortion item ranged from 1 (“abortion is never justified”) to 9 (“abortion is always justified”).
Response categories for all other items ranged from 1 (“Strongly Disagree”) to 5 (“Strongly Agree”).

“This pre-test study was approved by the Temple University Institutional Review Board (protocol #25418).
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Results

All estimates are based on linear regression models using robust standard errors and controlling for
gender, age, education, income, race, and party identification (Green and Aronow, 2011). Full results for
all analyses are in the Supplementary Materials. Once again, we predicted that the objectifying treatment
would have a negative impact on support for the gender-salient policy items. In Study 1, we find
statistically significant, negative average effect of the objectification treatment on support for access to
contraception (b = —0.26 on a 1-5 scale, SE = .11, t = —2.5, p = .01) as well as support for employment
policies that favor women (b = —0.18 on a 1-5 scale, SE = .10, t = —1.8, p = .08). Effects on the other three
gender-related policy statements, as well as on the placebo items concerning education, free trade, and
the death penalty, are statistically insignificant. Figure 1 shows the average treatment effects of the
objectifying treatment on policy support. Thicker bands are 90% Cls and thinner bands represent 95%
CIs. These results indicate partial support for H; and H,.

To test H3, we interacted our treatment indicator variable with binary gender with men serving as the
reference groups. Again, we expected men to show greater decreased support for gender-salient policies
that benefit women when exposed to the objectifying treatment. We only found a significant interaction
between the treatment and gender when it came to abortion attitudes, though the effect size is
substantively small. More specifically, as displayed in Figure 2, we find that the treatment effect on
support for abortion is significantly lower (more negative) for women than for men, which is contrary to
our expectations in Hs. In sum, we see evidence that accords with our prediction that objectification
reduces support for gender-salient policies that support women, though we find no support for the idea
that men are more likely to be impacted by the treatment.

Turning to Study 2, we find a significant positive average effect of the treatment on support for
employment policies that advantage women (b = 0.16 on a 1-5 scale, SE = .07, t = —2.2, p = .03), in
contrast with the negative effect uncovered in Study 1. Average effects on the other five gender-salient
policies are insignificant. Figure 3 shows the average treatment effects on policy support.

Policy Support

Contraception

Treatment Preferential Hiring

' = Planned Parenthood

Childcare

Je¢

Abortion

-0.6 -0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4
Estimate

Figure 1. Average treatment effects of objectification on policy support (Study 1).
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Figure 2. Average treatment effect on abortion support by gender (Study 1).

Policy Support

Contraception

A Preferential Hiring

Treatment Planned Parenthood

Childcare

Abortion

RO v

Period Products

-0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2
Estimate

Figure 3. Average treatment effects of objectification on policy support (Study 2).
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Figure 4. Average treatment effect on abortion support by gender (Study 2).

Again, to test Hj, we interacted our treatment indicator with binary gender. We find significant
interactions in the case of support for abortion access and preferential hiring (Figure 4). The interaction
model with preferential hiring reveals that the positive effect of the treatment was driven by women in the
sample. There is no significant difference between the treatment and control group among men in terms
of support for hiring policies that advantage women. On average, on a scale of 1-5 with higher values
indicating more support, women in the control group were at about a 3.1 on the scale whereas women in
the treatment group were slightly above a 3.5 on the scale. Interestingly, we do find support for H3 with
respect to abortion attitudes. There was no statistically significant difference between treatment and
control group among women with respect to abortion attitudes. However, men exposed to the
objectifying treatment were significantly less supportive of access to abortion than men in the control.
Group. On average, on a scale of 1-9 with higher values indicating more support, men in the control were
at about a 5.4 on the scale and men in the treatment group were at approximately a 4.8.

Limitations and conclusions

In sum, we find support for our hypotheses across these two experimental studies though in some cases,
we arrive at divergent findings. In Study 1, in line with theoretical expectations, we find a negative
average treatment effect of exposure to objectifying images of women on support for access to
contraception and hiring policies that advantage women candidates. Treatment effects conditioned
on gender revealed that women, but not men, in the treatment group displayed lower support for
abortion, though the effect size was very small. In Study 2, we find a positive effect of the treatment on
preferential hiring policies. Treatment effects conditioned on gender revealed that this positive effect was
driven by women in the sample. Furthermore, the interaction between the treatment and gender showed,
in support of H; that men exposed to the objectifying treatment were significantly less supportive of
abortion than men in the control.

What could explain some of our divergent findings? We note that both studies indicate heterogeneity
in effects by gender. This suggests that the effect of seeing objectified images is real but malleable in
principle, and that differences in sample composition as well as study timing may explain the differences
in effects. Study 1 was a convenience sample, while Study 2 was representative on key demographics.
Differences in sample demographics could potentially explain divergent findings across studies. Study
timing could also be a factor. Though abortion has been a salient issue in American politics for decades,
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the potential overturning of Roe v. Wade was a continual news story in 2022, when Study 2 took place.
Given the issue’s relevance to women, women’s attitudes could have been increasingly crystallized by the
news and less susceptible to the treatment. Overall, the data from Study 1, collected in 2018, should be
considered with some degree of caution considering the multitude of gender-salient political events that
have unfolded in the past 5 years.

One factor, other than sample composition or timing, that could explain the average negative effect of
the treatment in Study 1 on preferential hiring and the positive effect in Study 2 is the subtle differences in
treatment stimuli. Though there was overlap in the objectifying stimuli photos, Study 2 also contained
erotica images. These photos were more explicit and sexualized. Though it is speculative, we can imagine
that this might have sparked a backlash effect among women in the sample leading them to express more
support for affirmative action hiring policies that advantage women.

Another significant limitation of our study is that we are unable to directly test potential mechanisms.
We suggest that the extant work points to increased sexist and gender-specific system-justifying
attitudes, as well as the overall dehumanization of women, as the most compelling potential mechanisms
but we did not test these mediators. Furthermore, our control images did not contain images of women.
One could argue that perhaps just the mere exposure to images of women shifted attitudes and it was not
necessarily the presence of objectification. Though we feel confident this is not the case given our pre-
testing of the images and the extant work on objectification and dehumanization, this is a limitation.

Building on decades of work in social psychology on the impacts of pervasive objectification, we
posited that these effects may extend into the political realm and more specifically, impact policy
attitudes. We argued that objectification, as a form of dehumanization, decreases perceptions of women’s
competence and warmth, as well as primes hostile sexist attitudes. This would lead to decreased support
for social policies that benefit women, such as increased access to reproductive care, government funded
childcare, period products, and hiring policies that advantage women. Overall, we interpret our results as
indicating that exposure to objectifying images can move policy attitudes at least in the short-term. This
is relatively surprising given the brief exposure in the experiments and the fact that policy attitudes on
abortion and birth control are crystallized in comparison to other types of policy attitudes. Furthermore,
there seems to be some heterogeneity as a function of gender. However, the direction of both the average
and gender-specific effects varied strongly across our two studies, which suggests significant heteroge-
neity in effects. In future work, scholars should assess and replicate our findings as well as delve further
into the mechanisms that connect exposure to objectification and political attitudes.

Acknowledgments. Support for this research was provided by Behavioral Foundations Lab at Temple University and the
Faculty of Social Science at Western University. We thank Vin Arceneaux and Amanda Friesen for their helpful comments this
project.

Data availability statement. This article earned the Open Data, Open Materials, and Preregistration badges for open science
practices. The data, replication code, and preregistration for this study are available at https://osf.io/vg2bu/.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at http://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5.

Competing interest. The authors declare none.

References

Abele, A. E., & Wojciszke, B. (2007). Agency and communion from the perspective of self versus others. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 93(5), 751-763. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.5.751

Aubrey, J. S., Hopper, K. M., & Mbure, W. G. (2011). Check that body! The effects of sexually objectifying music videos on
college men’s sexual beliefs. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 55(3), 360—379.

Bernard, P., Gervais, S. J., Allen, J., Campomizzi, S., & Klein, O. (2012). Integrating sexual objectification with object versus
person recognition: The sexualized-body-inversion hypothesis. Psychological Science, 23(5), 469—471.

Berinsky, A.J., Huber, G. A., & Lenz, G. S. (2012). Evaluating online labor markets for experimental research: Amazon. com’s
Mechanical Turk. Political analysis, 20(3), 351-368.

https://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://osf.io/vg2bu/
http://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5

224 Claire M. Gothreau et al.

Bongiorno, R., Bain, P., & Haslam, N. (2013). When sex doesn’t sell: Using sexualized images of women reduces support for
ethical campaigns. PLOS One, 8(12).

Bradley, M. M., & Lang, P.J. (2007). The International Affective Picture System (IAPS) in the study of emotion and attention.
In A. Coan, & J. J. B. Allen (Eds.), Series in affective science. Handbook of emotion elicitation and assessment (pp. 29—46).
Oxford University Press.

Calogero, R. M. (2013). Objects don’t object: Evidence that self-objectification disrupts women’s social activism. Psychological
Science, 24(3), 312-318. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612452574

Calogero, R. M., Tylka, T. L., Donnelly, L. C., McGetrick, A., & Leger, A. M. (2017). Trappings of femininity: A test of the
“beauty as currency” hypothesis in shaping college women’s gender activism. Body Image, 21, 66-70. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.bodyim.2017.02.008

Cassese, C. (2021). Partisan dehumanization in American politics. Political Behavior, 43(1), 29-50. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11109-019-09545-w

Cikara, M., Eberhardt, J. L., & Fiske, S. T. (2011). From agents to objects: Sexist attitudes and neural responses to sexualized
targets. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 23(3), 540-551.

Coppock, A. (2019). Generalizing from survey experiments conducted on Mechanical Turk: A replication approach. Political
Science Research and Methods 7(3), 613—628.

Cowie, L. J., Greaves, L. M., & Sibley, C. G. (2019). Sexuality and sexism: Differences in ambivalent sexism across gender and
sexual identity. Personality and Individual Differences, 148, 85-89. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.05.023

Daniels, E. A., & Zurbriggen, E. L. (2016). It’s not the right way to do stuff on facebook:” An investigation of adolescent girls’
and young women’s attitudes toward sexualized photos on social media. Sexuality & Culture, 20(4), 936-964. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/s12119-016-9367-9

Feltman, C., & Szymanski D. (2018). Instagram use and self-objectification: The roles of internalization, comparison,
appearance commentary, and feminism. Sex Roles 78(5): 311-324.

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A.J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed) stereotype content: Competence and warmth
respectively follow from perceived status and competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878-902.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878

Fox, J., & Potocki, B. (2016). Lifetime video game consumption, interpersonal aggression, hostile sexism, and rape myth
acceptance: A cultivation perspective. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 31(10), 1912-1931. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260515570747

Fredrickson, B. L., & Roberts, T.-A. (1997). Objectification theory: Toward understanding women’s lived experiences and
mental health risks. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 21(2), 173-206.

Funk, M. E., & Coker, C. R. (2016). She’s hot, for a politician: The impact of objectifying commentary on perceived credibility
of female candidates. Communication Studies, 67(4), 455—473. https://doi.org/10.1080/10510974.2016.1196380

Galdi, S., Maass, A., & Cadinu, M. (2014). Objectifying media: Their effect on gender role norms and sexual harassment of
women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 38(3), 398—413.

Gervais, S. J., Vescio, T. K., Maass, A., Forster, J., & Suitner, C. (2012). Seeing women as objects: The sexual body part
recognition bias. European Journal of Social Psychology, 42, 743-753. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1890

Gothreau. (2021). Sex objects: How self-objectification undermines political efficacy and engagement. Journal of Women,
Politics & Policy, 42(4), 275-296. https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2021.1941630

Gothreau, C., Arceneaux, K., & Friesen, A. (2022). Hostile, benevolent, implicit: How different shades of sexism impact
gendered policy attitudes. Frontiers in Political Science, 4. https://doi.org/10.3389/fp0s.2022.817309

Gothreau, C. M., Alvarez, A. M., & Friesen, A. (2023). Objectified and dehumanized: Does objectification impact perceptions
of women political candidates? Journal of Experimental Political Science, 10(2) 174-187. https://doi.org/10.1017/
XPS.2022.15

Graff, K., Murnen, S. K., & Smolak, L. (2012). Too sexualized to be taken seriously? Perceptions of a girl in childlike
vs. sexualizing clothing. Sex Roles, 66(11-12), 764—775. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0145-3

Green, D., & Aronow, P. (2011). Analyzing experimental data using regression: When is bias a practical concern? Working
paper, Yale University.

Gruenfeld, D. H., Inesi, M. E., Magee, J. C., & Galinsky, A. D. (2008). Power and the objectification of social targets. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 95(1), 111-127. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.111

Harris, L. T., & Fiske, S. T. (2006). Dehumanizing the lowest of the low: Neuro-imaging responses to extreme out-groups.
Psychological Science, 17, 847-853.

Heflick, N. A., & Goldenberg, J. L. (2009). Objectifying Sarah Palin: Evidence that objectification causes women to be
perceived as less competent and less fully human. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(3), 598-601. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.02.008

Heflick, N. A., Goldenberg, J. L., Cooper, D. P., & Puvia, E. (2011). From women to objects: Appearance focus, target gender,
and perceptions of warmth, morality, and competence. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47, 572-581. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.12.020

https://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612452574
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2017.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2017.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09545-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09545-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.05.023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-016-9367-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-016-9367-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515570747
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515570747
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510974.2016.1196380
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1890
https://doi.org/10.1080/1554477X.2021.1941630
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpos.2022.817309
https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2022.15
https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2022.15
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-012-0145-3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5

Can exposure to sexual objectification impact policy attitudes? Evidence from two survey experiments 225

Jelen, T. G. (2015). Gender role beliefs and attitudes toward abortion: A cross-national exploration. Journal of Research in
Gender Studies, 5(1), 11-22.

Loughnan, S., Pina, A., Vasquez, E. A., & Puvia, E. (2013). Sexual objectification increases rape victim blame and decreases
perceived suffering. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37, 455—461. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684313485718

McDade-Montez, E., Wallander, J., & Cameron, L. (2017). Sexualization in U.S. Latina and white girls’ preferred children’s
television programs. Sex Roles, 77, 1-15.

Morris, K. L., Goldenberg, J., & Boyd, P. (2018). Women as animals, women as objects: Evidence for two forms of
objectification. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(9), 1302-1314. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218765739

Nussbaum, M. C. (1995). Objectification. Philosophy ¢~ Public Affairs, 24, 249-291.

Quinn, D. M., Kallen, R. W., Twenge, J. M., & Fredrickson, B. L. (2006). The disruptive effect of self-objectification on
performance. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30(1), 59—64.

Stankiewicz, J. M., & Rosselli, F. (2008). Women as sex objects and victims in print advertisements. Sex Roles 58(7-8),
579-589.

Swami, V., & Voracek, M. (2013). Associations among men’s sexist attitudes, objectification of women, and their own drive for
muscularity. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 14(2), 168—174. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028437

Utych, S. (2018). How dehumanization influences attitudes toward immigrants. Political Research Quarterly, 71(2), 440-452.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912917744897

Vasquez, E. A,, Ball, L., Loughnan, S., & Pina, A. (2018). The object of my aggression: Sexual objectification increases physical
aggression toward women. Aggressive Behavior, 44(1), 5-17. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21719

Ward, L. M., Daniels, E. A., Zurbriggen, E. L., Rosenscruggs, D. (2023). The sources and consequences of sexual
objectification. Nature Reviews Psychology, 2(8), 496—513. https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-023-00192-x

Waytz, A., Morewedge, C. K., Epley, N., Monteleone, G., Gao, J. H., & Cacioppo, J. T. (2010). Making sense by making
sentient: Effectance motivation increases anthropomorphism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 99(3), 410—-435.

Wright, P. J., & Funk, M. (2014). Pornography consumption and opposition to affirmative action for women: A prospective
study. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 38(2), 208-221. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684313498853

Wright, P. J., & Tokunaga, R. S. (2016). Men’s objectifying media consumption, objectification of women, and attitudes
supportive of violence against women. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 45(4), 955-964.

Zurbriggen, E. L., Ramsey, L. R., & Jaworski, B. K. (2011). Self- and partner-objectification in romantic relationships:
Associations with media consumption and relationship satisfaction. Sex Roles, 64(7-8), 449—462. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11199-011-9933-4

Cite this article: Gothreau, C. M., Schuessler, J., & Alvarez, A. M. (2024). Can exposure to sexual objectification impact
policy attitudes? Evidence from two survey experiments. Politics and the Life Sciences, 43, 216-225. https://doi.org/10.1017/
pls.2024.5

https://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684313485718
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218765739
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028437
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912917744897
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21719
https://doi.org/10.1038
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684313498853
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-9933-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-9933-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5
https://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5
https://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.5

	Can exposure to sexual objectification impact policy attitudes? Evidence from two survey experiments
	The connection between objectification and political attitudes
	Experimental design
	Study 1
	Study 2

	Results
	Limitations and conclusions
	Data availability statement
	Supplementary material
	Competing interest
	References


