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Abstract

Numerous studies have demonstrated the harmful effects of sexual objectification on well-being.
However, despite the rapid growth of the #MeToo movement, which has raised public awareness
about sexual harassment, there has been much less research investigating the role of sexually
objectifying behaviours in motivating people to try to tackle this issue through collective action
(e.g., signing petitions, engaging in protests) and the process through which this occurs. Across
two studies, we tested whether experiencing sexually objectifying behaviours motivates women
to be willing to engage in collective action against sexual objectification via feelings of anger
toward women being the target of such actions (i.e., group-based anger). In Studies 1 (n = 127)
and 2 (n = 159), female participants rated the extent to which they had been the target of sexually
objectifying behaviours, their feelings of group-based anger, and their willingness to engage in
collective action against sexual objectification. We found that sexual objectification positively
predicted the willingness to engage in collective action and that this relationship was mediated
by feelings of group-based anger. This pattern suggests that experiencing numerous instances of
sexual objectification is likely to result in women feeling group-based anger and that this anger,
in turn, promotes collective action against sexual objectification. Therefore, our research
demonstrates one process through which sexual objectification promotes a willingness to engage
in collective action.
Keywords: Sexual harassment; collective behaviour; anger; self-objectification
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From Gaze to Outrage: The Role of Group-Based Anger in Mediating the Relationship between
Sexual Objectification and Collective Action
Sexual objectification involves being regarded as a sexual object rather than a human
being and may occur through a variety of actions, including receiving inappropriate comments,
sexualized gazing, or being groped. Sexual objectification is commonly experienced by women
(Holland, Koval, Stratemeyer, Thomson, & Haslam, 2017; Swim, Hyers, Cohen, & Ferguson,
2001) and is prevalent in numerous situations, ranging from education and work to commuting
and social settings (Brinkman & Rickard, 2009; Fairchild & Rudman, 2008). Experiencing
sexually objectifying behaviours has led to numerous women undertaking collective action
against sexual objectification, as demonstrated by the #MeToo Movement. Indeed, across the
world there have been petitions, activist organisations, social media campaigns, and protests
designed to tackle sexual objectification. The aim of this research was to assess the process
through which experiencing sexual objectification promotes collective action.
Objectification theory (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997) suggests that women are frequently
objectified within society, either through the mass media or as targets of sexually objectifying
behaviours. According to this theory, this constant exposure to objectification has the potential to
cause women to internalise this perspective and evaluate themselves based on their physical
appearance. This theory suggests that when this self-objectification occurs it increases
appearance-related concerns and thus the likelihood of women developing various mental health
conditions, such as eating disorders and depression. Although this theory focuses on the role of
self-objectification on well-being, researchers have assessed the influence of self-objectification
on women’s perceptions and behaviours in other domains. Indeed, it has been argued that selfobjectification may result in targets internalising negative societal views of their group and thus

FROM GAZE TO OUTRAGE

4

accepting their low status position (Calogero & Jost, 2011; Zurbriggen, 2013). In line with this
reasoning, research has suggested that self-objectification positively predicts the belief that
gender relations are fair and that this belief, in turn, reduces the likelihood of women engaging in
collective action against gender inequality (Calogero, 2013; Calogero, Tylka, Donnelly,
McGetrick, & Leger, 2017). As such, this research suggests self-objectification deters collective
action.
It is important to note that objectification theory suggests that sexual objectification does
not always result in self-objectification. Indeed, experiencing sexual objectification may elicit a
variety of responses (Fairchild & Rudman, 2008; Shepherd, 2019). These studies focus on
interpersonal responses to sexual objectification. We aimed to extend this research by assessing
collective responses to sexual objectification, such as the willingness to engage in collective
action against sexual objectification. Research has found that experiencing other forms of gender
discrimination motivates women to engage in collective action (Iyer & Ryan, 2009; Leonard,
Moons, Mackie, & Smith, 2011) and that observing others being sexually objectified motivates
women to undertake action against sexual objectification (Chaudoir & Quinn, 2010; Guizzo,
Cadinu, Galdi, Maass, & Latrofa, 2017). Therefore, although self-objectification may deter
collective action, personally experiencing sexual objectification may promote collective action.
We argue that experiencing sexual objectification is likely to promote collective action through
the emotions that are elicited.
Emotional Reactions to Sexual Objectification
Emotions are elicited when the interpretation of the situation matches an emotional
appraisal (Frijda, Kuipers, Ter Schure, 1989). Indeed, anger is felt when people make the
appraisal that they have been subjected to a harmful illegitimate action (Smith & Lazarus, 1993).
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For example, targets of sexual objectification are likely to feel angry when they view this action
as harmful and illegitimate (Shepherd, 2019; Swim et al., 2001). This previous research has
focused on feelings of interpersonal anger following sexual objectification. However, it is also
possible to experience group-based emotions through the association with a group (Doosje,
Branscombe, Spears, & Manstead, 1998; Smith, 1993). Indeed, group-based anger is felt when
people believe that their group (e.g., women) have been the target of a harmful illegitimate action
(Gordijn, Wigboldus, & Yzerbyt, 2001; Leach, Snider, & Iyer, 2002). For example, research has
suggested that women are likely to feel group-based anger following gender discrimination (Iyer
& Ryan, 2009; Pennekamp, Doosje, Zebel, & Fischer, 2007). Given this association, it is likely
that sexual objectification also will elicit group-based anger.
Anger is an action-orientated emotion that motivates the individual to try to resolve the
injustice (Frijda et al., 1989). For example, feeling interpersonal anger toward sexual
objectification motivates the target to confront the perpetrating individual (Shepherd, 2019).
Interestingly, when group-based anger is experienced, people are likely to confront the
perpetrating group and are therefore likely to engage in some form of collective action (Van
Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008; Van Zomeren, Spears, Fischer, & Leach, 2004). Indeed,
numerous studies have demonstrated the role of group-based anger in promoting collective
action (Leonard et al., 2011; Livingstone, Spears, Manstead, & Bruder, 2009; Tausch et al.,
2011).
Importantly, these processes have been demonstrated in the objectification literature. For
example, Chaudoir and Quinn (2010) found that witnessing sexually objectifying behaviour
toward others motivates women to take action and that this is due to feelings of group-based
anger. Similarly, watching a video criticising sexual objectification by the media promotes

FROM GAZE TO OUTRAGE

6

collective action through feelings of group-based anger (Guizzo et al., 2017). Therefore, it is
likely that sexual objectification will promote collective action through feelings of group-based
anger.
The Present Studies
As we mentioned, previous research has assessed the role of self-objectification on
collective action (Calogero, 2013; Calogero et al., 2017) or the role of mass media objectification
on collective action (Guizzo et al., 2017). However, despite the strong theoretical rationale, to
our knowledge there is little research assessing whether personally experiencing sexual
objectification promotes collective action via feelings of group-based anger. This was the aim of
the current research. We hypothesised that experiencing sexually objectifying behaviours would
increase feelings of group-based anger and that these feelings, in turn, would promote a
willingness to engage in collective action against sexual objectification. This hypothesis was
tested across three studies. A pilot study assessed whether, in line with our rationale,
experiencing sexual objectification promoted a willingness to engage in collective action. Studies
1 and 2 then tested our hypothesised model by determining whether group-based anger mediated
this relationship.
Pilot Study
The main aim of our Pilot Study was to test whether being sexually objectified promotes
collective action against the objectification of women. As such, the primary variables of interest
were sexual objectification and the willingness to engage in collective action. However, the
collective action literature suggests that people are also likely to take action when they feel
others support their opinion (i.e., social opinion support; Van Zomeren et al., 2004). Feeling that
others have also been sexually objectified may encourage women who have experienced
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objectification to take action. Therefore, our Pilot Study also aimed to see whether this
relationship was moderated by social opinion support.
It is also important to ensure that any relationship between sexual objectification and the
willingness to engage in collective action is not due to other variables. For example, people are
more likely to engage in collective action when they believe others will also want to take action
(i.e., social action support; Van Zomeren et al., 2004). As such, it was important to determine
that any effect of sexual objectification or the social opinion support variable was not due to this
social action support. Similarly, sexual objectification is positively associated with body shame
(Kozee, Tylka, Augustus-Horvath, & Denchik, 2007) and negatively associated with self-esteem
(Tylka & Sabik, 2010). Therefore, it was also important to test whether sexual objectification
predicted the willingness to engage in collective action after controlling for these variables.
Method
Participants and design. Participants were recruited for the present online study via
adverts on social media websites and a course-credit system. The study was advertised as
investigating the relationship between the objectification of women and collective action. To
take part, participants had to be 18 years-old or older, female, and must not have been diagnosed
with an eating disorder. A total of 149 women started our study. Twelve participants withdrew
before the end of the study and were thus removed from the sample, leaving a total of 137
women, aged between 18 and 49 years (M = 21.62, SD = 5.26). Participants were most likely to
be students (n = 112, 81.75%). There were similar numbers of women who were single (n = 66,
48.18%) and in a relationship (n = 70, 51.09%; 1 participant was divorced/separated).
The study had a two (social opinion support manipulation: control versus experimental)
by continuous variable (perceived sexual objectification) between-participants design. The
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dependent variable was the women’s willingness to engage in collective action against sexual
objectification. The covariates were participants’ perception that other women will want to take
action against objectification (e.g., social action support), body shame, and self-esteem.
Materials and procedure. After giving consent, participants completed the interpersonal
sexual objectification scale (for full scale, see Kozee et al., 2007). This well-validated 15-item
sexual-objectification measure assessed the extent to which participants felt that they had been
objectified over the last year. This scale included items assessing sexual objectification related to
both body evaluation (e.g., “How often have you been whistled at while walking down a street?”)
and unwanted sexual advances (e.g., ‘How often has someone grabbed or pinched one of your
private body areas against your will?’). Each item was rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (Never) to
5 (Almost Always). Ratings across all items were averaged to yield an overall measure of
experiences of sexual objectification such that higher scores indicated greater levels of sexual
objectification (α = .92).
We then manipulated social opinion support. All participants read the following
information that defined sexual objectification and discussed sexual objectification in the media
toward celebrities:
Objectification is the act of viewing someone as an object rather than a human
being. This often occurs in the form of sexual objectification. This involves
viewing a person (usually a women) as a sex object.
There are numerous factors that that been suggested to influence the
objectification of women. For example, women are often objectified in the mass
media through adverts, films, and television shows. Indeed, a recent report
assessed 11 British newspapers and found that there was excessive sexual

FROM GAZE TO OUTRAGE

9

objectification of women in the media. Moreover, Jennifer Lawrence, the Hunger
Games star, has criticised the media for their objectification of women, and their
criticism regarding her appearance. She refers to it as "like being in high school"
and suggests that the media are bad role models for young people by making them
think it is "OK to point at people and call them fat or ugly."
Emma Watson has also recently spoken out on sexualisation and
objectification. In her powerful speech regarding the issue, she discussed how she
had been "sexualised by certain elements of the press since the age of 14" and
how "girlfriends dropped out of sports teams due to the fear of appearing
muscular" and not fitting the social stereotype of how femininity and the female
body should look. This demonstrates the objectification that has been felt some
celebrities.
Participants were then randomly allocated into the control or experimental condition.
Participants in the experimental (but not the control) condition then read additional information
that emphasised the prevalence of sexual objectification:
Research has found that the vast majority of women feel that they have been
objectified. A recent study has found that 94% of female students reported
unwanted sexual comments or behaviours at least once over the previous semester.
Similar rates of objectification are likely in the general population. This
demonstrates the prevalence of sexual objectification toward women. Indeed,
most women seem to have experienced sexual objectification in the recent past.
Following this experimental manipulation, all participants completed a two-item manipulation
check. These items were: “I think other women are likely to feel objectified” and “I think other
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women are likely to have been objectified” (see Van Zomeren et al., 2004). These items were
rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The ratings of
these items were averaged to create a measure in which higher scores reflected a greater belief
that other women had been objectified (r = .60, p < .001).
Next, we measured three covariates. First, participants completed the following two items
assessing social action support: “I think other women will want to do something against the
objectification of women” and “I think other women will want to show their opposition to the
objectification of women” (see Van Zomeren et al., 2004). These items were rated on a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). Ratings of these items were
averaged to create an overall measure of social action support in which higher scores indicated a
greater belief that other women will want to take action against sexual objectification (r = .71, p
< .001). Second, participants completed a well-validated single-item measure of self-esteem (“I
have high self esteem”), rated on a scale from 1 (Not very true of me) to 5 (Very true of me) (see
Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001). Third, this measure was followed by an eight-item body
shame scale (for full scale, see McKinley & Hyde, 1996). These items included “I feel ashamed
of myself when I haven’t made the effort to look my best,” “I would be ashamed for people to
know what I really weigh,” and “I never worry that something is wrong with me when I am not
exercising as much as I could” (reverse scored). These items were rated on a 7-point scale from 1
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The average rating across these items was used to
create an overall measure of body shame in which higher scores indicated greater body shame (α
= .87).
Participants then rated their willingness to engage in collective action against the
objectification of women. This seven-item measure assessed whether participants would wear a
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badge, join a Facebook group, join a protest, begin a petition, sign a petition, buy and wear a
band, and join an email list against the objectification of women. Each item was rated on a 7point scale from 1 (Definitely Not) to 7 (Definitely). The ratings of these items were averaged to
create a measure in which higher scores indicated a greater willingness to engage in collective
action (α = .93).
Statistical analysis. First, we used ANOVAs to assess the effect of the social opinion
support manipulation on the variables. Following this, we used correlation and linear regression
analyses to assess the relationship between sexual objectification and the willingness to engage
in collective action. Finally, the moderating role of social opinion support was assessed using the
PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013).
Results
Logarithmic transformations were applied to the manipulation check (i.e., social opinion
support) and social action support variables to correct for outliers. Prior to these transformations
the means for the social opinion and social action support variables were 4.01 (SD = 0.66) and
3.87 (SD = 0.78), respectively.
Effect of social opinion support. ANOVAs were then undertaken to determine the effect
of the manipulation on the manipulation check and the other variables. The manipulation did not
have a significant effect on the manipulation check or any of the other variables (see Table 1).
Therefore, this manipulation was not discussed further. However, in the subsequent analyses we
are able to assess the influence of social opinion support using the measured manipulation check
variable.
Association between objectification and collective action. Next, correlation analyses
were undertaken to assess the association between the variables. As hypothesised, the
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objectification measure was positively associated with willingness to engage in collective action
against sexual objectification (see Table 2). The objectification measure was also positively
associated with social opinion support and body shame. Moreover, the willingness to engage in
collective action was also positively associated with social opinion and social action support. By
contrast, body shame and self-esteem were not associated with collective action. These results
suggest that sexual objectification was positively associated with collective action. However,
given the association of these variables with the covariates, it was important to assess that the
unique predictive power of sexual objectification.
We used linear multiple regression analysis to assess the unique predictive power of the
objectification measure on the willingness to engage in collective action after accounting for the
covariates. This model account for 20% of the variance in the willingness to engage in collective
action, F(5, 129) = 6.59, p < .001. Importantly, the objectification measure remained a
significant positive predictor of collective action after accounting for the covariates (see Table 3).
Interestingly, social action support positively, and self-esteem negatively, predicted collective
action. All other covariates were not significant. Therefore, sexual objectification is a robust
predictor of the willingness to engage in collective action.
Moderating role of social opinion support. Although the manipulation did not have a
significant effect on the variables, it was possible to assess the moderating role of social opinion
support using the manipulation check measure. As such, we assessed the interaction between the
objectification and the social opinion support measure on the willingness to engage in collective
action. This interaction was assessed using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013; Model 1). In this
analysis, there was a significant main effect of objectification (B = 0.49, SE = 0.18, p = .007) and
social opinion support (B = 2.43, SE = 0.82, p = .004). However, the interaction between these
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variables did not have a significant effect on collective action (B = -1.34, SE = 1.26, p = .289).
These results suggest the relationship between objectification and the willingness to engage in
collective action did not vary based on social opinion support.
Discussion
Previous research has suggested that self-objectification is negative associated with
collective action (Calogero, 2013). In our study, we extended this research by demonstrating that
experiencing sexual objectification was positively associated with the willingness to engage in
collective action against the objectification of women. Importantly, this relationship remained
significant after controlling for a series of covariates. Our findings suggest that experiencing
sexual objectification motivates women to take collective action against sexual objectification.
Interestingly, our social opinion support manipulation did not have a significant effect on the
manipulation check variable. This non-significant effect may reflect the fact that the mean level
of social opinion support was high. Indeed, the pre-transformation mean was 4 on a 5-point scale.
This high mean may have made it difficult to manipulate this variable. Despite this shortcoming,
further analysis revealed that the measured social opinion support variable did not moderate the
relationship between sexual objectification and collective action. This non-finding may reflect
the fact that the prevalence of sexual objectification may have resulted in the participants
believing that most women are likely to have experienced sexual objectification and are thus
willing to take action. Given this non-significant interaction, in the further studies social opinion
support was treated as a covariate rather than a moderating variable.
The results from our Pilot Study were promising. However, it was important to assess the
process through which the effect occurs. As we mentioned, we hypothesised that sexual
objectification should promote a willingness to engage in collective action via feelings of group-
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based anger. We expected that experiencing sexual objectification should result in women
feeling anger toward the treatment they receive by men and that this group-based anger should
motivate women to engage in collective action. Therefore, it was important to extend the
findings of the Pilot Study by testing this mediation model. This was the aim of Study 1.
Study 1
There were numerous differences between the Pilot Study and Study 1. First, as we
mentioned, Study 1 measured group-based anger to test the mediation model. Second, Study 1
attempted to manipulate sexual objectification in order to establish causality. Based on previous
research (Calogero, 2013), participants in the objectified condition were asked to describe a time
when they had been sexually objectified. By contrast, participants in the control condition were
asked to describe the previous day. Based on research on the availability heuristic (Schwarz et al.,
1991), we expected the experimental manipulation to increase the ease with which such
examples come to mind and thus the perceived frequency of sexual objectification.
Third, Study 1 further tested the robustness of the findings by including additional
covariates. Calogero (2013) suggested that self-objectification should deter collective action. As
such, it was important to assess the role of this variable on the mediation model. Previous
research also has suggested that collective action is predicted by the belief that the group will be
effective in making a change (i.e., group efficacy; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). Therefore, we
controlled for group-efficacy in Study 1. Moreover, although discrimination may promote groupbased anger (Chaudoir & Quinn, 2010; Iyer & Ryan, 2009), the belief that this tarnishes the
group’s image may also result in the elicitation of group-based shame (Matheson & Anisman,
2009). Therefore, we also measured group-based shame.
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Finally, research has suggested that although most women are likely to view sexual
objectification negatively, some women may have a benign response and instead view such
experiences positively (Fairchild & Rudman, 2008; Liss, Erchull, & Ramsey, 2011). This
reasoning suggests that it is possible that the relationship between sexual objectification and
collective action may vary depending on the extent to which such actions are viewed as
illegitimate. Therefore, we also assessed the moderating role of perceived illegitimacy.
Method
Participants and design. Participants were recruited for this online study using adverts
on social media and a course-credit system. The study was advertised as looking into women’s
thoughts, feelings and actions toward objectification. Participants were required to be 18 yearsold or older and female. For ethical reasons, participants were asked not to take part if they had
an eating disorder or were likely to feel distressed when discussing instances of sexual
objectification. We recruited 151 women for this study. We removed 24 participants for not
completing the study, leaving a final sample of 127 women. The age range was 18–41 years-old
(M = 20.10, SD = 3.54). Participants were most likely to be students (n = 117, 92.13%). There
were more single participants (n = 71, 55.91%) than participants in a relationship (n = 54,
42.52%; 1 participant was divorced/separated and 1 participant selected other).
The present study had a two conditions (sexual objectification: control versus objectified)
by continuous moderating variable (perceived illegitimacy) between-participants design. The
dependent variable was the willingness to engage in collective action. The mediating variable
was group-based anger. The covariates were social opinion support, social action support, body
shame, self-esteem, group-efficacy, and group-based shame.
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Materials and procedure. After giving consent, participants completed a four-item scale
measuring perceived illegitimacy. The items were: “Objectifying women is wrong,”
“Objectifying women is illegitimate,” “It is legitimate to objectify women” (reversed scored),
and “It is ok to objectify women” (reverse scored). These items were rated on a 5-point scale
from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The rating across these items was averaged to
create a measure in which higher scores indicated greater perceived illegitimacy of
objectification (α = .73).
Following this assessment, participants were randomly allocated into either the
objectified or control condition. Participants in the objectified condition described a time when
they had been objectified:
We would like to know your experiences of sexual objectification. Please think
of a time when you have been sexually objectified. This may involve being
whistled at, someone staring at parts of your body, or being touched against your
will. In the box below, please describe a time when you have been sexually
objectified. In this description please state when this occurred, who objectified
you, how this occurred, and how you felt and responded to this.

In contrast, participants in the control condition described what they had done the previous day
We would like to know about your average day. Please think of what you did
yesterday. In the box below, please describe what you did yesterday. In this
description please state who you met during the day, what you did, and how you
felt and acted.
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We expected this manipulation to alter the perceived frequency of sexual objectification.
As such, the interpersonal sexual objectification scale that we used in our Pilot Study was
included as a manipulation check (Kozee et al., 2007). In line with the Pilot Study, the ratings
across all items were averaged to create an overall measure of sexual objectification in which
higher scores indicated greater sexual objectification (α = .91). This scale was followed by the
self-objectification measure (Noll & Fredrickson, 1998). Participants were presented with ten
traits relating to their physical self-concept. Five of these traits were related to the participant’s
appearance (physical attractiveness, weight, sex appeal, body measurements, and firm/sculpted
muscles), whereas the remaining five were more instrumental and thus not related to the
participant’s appearance (health, strength, energy level, physical coordination, and physical
fitness). Participants were required to rank the importance of each of these traits on their physical
self-concept from 0 (least impact on my physical self-concept) to 9 (greatest impact on my
physical self-concept). Typically, researchers obtain a measure of self-objectification by
subtracting the sum of the instrumental trait rankings from the sum of the appearance trait
rankings. However, using the sum of these traits is problematic because missing data have the
potential to bias the participant’s score. Unfortunately, participants often finding this measure
difficult to complete (Calogero, 2011), increasing the likelihood of having missing data.
Although for each of our participants the number of missing items was relatively small (M = 0.57,
SD = 1.35), it was important to ensure that any missing data did not bias the results. To avoid
this bias, we used the mean of the completed items rather than the sum of all items. We then
subtracted the mean ranking for the instrumental from the mean ranking of the appearancerelated traits to obtain a measure in which higher scores reflected greater self-objectification.
Importantly, this score was highly correlated with the score obtained when using the sum of the
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traits (r = .93, p < .001), thereby creating an appropriate measure of self-objectification that is
not bias by missing data.
Next, participants completed the two-item social opinion support (r = .67, p < .001) and
social action support (r = .78, p < .001) measures used in our Pilot Study. The measure was
calculated in the same way as in the Pilot Study. Participants then completed the group-based
emotion measures. Because Study 1 aimed to assess group-based emotions, the wording of the
items related to the ingroup (women) rather than the individual. As such, participants were asked:
“The objectification of women makes me feel [emotion word].” The emotion words were angry,
annoyed, furious, and outraged (Shepherd, Spears, & Manstead, 2013). The shame words were
ashamed, disgraced, humiliated, and embarrassed (Schmader & Lickel, 2006). Each item was
rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Very much). An overall measure of each emotion
was created by averaging the ratings of the emotion items (α = .96 for anger and α = .91 for
shame). This created a measure in which greater scores indicated higher levels of the emotion.
Participants then completed a four-item group-efficacy scale. Based on previous research
(Van Zomeren et al., 2004), the items were: “I think that together we are able to change the
situation,” “I think that we are able to stop women being objectified,” “I think that we are
unlikely to change the situation” (reverse scored), and “I think that we will not be able to stop
women being objectified” (reverse scored). All items were rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (Not
at all) to 5 (Very much). The ratings of these items was then averaged to create a measure in
which high scores indicated greater group efficacy (α = .89). We then used the same measures
from the Pilot Study to assess self-esteem (a single item), body shame (α = .89), and the
willingness to engage in collective action (α = .92). In line with the Pilot Study, the average
rating across all items was used to create the body shame and collective action measures.
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Statistical analysis. Initially, we conducted ANOVAs to assess the effect of the sexual
objectification manipulation on the variables. Correlation analyses were then used to assess the
association between the variables. Next, we used the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013) to assess
the moderating role of perceived illegitimacy and our mediation model.
Results
We applied an inverse transformation to the perceived illegitimacy and social opinion
support variables to correct for outliers. For similar reasons, a logarithmic transformation was
applied to the social action support variable. Prior to these transformations, the means for these
variable were 4.29 (SD = 0.65) for perceived illegitimacy, 4.37 (SD = 0.62) for social opinion
support, and 4.09 (SD = 0.76) for social action support.
Effect of objectification. Next, ANOVAs assessed the effect of the objectification
manipulation on the objectification measure and other variables. The objectification
manipulation did not have a significant effect on the objectification measure (see Table 4).
Instead, this manipulation had a significant effect on social opinion support. The manipulation
did not have a significant effect on the other variables. Given this manipulation only had a
significant effect on a covariate and not the main variables of interest in our study, the effects of
this manipulation were not discussed further. Instead, the objectification measure was used to
assess the influence of sexual objectification on the willingness to engage in collective action.
Associations between variables. Correlation analyses demonstrated that in line with the
Pilot Study, the objectification measure was positively associated with the willingness to engage
in collective action (see Table 2). Importantly for our mediation hypothesis, the objectification
measure was also positively associated with group-based anger. The objectification measure was
also positively associated with perceived illegitimacy, social opinion and action support, group-
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based shame, and body shame. Moreover, collective action was positively associated with groupbased anger, further supporting our mediation hypothesis. Collective action was also associated
with perceived illegitimacy, social opinion and action support, group-based shame, and group
efficacy.
Moderating role of perceived illegitimacy. Prior to testing our mediation hypothesis, it
was important to assess the moderating role of perceived illegitimacy. This moderation was
tested using the PROCESS macro (Model 1, Hayes, 2013). For the collective action measure,
there was a significant main effect of objectification (B = 0.71, SE = 0.17, p < .001) and
perceived illegitimacy (B = 2.09, SE = 0.45, p < .001). However, the interaction between the
objectification measure and perceived illegitimacy did not have a significant effect on the
willingness to engage in collective action (B = -0.13, SE = 0.67, p = .848). For the group-based
anger measure, further analysis revealed a significant main effect of objectification (B = 0.59, SE
= 0.13, p < .001) and perceived illegitimacy (B = 2.26, SE = 0.35, p < .001). However, the
interaction between these two variables did not predict group-based anger (B = 0.05, SE = 0.52, p
= .917). As such, these results found little support for the hypothesis that the role of sexual
objectification on the willingness to engage in collective action was moderated by perceived
illegitimacy.
Mediating role of group-based anger. Given the lack of evidence for moderation, we
assessed a simple mediation model in which the relationship from sexual objectification
(independent variable) to the willingness to engage in collective action (dependent variable)
occurred via group-based anger (mediator). This model was assessed by calculating the 95%
confidence intervals for the indirect pathway using 5,000 bootstrap resamples (Hayes, 2013).
The regression model from this analysis revealed that sexual objectification positively predicted
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group-based anger and that this anger, in turn, positively predicted the willingness to engage in
collective action (see Figure 1). Interestingly, the direct pathway from the objectification
measure to collective action became nonsignificant after controlling for group-based anger.
Importantly, the confidence intervals did not contain zero for the indirect pathway (95% CI [0.37,
0.87]). This pattern suggests a significant indirect effect from objectification to the willingness
to engage in collective action via group-based anger.
It was important to test the robustness of the mediation model. This is especially
important given the associations between the variables in this mediation model and the
covariates. Therefore, these data were reanalysed with the covariates and the manipulation
entered into the model. Importantly, the indirect effect remained significant after controlling for
these variables (95% CI [0.08, 0.44]). Interestingly, in this analysis group-based anger was the
only variable to significantly predict the willingness to engage in collective action.
Given the correlational data, it could be argued that the reverse mediation model may be
apparent in these studies (i.e., sexual objectification predicts group-based anger via collective
action). Therefore, it was also important to test this reverse mediation model. The indirect effect
for this reverse mediation model was significant in Study 1 (95% CI [0.29, 0.68]). Therefore,
although there is evidence for our hypothesised model, it is also important to consider the reverse
mediation model (see Discussion).
Discussion
Study 1 supported the Pilot Study by demonstrating that sexual objectification is
positively related to the willingness to engage in collective action. Moreover, Study 1 suggested
that this relationship was mediated by group-based anger. Being objectified increased feelings of
group-based anger, which in turn promoted a willingness to engage in collective action against
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the objectification of women. Importantly, this relationship remained after controlling for a series
of covariates, demonstrating the robustness of the mediation model. It should be noted that we
found statistical evidence for a reverse mediation model in which sexual objectification predicted
group-based anger through collective action. However, despite this statistical rationale, there was
not a strong theoretical rationale. Indeed, numerous studies have suggested that harmful actions
predict collective action via feelings of group-based anger (Guizzo et al., 2017; Iyer & Ryan,
2009; Van Zomeren et al., 2004). Therefore, the hypothesised model had a stronger theoretical
rationale than this reverse mediation model.
Unfortunately, the objectification manipulation did not have a significant effect on the
manipulation check (i.e., the perceived frequency of sexual objectification). It is possible that the
manipulation was effective, but that we failed to find an effect because we used an inappropriate
manipulation check. We may have found that the manipulation was effective if we used a
different measure as the manipulation check. The absence of an appropriate manipulation check
makes it difficult to draw conclusions about the manipulation. Indeed, we cannot determine
whether the manipulation was simply ineffective and thus did not influence group-based anger or
collective action, or whether the manipulation had a significant effect on sexual objectification
but not the emotions or collective action. Because of this shortcoming, we used an established
sexual objectification manipulation and manipulation check in Study 2 (Teng, Chen, Poon, &
Zhang, 2015).
In Study 1, we found little evidence that perceived illegitimacy moderated the role of
sexual objectification on the willingness to engage in collective action. This non-finding may be
due to participants viewing sexual objectification as highly illegitimate, as demonstrated by the
mean of this variable prior to the transformation (4.29 on a 5-point scale). This outcome is in line
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with other research demonstrating that although some women are likely to view sexual
objectification positively (Liss et al., 2011), the majority of women view such actions negatively
(Shepherd, 2019). This negativity may have reduced the likelihood of perceived illegitimacy
moderating the effects of sexual objectification.
Although the findings from Study 1 supported the hypothesised mediation model, it could
be argued that the effects may be mediated by interpersonal anger rather than group-based anger.
Indeed, it could be argued that participants may have experienced anger because they had
personally been harmed by sexual objectification (i.e., interpersonal anger) and this experience
may have promoted collective action. Therefore, Study 2 extended the findings of Study 1 by
testing whether the relationship between sexual objectification and the willingness to engage in
collective action was mediated by group-based, rather than interpersonal, anger.
Study 2
There were three main differences between Studies 1 and 2. First, in Study 2, we
manipulated objectification by asking participants in the objectified (but not the control)
condition to read a vignette in which they had been objectified by a man (see Teng et al., 2015).
Second, we altered the covariates that were included in this study. Across the Pilot Study and
Study 1, we demonstrated that a series of covariates could not account for the relationship
between sexual objectification and the willingness to engage in collective action. Given this
demonstration and to simplify the design, we did not include the majority of these covariates in
Study 2. The only exception to this exclusion was the inclusion of self-objectification because
this variable has been strongly implicated in such processes in previous research (Calogero,
2013). Third, because Study 2 focused on the role of interpersonal and group-based anger in
mediating the processes, we instead assessed emotion-based covariates. As we mentioned earlier,
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instances of discrimination may elicit feelings of shame (Matheson & Anisman, 2009). Therefore,
in Study 2 we tested whether group-based anger mediates these processes after accounting for
interpersonal anger, interpersonal shame, and group-based shame.
Although we used an established sexual objectification manipulation in Study 2, we also
included the interpersonal sexual objectification scale that was used in the Pilot Study and Study
1. This inclusion was because the manipulation and measure may assess different aspects of
sexual objectification. For the manipulation, participants were asked to consider a single
experience of sexual objectification. However, for the interpersonal sexual objectification scale
participants were asked to consider numerous instance of sexual objectification that they have
experienced over the last year. Being asked to consider numerous instances of sexual
objectification is likely to highlight numerous instances when different members of an outgroup
(i.e., men) have undertaken harmful actions. This process may result in participants being more
likely to view sexual objectification as an intergroup issue than when considering the single
instance of objectification in the manipulation. As such, the effects may be stronger for the
measure rather than the manipulation. Because of this possibility, it was important to include
both the established manipulation and measure of sexual objectification.
Method
Participants and design. Participants were recruited through adverts on social media
websites, online forums, and a course-credit system. The study was advertised to participants as
looking at women’s thoughts, feelings and actions toward objectification. To take part,
participants had to be 18 years-old or older, female, and must not have an eating disorder or be
likely to feel distressed when discussing objectification. Initially, 331 participants were initially
recruited for this study. We removed 171 participants for not completing the study. We also
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removed one participant for being younger than 18 years-old. Therefore, the final sample
consisted of 159 women. Participants were aged between 18 and 60 years (M = 26.47, SD = 8.39)
and were most likely to either be students (n = 69, 43.40%) or working full-time (n = 51,
32.08%). Participants were more likely to be in a relationship (n = 95, 59.75%) than single (n =
60, 37.74%; 3 participants were divorced/separated and 1 participant selected other).
This between-participants study had two independent variables: the sexual objectification
manipulation (control versus objectified) and the sexual objectification measure. The dependent
variable was the willingness to engage in collective action. The mediating variables were
interpersonal and group-based anger. Interpersonal and group-based shame and selfobjectification were the covariates.
Materials and procedure. After giving consent, participants were randomly allocated
into the control or the objectified condition. Participants in both conditions were asked to
imagine themselves interacting with a man. In the control condition participants were asked to
imagine that they had shared their opinions on an interesting topic, whereas participants in the
objectified condition were asked to imagine that the man had suggested he liked their body (for
full manipulation, see Teng et al., 2015). All participants then completed a four-item
manipulation check, adapted from Teng et al. (2015). These items were: “In the scenario, I felt
more like a body than a real person”; “In the scenario, I felt my body and my personality were
separate things”; “In the scenario, I was viewed more as an object than a human being”; and “It
was only my body, not my personality, that caught this man’s attention.” All items were rated on
a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The average rating across all
items was then calculated to create a measure in which higher scores indicate greater feelings of
being objectified (α = .90).
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The interpersonal emotions were then assessed. Participants were asked: “To what extent
would the way the man treated you in this scenario make you feel [emotion word],” rated from 1
(Not at all) to 5 (Very much). The anger (α = .94) and shame (α = .90) emotion words were
identical to Study 1. In order to disguise the nature of the manipulation, participants also rated
four neutral (indifferent, apathetic, unconcerned, and relaxed; α = .56) and four positive emotions
(happy, pleased, delighted, thrilled; α = .92). Although the indifference scale was not reliable,
this was not an issue because these filler items were only being used to disguise the manipulation.
To assess group-based emotions, participants were asked “As a woman, to what extent do you
feel [emotion word] about the objectification of women in general,” rated from 1 (Not at all) to 5
(Very much). The anger (α = .94) and shame (α = .89) words were identical to Study 1.
Participants then completed the collective action (α = .92), sexual objectification (α = .94), and
self-objectification measures we used in Study 1. For each of these scales, the overall measure
was calculated in the same way as in the Pilot Study and Study 1.
Statistical analysis. We used a series of analyses to assess whether the (manipulated and
measured) objectification variables predicted the willingness to engage in collective action and
the mediating role of interpersonal and group-based anger. First, we performed an ANOVA to
ensure that the objectification manipulation had a significant effect on the manipulation check
and other variables. Moreover, we used a Chi-squared analysis to ensure that attrition rates were
equivalent across both conditions (for a discussion, see Zhou & Fishbach, 2016). Following these
analyses, we assessed the relationship of objectification on the mediating variables (i.e., the
emotions). For the objectification measure, this relationship was assessed using correlation
analyses. If the manipulation was successful, we planned to assess the effect of this manipulation
on the emotions through a series of ANOVAs. Finally, we assessed the significance of the
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indirect pathway from the sexual objectification variables to the willingness to engage in
collective action via the emotions using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013).
Results
Manipulation check. Participants felt more objectified in the objectified than the control
condition (see Table 5). Therefore, the manipulation was successful. Interestingly, the
manipulation had a significant effect on the interpersonal emotions. By contrast, this
manipulation did not have a significant effect on the other variables. Further analyses revealed
that these findings needed to be interpreted with caution. This was because there was an
association between condition and withdrawing from the study after the manipulation, χ²(1) =
26.05, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .29, caused by people being less likely to complete the study in the
control (n = 60, 38.46%) than in the objectified condition (n = 99, 67.81%). This conditiondependent attrition violated the assumption of random assignment and suggested that the effect
of the manipulation may be bias by condition-dependent attrition (Zhou & Fishbach, 2016).
Given this bias, we do not discuss the effect of this manipulation on the variables because these
findings were questionable. Instead, our analyses focus on assessing the indirect effect of the
sexual objectification measure on the willingness to engage in collective action via the
interpersonal and group-based emotions. The effects of the manipulation were accounted for by
including this variable into the analyses as a covariate.
Sexual objectification, emotions, and collective action. Correlation analysis
demonstrated that the objectification, group-based anger, and the willingness to engage in
collective action variables were positively associated, thereby providing preliminary support for
the mediation model. These measures were also positively associated with all the other variables,
except self-objectification and interpersonal happiness (see Table 6). Interpersonal happiness
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was negatively associated with the willingness to engage in collective action, but not associated
with objectification or group-based anger. By contrast, self-objectification was not associated
with any of the variables. Therefore, although the correlation analyses provided some support for
the mediation model, it was important to ensure that any effects were not due to the covariates.
Next, we assessed the indirect effect of the sexual objectification measure on the
willingness to engage in collective action via interpersonal and group-based anger. The
mediation model suggested that the objectification measure predicted both interpersonal and
group-based anger (see Figure 2). Group-based (but not interpersonal) anger subsequently
predicted the willingness to engage in collective action against sexual objectification. The
significance of the indirect effects were tested by calculating the 95% confidence intervals,
created using 5,000 bootstrap resamples (Hayes, 2013). The confidence intervals did not contain
zero for the indirect effect via group-based anger (95% CI [0.25, 0.64]). This analysis
demonstrates a significant indirect effect from objectification to collective action via groupbased anger. By contrast, the indirect effect via interpersonal anger was not significant (95% CI
[-0.02, 0.14]). Importantly, the indirect effect via group-based anger remained significant after
controlling for self-objectification, interpersonal and group-based shame, interpersonal happiness,
and the objectification manipulation (95% CI [0.04, 0.35]). In this analysis, the indirect effect via
interpersonal anger remained nonsignificant (95% CI [-0.09, 0.05]). In this analysis, the
objectification and group-based anger measures were the only variables to significantly predict
collective action. These results suggest that group-based (but not interpersonal) anger mediated
the relationship between sexual objectification and the willingness to engage in collective action.
In line with Study 1, we also tested the reverse mediation model. As such, we repeated
the analyses to assess the extent to which sexual-objectification predicts group-based anger via
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collective action. The indirect pathway for this model was significant (95% CI [0.22, 0.54]). This
finding suggested a possible reverse mediation model (see Discussion).
Discussion
Study 2 replicated Study 1 by demonstrating that there was a significant indirect effect
from the measured sexual objectification variable on willingness to engage in collective action
via group-based anger. This mediation model suggests that sexual objectification promotes
group-based anger and that this emotion subsequently promotes a willingness to engage in
collective action. Although we replicated Study 1 in finding statistical evidence for a reverse
mediation model, there was a stronger theoretical rationale for the hypothesised model than the
reverse mediation model. Moreover, the inclusion of an appropriate sexual objectification
manipulation check allowed us to effectively assess the influence of the sexual objectification
manipulation. We found that this manipulation had a significant effect on the manipulation check
and was thus successful. Importantly, we found that the manipulation predicted the interpersonal
emotions, but not group-based anger or the willingness to engage in collective action.
In Study 1, we also found that the sexual objectification manipulation did not have a
significant effect on the group-based emotions and the willingness to engage in collective action.
However, it is difficult to draw conclusions from across the two studies because they have
different manipulations. In addition, the outcome variables that were significantly influenced by
the manipulation in Study 2 (i.e., manipulation check and interpersonal emotions) were not
included in Study 1. As such, any comparisons are based on nonsignificant findings. Such
comparisons are also problematic given that we also found the manipulation is Study 2 was
biased by condition-dependent attrition (Zhou & Fishbach, 2016). This condition-dependent
attrition may have reflected the fact that the study was advertised as investigating women’s
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thoughts, feelings, and actions toward objectification, but that women in the control condition
were presented with a vignette that did not contain sexual objectification. As such, this group
may have been more inclined to leave the study.
Previous research has suggested that group-based shame is likely to result in the target
withdrawing from social situations (Schmader & Lickel, 2006). As such, it could be argued that
group-based shame should deter collective action. However, we found that group-based shame
did not predict the willingness to engage in collective action. This non-finding may have been
due to the nature of the collective action. Indeed, research has suggested that shame promotes
actions that improve the group’s image (Gausel & Leach, 2011). However, the aim of the
collective action assessed in our study was to tackle sexual objectification rather than improve
the group’s image. Therefore, in our study, group-based shame may have been unlikely to deter
collective action.
We found that attrition was higher in Study 2 than in Study 1, likely reflecting the
recruitment strategies used in these studies. For Study 2, there was greater reliance on social
media and online forms to obtain participants than in Study 1. Study 2’s recruitment strategy
may have increased attrition rates. However, it is important to note that despite the difference in
recruitment and attrition, the results of Study 2 replicate Study 1 in demonstrating the role of
group-based anger in mediating the relationship between sexual objectification and willingness
to engage in collective action. As such, this difference was unlikely to bias the findings.
General Discussion
Across three studies, we demonstrated that experiencing sexual objectification positively
predicts willingness to engage in collective action. Moreover, Studies 1 and 2 both demonstrated
that this relationship was mediated by group-based anger. Experiencing sexual objectification
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promotes feelings of group-based anger. This anger, in turn, motivated women to be willing to
engage in collective action against the objectification of women. Importantly, these relationships
remained after controlling for a variety of covariates, thereby demonstrating the robustness of the
findings.
The present findings have important implications for the literature. Previous research has
suggested that self-objectification may deter collective action against gender equality (Calogero,
2013), but that women are willing to undertake action when they witness others being objectified
either in person (Chaudoir & Quinn, 2010) or by the media (Guizzo et al., 2017). Our study
extended this previous research by demonstrating that personally experiencing sexual
objectification promotes willingness to engage in collective action against the objectification of
women. Moreover, recent research has suggested that experiencing interpersonal anger following
sexual objectification motivates the target to undertake individualistic strategies to tackle the
transgression (e.g., confronting the perpetrator; Shepherd, 2019). The current studies extend this
line of work by demonstrating that group-based emotions motivate the target to undertake
collective strategies to tackle the transgression—specifically, by being willing to engage in
collective action.
Limitations and Future Research Directions
Although our research has implications for the literature, it is important to discuss the
limitations of our studies and potential future avenues for research. Given the correlational nature
of our studies, further experimental research is needed to establish a causal relationship from
sexual objectification to collective action via group-based anger. It could be argued that the
relationship from sexual objectification to collective action may be due to other variables.
Although we tested a series of covariates across the three studies, there may be still be some
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covariates that can account for this relationship. Moreover, given the correlational nature of this
research, it is possible that the causal direction of the model could be reversed, as suggested by
the reverse mediation analyses for Studies 1 and 2. There is a stronger theoretical rationale for
sexual objectification to predict collective action than vice-versa. Moreover, other experimental
studies have demonstrated that manipulating perceived discrimination and objectification
promotes collective action via group-based anger (Guizzo et al., 2017; Van Zomeren et al., 2004).
Therefore, it is likely that sexual objectification predicts collective action via group-based anger.
However, additional experimental research is needed to further support these arguments.
Our study also could be criticised for assessing self-objectification using Noll and
Fredrickson’s (1998) self-objectification questionnaire. Although this type of measure has been
used in previous studies (e.g., Liss et al., 2011; Strelan, Mehaffey, & Tiggemann, 2003),
researchers have suggested numerous problems with this measure (Calogero, 2011). Selfobjectification was not a central variable in our studies. However, it would be beneficial for
future research to use a more reliable measure of self-objectification in order to see how this
relates to group-based anger and collective action.
This study could also be criticised for assessing the willingness to engage in collective
action rather than behaviour. Research has suggested that there is a gap between people’s
intentions and their behaviour (Sheeran, 2002). There is some evidence that the factors that
predict collective action intentions also predict collective action behaviour (Van Zomeren et al.,
2008). However, further research is needed to determine the role of sexual objectification and
feelings of group-based anger towards this objectification on activist behaviour.
It is also important to determine the variables that may moderate these effects. For
example, research has demonstrated that feminist self-identification promotes collective action
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(Nelson et al., 2008). Based on this linkage, it could be argued that women high in feminist selfidentification should be more likely to experience group-based anger over instances of sexual
objectification, increasing their likelihood of engaging in collective action. Moreover, research
has demonstrated cross-cultural differences in objectification (Crawford et al., 2009; Loughnan
et al., 2015). We did not measure culture in our research. Therefore, it is important for future
research to empirically test the moderating role of feminist self-identification and culture on
these processes.
Practice Implications
Given that women who engage in active responses to sexual objectification (e.g.,
reporting the perpetrator) are less likely to experience self-objectification (Fairchild & Rudman,
2008) and that self-objectification is likely to have harmful effects on psychological well-being
(Noll & Fredrickson, 1998; Szymanski & Feltman, 2014), it could be argued that it is important
to encourage targets of sexual objectification to undertake an active response. Based in this
reasoning, it has been suggested that interventions need to be developed that increase the
likelihood of targets of sexual objectification to experience interpersonal anger in order to elicit
these beneficial active responses (Shepherd, 2019). However, one issue with this approach is that
there is a cultural belief that it is not feminine to express anger (Citrin, Roberts, & Fredrickson,
2004). Indeed, women who express anger are viewed negatively by others (Brescoll & Uhlmann,
2008). The desire to avoid such negative evaluations makes women reluctant to express anger
(Campbell & Muncer, 1987; Evers, Fischer, Rodriguez Mosquara, & Manstead, 2005; Fischer &
Evers, 2011). As such, it is important to find strategies that encourage targets of sexual
objectification to experience and express feelings of legitimate anger.
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Based on our research, we argue that intergroup processes may be applied to encourage
targets of sexual objectification to experience anger and take action. Indeed, research has
suggested that the belief that other women feel angry about an instance of gender discrimination
has been found to promote collective action intentions through feelings of group-based anger
(Leonard et al., 2011). The combination of this prior research with our studies suggests that
encouraging women to share experiences of sexual objectification and their associated feelings
of anger may increase the likelihood of other women experiencing group-based anger and thus
their willingness to engage in collective action. This process highlights the importance of
campaigns that encourage women to share experiences of sexual objectification (e.g., #MeToo
Movement). By demonstrating the shared nature of such experiences among women these
campaigns (a) emphasise that this is a group-based issue and (b) suggest it is important and
legitimate for the target to share their experiences of and emotions toward sexual objectification.
Therefore, such campaigns help to encourage collective action and tackle the inhibiting belief
that women should not share feelings of anger. In turn, this demystification may increase the
likelihood of women engaging in collective action against sexual objectification and promote
social change.
Conclusion
In conclusion, our research assessed whether sexual objectification promotes women’s
willingness to engage in collective action against the objectification of women. Across two
studies, we found that sexual objectification was positively related to collective action and that
this process was mediated by group-based anger. Importantly, this indirect effect remained
significant after controlling for a series of covariates, including self-objectification. As such, we
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extend the existing objectification literature by suggesting that experiencing sexual
objectification promotes collective action by women and the processes through which this occurs.
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Table 1
The Effect of Social Opinion Support on Study Variables, Pilot Study
Control
Experimental
Study Variables
M (SD)
M (SD)
Fa
ηp2
p
Manipulation check
1.43 (0.15)
1.42 (0.14)
0.28
.595
< .01
(social opinion support)
Objectification measure
2.60 (0.64)
2.73 (0.64)
1.52
.220
.01
Social action support
1.42 (0.17)
1.39 (0.16)
1.21
.274
.01
Self-esteem
2.53 (1.05)
2.52 (1.16) 0.004 .949
< .01
Body shame
3.88 (1.27)
4.00 (1.28)
0.31
.578
< .01
Collective action
4.38 (1.20)
4.15 (1.51)
0.91
.341
.01
a
degrees of freedom were (1, 135), except for the Objectification measure and Collective action
(1, 134).
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Table 2.
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations, Pilot Study and Study 1
Variables
1. Objectification measure
2. Social opinion support
3. Social action support
4. Self-esteem
5. Body shame
6. Collective action
7. Self-objectification
8. Perceived illegitimacy
9. Group-based anger
10. Group-based shame
11. Group efficacy

Pilot Study
M (SD)
2.67 (0.64)
1.42 (0.14)
1.40 (0.17)
2.53 (1.11)
3.94 (1.27)
4.25 (1.38)
------

Study 1
M (SD)
2.95 (0.63)
0.69 (0.24)
1.45 (0.18)
2.45 (1.15)
4.16 (1.42)
4.53 (1.38)
1.15 (2.42)
0.67 (0.24)
3.46 (1.15)
3.09 (1.19)
3.02 (1.01)

1
-.34***
.19*
-.10
.26**
.39***
.07
.18*
.41***
.33***
-.12

2
.20*
-.47***
-.06
.03
.43***
-.01
.34***
.46***
.37***
.13

3
.10
.43***
--.01
.03
.42***
.02
.41***
.45***
.40***
.25**

4
.08
-.07
-.04
--.50***
-.14
-.07
-.15
-.06
-.26**
.05

Correlations
5
6
.21*
.27**
.13
.28**
.05
.33***
-.40***
-.14
-.06
.17
-.27**
-.06
.01
.42***
.09
.74***
.26**
.57***
-.14
.25**

Note. Correlations above the diagonal are for the Pilot Study, whereas correlations below the diagonal are for Study 1.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

7

8

9

10

-.09
-.02
.01
-.13

-.53***
.38***
.25**

-.59***
.24**

-.29**
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Table 3
Regression Analyses Assessing the Role of Objectification
and the Covariates on Collective Action, Pilot Study
B (SE)
β
Objectification measure
0.56 (0.18)
.26**
Social opinion support
1.06 (0.85)
.11
Social action support
2.11 (0.72)
.26**
Self-esteem
-0.22 (0.11)
-.18*
Body shame
-0.10 (0.10)
-.09
*p < .05. **p < .01
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Table 4
The Effect of the Objectification Manipulation on Study Variables, Study 1
Control
Objectified
Study Variables
M (SD)
M (SD)
Fa
p
Objectification measure
2.89 (0.62)
3.00 (0.64)
0.84
.363
Self-objectification
1.14 (2.51)
1.16 (2.37)
0.002
.965
Perceived illegitimacy
0.66 (0.23)
0.67 (0.25)
0.09
.765
Social opinion support
0.63 (0.21)
0.75 (0.25)
7.92
.006
Social action support
1.44 (0.17)
1.47 (0.18)
1.06
.305
Group-based anger
3.35 (1.13)
3.55 (1.17)
0.95
.331
Group-based shame
2.86 (1.26)
3.27 (1.12)
3.71
.057
Group efficacy
3.01 (1.04)
3.02 (1.00)
0.002
.966
Self-esteem
2.44 (1.20)
2.46 (1.12)
0.02
.896
Body shame
4.29 (1.43)
4.07 (1.42)
0.73
.395
Collective action
4.54 (1.36)
4.53 (1.41)
0.002
.966
a
degrees of freedom were (1, 125), except for Self-esteem (1, 122).

ηp2
.01
< .01
< .01
.06
.01
.01
.03
< .01
< .01
.01
< .01
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Table 5
The Effect of the Objectification Manipulation on Study Variables, Study 2
Control
Objectified
Study Variables
M (SD)
M (SD)
F
p
a
Manipulation check
2.07 (1.19)
4.72 (1.52)
130.72
< .001
Objectification measure
2.41 (0.74)
2.47 (0.78)
0.29b
.592
a
Self-objectification
-0.86 (2.50)
-0.43 (2.90)
0.93
.335
Interpersonal anger
1.32 (0.77)
2.46 (1.26)
39.86a
< .001
Interpersonal shame
1.22 (0.62)
2.19 (1.13)
36.99a
< .001
Interpersonal happiness
2.82 (1.03)
1.87 (1.03)
31.29a
< .001
Group-based anger
3.72 (1.31)
3.42 (1.25)
2.01b
.159
b
Group-based shame
2.57 (1.22)
2.52 (1.22)
0.07
.790
Collective action
3.81 (1.62)
3.63 (1.61)
0.43b
.513
a
b
degrees of freedom were (1, 156). degrees of freedom were (1, 157).

ηp2
.46
< .01
.01
.20
.19
.17
.01
< .01
< .01
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations, Study 2
Study Variables
M (SD)
1. Objectification measure
2.45 (0.77)
2. Self-objectification
-0.59 (2.75)
3. Interpersonal anger
2.03 (1.23)
4. Interpersonal shame
1.82 (1.08)
5. Interpersonal happiness
2.22 (1.12)
6. Group-based anger
3.53 (1.28)
7. Group-based shame
2.54 (1.21)
8. Collective action
3.70 (1.61)
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

1
-.14
.23**
.20*
-.03
.34***
.31***
.36***

2

3

Correlations
4

5

6

7

--.05
-.03
.07
.07
-.02
.13

-.78***
-.54***
.34***
.33***
.32***

--.44***
.31***
.48***
.34***

--.12
-.14
-.18*

-.63***
.66***

-.49***

Group-based
anger
b = 0.75, SE = 0.15, p < .001

Objectification
measure

b = 0.84, SE = 0.08, p < .001

b = 0.23, SE = 0.14 p = .110

Collective
action

Figure 1. Indirect effect from objectification measure to collective action via group-based
anger.

Interpersonal
anger
b = 0.37, SE = 0.13, p = .003

Objectification
measure

b = 0.12, SE = 0.08, p = .160

b = 0.30, SE = 0.13, p = .028

Collective
action

b = 0.74, SE = 0.08, p < .001

b = 0.59, SE = 0.13, p < .001
Group-based
anger

Figure 2. Indirect effect from objectification measure to collective action via interpersonal
and group-based anger.

