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Abstract 

DISSERTATION: Anti-Fat Prejudice Toward Women: An Exploration of Psychosocial 

Ideologies Among College Students 

STUDENT: Jessicah D. Walker  

DEGREE: Doctor of Philosophy  

COLLEGE: College of Health  

DATE: July 2018  

PAGES: 160 

 Extant research indicates women report twice as many instances of weight-based 

discrimination as men do, suggesting that anti-fat prejudice directed at women may be a covert 

form of sexism. The purpose of this study was to examine four factors proposed by the dual 

process motivational model and the theory of ambivalent sexism as significant influencers of 

anti-fat prejudice directed at women – social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, 

hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism – among college students. It was hypothesized that the 

four factors would be positively related to anti-fat prejudice toward women, benevolent sexism 

and hostile sexism would partially mediate the associations between these factors, and gender 

would moderate the relationships among these factors. Five hundred and seventy-seven college 

students were surveyed and data were analyzed using path analysis. Hypotheses were partially 

supported. Results indicated anti-fat prejudice toward women is positively influenced by social 

dominance orientation and hostile sexism, negatively influenced by right-wing authoritarianism, 

and unrelated to benevolent sexism. Partial mediation through hostile sexism – but not 

benevolent sexism – was supported, and gender as a moderator was supported. Implications for 

theory, research, and practice are discussed.  
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Anti-Fat Prejudice Toward Women: An Exploration of Psychosocial Ideologies Among College 

Students  

 A pervasive, yet largely unrecognized type of oppression in U.S. society that 

disproportionately impacts women is anti-fat prejudice (Fikkan & Rothblum, 2012; Griffin, 

2007; Puhl, Andreyeva, & Brownell, 2008). Also known as weight bias and sizism, anti-fat 

prejudice has been defined as “a negative attitude toward (dislike of), belief about (stereotype), 

or behavior against (discrimination) people perceived as being fat” (Daníelsdóttir, O’Brien, & 

Ciao, 2010, p. 47). Exposure to anti-fat prejudice has been found to negatively impact 

psychological wellbeing and has been linked to depression (Chen et al., 2007; Friedman, 

Ashmore, & Applegate, 2008; Friedman et al., 2005), low self-esteem (Annis, Cash, & 

Hrabosky, 2004; Carr & Friedman, 2005), and body dissatisfaction (Matz, Foster, Faith, & 

Wadden, 2002; Wardle, Waller, & Fox, 2002). Moreover, attempts to manage the stress induced 

by stigmatizing weight-related experiences may lead to coping practices that do not promote 

physical health such as increased food consumption (Puhl & Brownell, 2006; Wott & Carels, 

2010), decreased physical activity, and even avoidance of exercise (Vartanian & Shaprow, 2008; 

Wott & Carels, 2010).   

 After gender and age discrimination, weight-based discrimination is the third most 

common type of prejudice experienced among women (Puhl et al., 2008). Compared to men, 

women are about twice as likely to report instances of weight-based discrimination. Moreover, as 

body mass index (BMI) increases to the range of moderately obese (BMI = 30-35), women are 

exposed to approximately three times as much weight-based discrimination as same-weight men 

(Puhl et al., 2008). Numerous studies have documented the disparate effect of weight stigma on 

women across various contexts, including employment settings (Baum & Ford, 2004; Bellizzi & 
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Hasty 1998; Jasper & Klassen, 1990a; 1990b; Roehling, Pichler, & Bruce, 2013; Rothblum, 

Miller, & Garbutt, 1988; Vanhove & Gordon, 2014), healthcare environments (e.g., Bertakis & 

Azari, 2005; Hebl & Mannix, 2003), education settings (e.g., Merten, Wickrama, & Williams, 

2008), mass media (Greenberg, Eastin, Hofschire, Lachlan, & Brownell, 2003), and in the 

context of romantic relationships (e.g., Averett & Korenman, 1996; Prohaska & Gailey, 2009). 

These statistics draw attention to the gendered nature of weight bias, suggesting anti-fat 

prejudice targeted at women may be a veiled expression of sexism (Fikkan & Rothblum, 2012; 

Griffin, 2007). However, an empirical examination of the underlying mechanisms potentially 

implicated in anti-fat prejudice directed at women has not been undertaken. 

 The literature within the emerging field of anti-fat prejudice has been predominantly 

descriptive, recording the occurrences of weight-based prejudice (Puhl & Heuer, 2009). Studies 

investigating the origins of anti-fat prejudice have mainly focused on the underlying attributions 

of causality and controllability of weight and stereotypes pertaining to fat individuals (Crandall 

& Reser, 2005). In addition, a small body of research has investigated specific psychosocial 

ideologies that may drive weight bias such as social dominance orientation and right-wing 

authoritarianism (Crandall, 1994; O’Brien, Hunter, & Banks, 2007). Social dominance 

orientation refers to the extent to which one desires that one’s in-group dominate and be superior 

to out-groups, whereas right-wing authoritarianism denotes the extent to which one relies on 

established authority’s dictates concerning which groups are deemed socially acceptable and 

which are not. Research has shown that these social ideologies are also related with other forms 

of discrimination including sexism (Sibley, Wilson, & Duckitt, 2007). Yet, an investigation into 

the relationships between these psychosocial predictors and sexism in the context of weight-

based discrimination targeted at women has not been explored in the anti-fat prejudice literature.  
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 Additionally, there has been no research investigating whether men and women 

differentially endorse anti-fat prejudice toward women. Empirical investigations suggest both 

men and women hold general anti-fat prejudice, and on average, men have stronger anti-fat 

attitudes than women (Puhl et al., 2015). Yet, there is a gap in the literature concerning whether 

these gender differences persist in the context of anti-fat prejudice targeted at women. Given the 

current state of the literature, the purpose of the present study is to explore the mechanisms that 

may underlie anti-fat prejudice toward women by examining the associations between social 

dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile and benevolent sexism, and anti-fat 

attitudes directed at women.  

Language 

 The term fat has a historical reputation for being used pejoratively. Yet, it is being 

reclaimed in the size acceptance community as an objective and neutral descriptor of weight 

status in an effort to destigmatize the word (Abakoui & Simmons, 2010; Bacon, 2010; Brownell, 

2005; Fikkan & Rothblum, 2012). This reclamation is akin to how the term queer is being 

embraced by those in the LGBT community (Bronstema, 2004). It is important to note that the 

acceptance of the word fat may not yet be embraced in all contexts, and the language used 

throughout this paper may feel uncomfortable for those who are less familiar with this term as a 

neutral descriptor of body size. When summarizing the work of other researchers, weight 

descriptors used by the original researchers will be retained. However, for the remainder of the 

paper, the word fat will be used in an effort to support the destigmatization of the term.  

Theoretical Framework 

 The most common framework used to conceptualize the etiology of anti-fat prejudice is 

attribution theory (Heider, 1958). For example, several studies have found that when people 
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believe someone is fat due to controllable factors (e.g., excessive eating), attributions of 

responsibility are made and antipathy is directed toward the person who is fat (Allison, Basile, & 

Yuker, 1990; Ebneter, Latner, & O'Brien, 2011; Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson, 1988). In 

contrast, people are more likely to have positive attitudes toward fat people when they believe 

being fat is largely beyond the control of the fat person (e.g., biological causes; Allison et al., 

1990; Ebneter et al., 2011; Weiner et al., 1988). Although attribution theory is helpful in 

elucidating specific attributions that may contribute to anti-fat attitudes – such as attributions of 

controllability and causality (Crandall & Reser, 2005) – it does not necessarily provide a 

framework for understanding the underlying mechanisms involved in anti-fat attitudes toward 

women specifically.  

 Since this study is concerned with an intersectional perspective of the identities of gender 

and body size, it is important to utilize a theoretical model that captures a dynamic view of how 

prejudice is developed and sustained. Duckitt’s (2001) dual-process motivational (DPM) model 

of ideology and prejudice proposes that prejudice is an attitude held by individuals that is marked 

by relatively stable individual differences in social attitudes of social dominance or right-wing 

authoritarianism. The individual differences underlying social dominance and right-wing 

authoritarianism emerge from fundamental beliefs about the world being either ruthlessly 

competitive or exceedingly dangerous, respectively (Duckitt, 2006). These attitudinal dimensions 

are conceptually distinct in that each dimension expresses basic motivational goals that are 

consistent with an individual’s sociopolitical ideologies and worldview (Duckitt, 2001, 2006). 

The dual-process motivational model endeavors to explain the social and psychological bases of 

social dominance and right-wing authoritarianism and to elucidate the mechanisms through 

which these hierarchy-based ideologies influence prejudice (Duckitt, 2006).  
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 A key hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myth that has the potential to elucidate the 

discussion of anti-fat bias toward women is ambivalent sexism. Ambivalent sexism is a 

multidimensional construct of prejudice that maintains the gender hierarchy through benevolence 

toward conforming women and hostility toward nonconforming women (Glick & Fiske, 1996). 

Glick and Fiske proposed the concept of ambivalent sexism as it provides an explanation for the 

contradictory attitudes of prejudice expressed toward women. Hostile sexism is the overt 

expression of antipathy toward women, whereas benevolent sexism is characterized by a 

traditionally stereotypical view of women coupled with subjectively positive feelings toward 

women. Benevolent and hostile sexism are viewed as complementary constructs since 1) both 

aim to quell women’s resistance to the gender hierarchy and 2) endorsement of benevolent 

sexism disarms one’s resistance to more hostile forms of sexism (Glick & Fiske, 2001). Due to 

this complementary nature, individuals who endorse benevolent sexism toward conforming 

women are more likely to express heightened levels of hostile sexism toward non-conforming 

women (Glick & Fiske, 1996).  

 An integration of the dual-process motivational model and ambivalent sexism in the 

context of anti-fat prejudice toward women provides the potential for capturing an ideological 

and intersectional perspective of how the two social identities of gender and body size interact to 

produce a gendered conceptualization of weight-related discrimination. The attitudinal 

dimension of social dominance orientation is motivated by the desire to be superior and is 

reflected in a view of the world as competitive, ruthless, and merciless. Those who are viewed as 

socially inferior or incompetent are likely to be targets of prejudice in order to maintain the 

social hierarchy (Asbrock, Sibley, & Duckitt, 2010; Duckitt, 2006). Antipathy toward women 

who are fat could be related to social dominance orientation through hostile sexism since gender 
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status (female) and body size status (fat) are conceived to be socially subordinate from a social 

dominance perspective. Alternatively, the attitudinal dimension of right-wing authoritarianism 

emphasizes an ideology driven by the need to experience safety and security since the world is 

seen as dangerous (Asbrock et al., 2010; Duckitt, 2006). Those who threaten societal security are 

likely to become targets of prejudice. Therefore, negativity toward women who are fat could be 

related to right-wing authoritarianism through hostile sexism since right-wing authoritarians may 

view women of size as significantly deviating from society’s version of traditional feminine 

norms - such as self-control and the thin ideal (Chrisler, 2012) - thereby disrupting social 

cohesion and stability. Essentially, the dual-process motivational model coupled with the 

construct of ambivalent sexism has relevance, not only in framing the gendered nature of anti-fat 

prejudice from a theoretical perspective, but also in predicting psychosocial ideologies that may 

underlie the pervasive and durable anti-fat prejudice that is directed at women who are 

considered fat.  

Psychosocial Ideologies and Anti-Fat Attitudes 

 Though scarcely studied in relation to anti-fat attitudes, studies investigating social 

ideologies that may help explain the origins of anti-fat attitudes have shown a consistent 

relationship between social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice, and right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice. Several studies have found significant positive 

correlations between social dominance orientation scores and anti-fat attitudes, illustrating that 

antipathy toward people of size may be associated with beliefs of inherent superiority over 

people who are fat (Elison & Çiftçi, 2015; O’Brien et al., 2007; O’Brien, Latner, Ebneter, & 

Hunter, 2013). O’Brien et al. (2007) found that those who endorsed higher levels of social 

dominance orientation were more likely to hold negative implicit attitudes toward people of size, 
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express overt dislike of people who are considered fat, and believe in the myth of the 

controllability of weight. Examining this relationship more closely, Elison and Çiftçi (2015) 

found that after controlling for BMI, sex, fear of becoming overweight, and the belief in the 

controllability of weight, social dominance orientation uniquely predicted the dislike of people 

considered to be fat.  

 A significant positive correlation also has been found between right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat attitudes, suggesting the dislike of individuals who are fat may be 

related to the social ideological notion that those who deviate from conventional norms should be 

rejected (Crandall, 1994). In a more recent study, right-wing authoritarianism was significantly 

related to obesity employment discrimination (O’Brien et al., 2013). The results indicated those 

who endorsed stronger right-wing authoritarianism were less likely to employ the obese target 

and more likely to provide a poor ranking of obese targets overall (O’Brien et al., 2013).  

 Though a small body of work, these studies support social dominance orientation and 

right-wing authoritarianism as important mechanisms in the development and maintenance of 

anti-fat prejudice. Taken together, these studies highlight evidence that indicates those who 

prefer psychosocial ideologies that promote social hierarchy (i.e., social dominance orientation) 

may tend to have negative attitudes toward people who are fat. Similarly, individuals who lean 

toward social ideologies that support conformity to the prevailing views of established 

authorities (i.e., right-wing authoritarianism) may be more likely to endorse attitudes of antipathy 

toward people of size. 

Psychosocial Ideologies and Ambivalent Sexism 

 There has been no research exploring the relationships between these social ideologies 

and ambivalent sexism in the context of weight-based discrimination targeted at women. Yet, 
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since anti-fat prejudice toward women may be motivated by both social and sexist ideologies, it 

is important to understand the associations between social dominance orientation, right-wing 

authoritarianism, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism. Two of the most consistent findings in 

the literature are (1) social dominance orientation wields a stronger impact on hostile sexism and 

(2) right-wing authoritarianism applies a more powerful effect on benevolent sexism 

(Christopher & Mull, 2006; Fowers & Fowers, 2010; Sibley et al., 2007). The robust 

relationships between social dominance orientation and hostile sexism as well as right-wing 

authoritarianism and benevolent sexism have also been supported in a cross-cultural study (Lee, 

2013). Across all samples, path analyses indicated endorsement of social dominance orientation 

predicted the endorsement of hostile sexism more strongly than benevolent sexism, whereas the 

endorsement of right-wing authoritarianism predicted the endorsement of benevolent sexism 

more strongly than hostile sexism (Lee, 2013). In addition, meta-analyses have supported the 

relational link between social dominance orientation and hostile sexism and between right-wing 

authoritarianism and benevolent sexism. For example, in a meta-analysis based on studies using 

male samples only, social dominance orientation (controlling for right-wing authoritarianism) 

was moderately and positively related with hostile sexism (weighted r = .35 � .10) and only 

weakly related to benevolent sexism (weighted r = .05 � .10; Sibley et al., 2007). In contrast, 

right-wing authoritarianism (controlling for social dominance orientation) was moderately and 

positively associated with benevolent sexism (weighted r = .36 � .10) and only weakly linked to 

hostile sexism (weighted r = .16 � .10; Sibley et al., 2007).  

 When examining these associations using female samples only, a slightly different 

pattern of relationships emerged (Sibley et al., 2007). Meta-analyses indicated that for women 

right-wing authoritarianism (controlling for social dominance orientation) was positively 
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associated with both benevolent sexism (weighted r = .39 � .07) and hostile sexism (weighted r 

= .31 � .07), with the effect slightly stronger with benevolent sexism. Yet, the positive 

relationship of social dominance orientation with benevolent sexism and hostile sexism was 

weak (controlling for right-wing authoritarianism), with the effect of social dominance 

orientation on hostile sexism (weighted r = .25 � .07) being only slightly stronger than its effect 

on benevolent sexism (weighted r = .20 � .07). 

 Other studies have demonstrated additional variations in the relationships between 

psychosocial and sexist ideologies. For instance, Feather and McKee (2012) found social 

dominance orientation was not necessarily a better predictor of hostile sexism than right-wing 

authoritarianism. Similarly, Roets, Van Hiel, and Dhont (2012) found right-wing 

authoritarianism also had strong predictive value for hostile sexism but for women only and not 

men.  

 Based on a study utilizing a longitudinal research design, preliminary evidence suggested 

that for men social dominance orientation exerted a causal effect on hostile sexism, whereas 

right-wing authoritarianism exerted a causal effect on benevolent sexism (Sibley et al., 2007). 

Comprised of a sample of 44 male undergraduate students from New Zealand, the results 

demonstrated that men’s level of social dominance orientation (but not right-wing 

authoritarianism) significantly predicted increases in hostile sexism across five months. In 

addition, men’s level of right-wing authoritarianism (but not social dominance orientation) 

significantly predicted increases in benevolent sexism across five months. 

Gender Differences 

 Results of preliminary analyses from studies examining responses from both men and 

women frequently revealed inconsistent gender differences on anti-fat attitudes. For instance, 



ANTI-FAT PREJUDICE TOWARD WOMEN                                                                          17 
!
one study found that being female uniquely contributed to anti-fat attitudes (Elison & Çiftçi, 

2015). Other studies found that men reported significantly greater anti-fat prejudice than women 

(O’Brien et al., 2013) or that there were no gender differences in anti-fat attitudes (O’Brien et al., 

2007). The variability of these findings may be due to inadequate sampling procedures. Based on 

a large national sample of U.S. adults, men were found to endorse higher levels of anti-fat 

attitudes than women (Puhl et al., 2015).  

 Variable gender differences were also found in the context of social and sexist ideologies. 

A few studies found that men reported higher levels of both hostile and benevolent sexism 

compared to women (Christopher & Mull, 2006; Feather & McKee, 2012; Lee, 2013). Yet, one 

study did not find such strong gender differences (Roets et al., 2012), and another found wholly 

different results such that men endorsed higher levels of hostile sexism and women endorsed 

higher levels of benevolent sexism (Fowers & Fowers, 2010).  

 In addition, a few investigations demonstrated that men were more likely to endorse 

higher levels of social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism compared to 

women (Feather & McKee, 2012; Lee, 2013), but other studies showed no gender differences in 

endorsement of psychosocial ideologies (Christopher & Mull, 2006; Fowers & Fowers, 2010; 

Roets et al., 2012). One study examined whether gender moderated the relationships between 

social ideologies and sexism and found non-significant results for each interaction (Christopher 

& Mull, 2006). Similarly, Lee (2013) found supporting evidence between men and women and 

in both Taiwan and the U.S. for the model in which social dominance orientation most strongly 

predicted hostile sexism and right-wing authoritarianism most strongly predicted benevolent 

sexism. Thus, though the results delineating the effects of gender on social and sexist ideologies 

are varied and at times contradictory, main analyses from these studies congregate around the 
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finding that, for both men and women, social dominance orientation more strongly predicts 

hostile sexism and right-wing authoritarianism more strongly predicts benevolent sexism. 

However, due to mixed findings, gender appears to be a salient variable to examine in the 

context of these relationships. 

The Present Study 

 Consistent with the dual-process motivational model of individual differences in 

prejudice (Duckitt, 2001), the empirical investigations included herein delineate two worldviews 

leading to the endorsement of sexist ideologies. When individuals view the world as ruthlessly 

competitive, those who are perceived as inferior or threatening to the social hierarchy (e.g., 

women or women perceived as fat) become targets of aggression and hostility. When individuals 

view the world as dangerous and terrifying, those who are perceived to conform to traditional 

social norms are rewarded and those who are perceived to disrupt collective security (e.g., non-

conforming women or women who are fat) become targets of aggression and hostility.  

 As is evident from the literature, anti-fat prejudice is a pervasive force in U.S. culture 

(Puhl et al., 2008). Although many studies have documented the existence of anti-fat prejudice 

and several other studies have linked anti-fat prejudice to attributions of causality and 

controllability, there is a need for additional research that investigates the psychosocial origins of 

anti-fat prejudice from a strong theoretical framework. In doing so, a more compelling and 

dynamic understanding of the mechanisms involved in the development and maintenance of anti-

fat prejudice may emerge, thereby illuminating the path toward the eradication of this pervasive 

form of prejudice. Furthermore, research evidence indicates that, compared to same-weight men, 

women who are fat are frequently exposed to greater amounts of weight-based discrimination 

across multiple contexts (Puhl et al., 2008; Vanhove & Gordon, 2014). Accordingly, this has led 
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scholars in the field of fat studies to propose that the mechanisms involved in anti-fat prejudice 

targeting women may be a manifestation of sexism (Fikkan & Rothblum, 2012; Griffin, 2007). 

There have been, however, no studies exploring the psychosocial and sexist ideologies that may 

give rise to anti-fat bias directed at women. 

Hypotheses 

 Given the current state of the literature, the present study seeks to test a conceptual model 

of social and sexist ideologies that may underlie anti-fat prejudice directed at women by 

exploring the links between social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile 

sexism, benevolent sexism, and anti-fat prejudice toward women. This leads to the development 

of the present hypotheses: 

1) Higher levels of social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism will be 

associated with higher levels of anti-fat prejudice toward women.  

2) Higher levels of hostile sexism and benevolent sexism will be associated with higher 

levels of anti-fat prejudice toward women. 

3) Hostile sexism/benevolent sexism will partially mediate the relationship between social 

dominance orientation/right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women. 

4) Gender will moderate the relationships among social dominance orientation, right-wing 

authoritarianism, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and anti-fat prejudice toward 

women.  

 To examine these hypotheses, two models will need to be tested in a single and multiple-

groups framework to control for gender. Figure 1 depicts an unmediated model of associations 

between social dominance orientation/right-wing authoritarianism/hostile sexism/benevolent 

sexism and anti-fat prejudice toward women. Figure 2 depicts a partial mediation model of 
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associations between social dominance orientation/right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat 

prejudice toward women as partially mediated by hostile sexism and benevolent sexism.   

 Beyond the gaps in research this study might fill, findings drawn from this study may 

provide a better conceptualization of the psychosocial mechanisms underlying weight bias 

directed at women. This enhanced understanding has the potential to contribute to the theoretical 

development of weight bias research and advance the field’s understanding of the gendered 

nature of anti-fat prejudice. Moreover, an improved understanding of the outlined relationships 

may aid in the development and implementation of effective anti-fat prejudice reduction 

interventions tailored toward counteracting prejudiced attitudes toward women who are fat. 
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Figure 1. The unmediated model of associations between social dominance orientation and anti-
fat prejudice toward women, right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women, 
hostile sexism and anti-fat prejudice toward women, and benevolent sexism and anti-fat 
prejudice toward women. 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 
Figure 2. The proposed model of associations between social dominance orientation and anti-fat 
prejudice toward women as well as right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward 
women as partially mediated by hostile sexism and benevolent sexism. 
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Method 

Participants 

 As path analysis is the main proposed analysis for this study, Kline (2016) recommends a 

sample size of 10-20 participants per estimated parameter; thus a minimum of 120 participants 

was needed to estimate the models. Participants were recruited from a sample of college students 

at a university in the Midwestern United States (U.S.). To ensure participants were adults, the 

following inclusion criteria were applied: Participants must be (a) between 18 and 35 years of 

age and (b) currently enrolled as an undergraduate or graduate student at a Midwestern U.S. 

university. 

 Eight hundred fifty-five undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in a four-year 

institution of higher education in the Midwestern U.S. participated in the present study. Of these, 

234 respondents were excluded because they did not complete the survey in its entirety. Another 

13 participants were excluded as they provided improbable height and weight measurements, 

which precluded calculation of BMI. As one of the intents of the present study was to examine 

anti-fat attitudes among American students, an additional 11 respondents were removed from the 

dataset because they identified as Permanent Residents (i.e., a person with an immigration 

status). Moreover, due to mixed findings in the literature concerning gender differences on the 

present study variables, proceeding data analyses involved an investigation of potential gender 

differences. As such, it was necessary to remove 15 participants (i.e., 4 transgender men, 2 

transgender women, and 9 gender fluid participants) who identified as neither male nor female. 

This author acknowledges and affirms the gender continuum, but for the purposes of explicating 

the research findings, gender is discussed from the vantage point of binarism. Finally, an 

additional five participants were eliminated as outliers (see Results section for details). 
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Therefore, a total of 577 participants were included in the data analyses. 

 Participants were 577 (57.9% female and 42.1% male) students, ranging in age from 18 

to 35 years, with a mean age of 21.29 years (SD = 3.02). The participants’ year in school was 

reported as follows: 117 freshmen (20.3%), 113 sophomores (19.6%), 135 juniors (23.4%), 127 

seniors (22%), and 85 graduate students (14.7%). The sample was predominantly 

White/Caucasian (non-Hispanic; n = 488; 84.6%), 50 identified as African 

American/Afrocaribbean/Black (non-Hispanic; 8.7%), 15 identified as Hispanic/Latino(a; 2.6%), 

3 identified as Asian or Asian American (.5%), 3 identified as Native American (.5%), 2 

identified as Pacific Islander (.3%), 2 identified as Middle Eastern (.3%), and 14 identified as 

Other (2.4%). The majority of participants identified as heterosexual/straight (n = 482; 83.5%), 

29 identified as gay or lesbian (5%), 46 identified as bisexual (8%), 7 identified as asexual 

(1.2%), and 13 as Other (2.3%). According to the clinical guidelines produced by the Centers for 

Disease Control (2012), almost half (49.2%) of participants were in the weight range of average 

(BMI 18.5-24.9), 26.5% were in the weight range of overweight (BMI 25-29.9), 19.6% were in 

the weight range of obese (BMI > 30), and 4.7% were in the weight range of underweight (BMI 

< 18.5). A summary of demographic variables can be found in Table 1. 

Procedure 

 In order to logistically facilitate the obtainment of approximately equal numbers of men 

and women participants, two nearly identical surveys were used. The surveys differed only by 

the inclusion criteria presented in the recruitment email and informed consent document: Survey 

A required that participants be female and Survey B required that participants be male. After 

gaining IRB approval, two campus wide emails – one for women (see Appendix I) and one for 

men (see Appendix J) with inclusion information regarding participant characteristics was sent to 
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students at a Midwestern university. The invitational emails directed potential participants to a 

website hosted by Qualtrics, an online assessment system, where they were presented with an 

informed consent document (see Appendices K and L). Participants were informed that upon 

completion of the study they would be eligible to choose one of the following incentive options 

(but not both): (a) Participants could participate in a drawing for one of fifteen $10 gift cards to 

Amazon.com or (b) Participants enrolled in the Midwestern U.S. university’s Interpersonal 

Relations minor could opt to receive 1 hour of research credit for partial fulfillment of course 

requirements. Once participants clicked a button indicating that they consented to take part in the 

study, they were presented with a brief demographic questionnaire (see Appendix M) created by 

the researcher, followed by all study instruments (see instruments section for details). These 

measures were administered in a counter-balanced order to minimize ordering effects. All data 

collected online were anonymous and participants were informed that they had the right to 

withdraw their participation at any time. Upon completion of the survey questions, participants 

were presented with a debriefing form (see Appendix N) in which participants were thanked and 

provided with directions regarding how to express interest in the survey incentive. Participants 

who wished to be entered into the drawing for one of fifteen $10 Amazon.com gift cards were 

asked to email the primary investigator their name and email address. Winners were contacted at 

the end of data collection. Alternatively, participants enrolled in the Midwestern U.S. 

university’s Interpersonal Relations minor who wished to receive 1 hour of research credit were 

directed to email the primary investigator their name and their instructor’s name. The primary 

investigator then emailed the course instructors to inform them of which of their students 

participated in the study. Individuals who were interested in learning more about the study or 

have questions were invited to contact the primary investigator via email. Data were collected 
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over a period of four months during the course of a semester.  

Instruments  

 Demographic questionnaire. Eight items regarding demographic information were 

included in the survey to better describe the sample population. Participants were asked their age, 

gender, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, nationality, and year in school. In addition, the 

participants were asked to provide their current height and weight. This information was used to 

calculate their respective body mass index (BMI; [lb / in2] x 703), which was then stratified 

using clinical guidelines produced by the Centers for Disease Control (2012): underweight (BMI 

< 18.5), normal (BMI 18.5-24.9), overweight (BMI 25-29.9), and obese (BMI ≥ 30). 

 Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women. As the purpose of the present study was to 

capture anti-fat attitudes directed specifically at women who are fat, an existing measure of anti-

fat attitudes was modified in a previous pilot study to fit the target group relevant to the current 

investigation. Specifically, the Universal Measure of Bias-FAT (Latner, O’Brien, Durso, 

Brinkman, & MacDonald, 2008) was adapted by changing the terms fat people and fat person to 

fat women and fat woman, respectively. The resultant scale, the Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-

Women (UMB-FAT-W; see Appendix O), assesses anti-fat attitudes toward women who are fat. 

The UMB-FAT-W includes 19 items measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree to 7 

= strongly disagree). To achieve the total scale score (range 19-133), individual item responses 

are summed after recoding the eight negatively worded items. Higher UMB-FAT-W total scores 

indicate stronger negative attitudes toward women who are fat. In the present study, internal 

reliability for the total scale score of the UMB-FAT-W was .92.  

 The following is a brief summary of the results of the pilot study. During the pilot study, 

exploratory factor analysis was used to evaluate the factor structure of the UMB-FAT-W and 
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resulted in a three-factor scale comprised of Attraction, Negative Judgment, and Equal Rights 

factors. A four-factor solution would have made more theoretical sense, as it would have better 

aligned with the factor structure of the original instrument (which consisted of Attraction, 

Negative Judgment, Equal Rights, and Distance factors). However, the four-factor solution was 

poorly defined. In contrast, the three-factor solution was interpretable and fit the data well. This 

finding is not entirely unexpected or unreasonable given the modified scale is tapping into the 

intersection of two forms of bias: gender and body size status. Items connected with the Distance 

factor of the original scale loaded on either the Attraction factor or the Negative Judgment factor 

for the modified instrument. This divergent pattern suggests bias in the form of distance or 

discomfort with proximity is not a distinct component of anti-fat attitudes toward women. 

Rather, it is more accurately subsumed under the attraction and negative judgment dimensions of 

anti-fat prejudice directed at women. With the exception of a few items, the vast majority of 

items loaded on their respective factors in a conceptually similar manner between the original 

and modified scales, suggesting these items and their corresponding dimensions of attraction, 

negative judgment, and equal rights are salient to both target groups (i.e., ‘fat people’ and ‘fat 

women’). The results of the pilot study (see Appendix B) indicated the UMB-FAT-W 

demonstrated reasonably sound psychometric properties, and therefore the UMB-FAT-W was 

used in the subsequent data analyses. Refer to Appendix B for an extended review of the pilot 

study. 

 Ambivalent Sexism Inventory. The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick & Fiske, 

1996; see Appendix P) measures hostile and benevolent sexism toward women. It is a 22-item, 

self-report instrument, with 11 items measuring hostile sexism (HS) and 11 items measuring 

benevolent sexism (BS). Respondents are instructed to answer a series of statements concerning 
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men and women and their relationships in contemporary society. Each item is measured on a 6-

point Likert scale (0 = disagree strongly to 5 = agree strongly). HS and BS subscale scores are 

constructed by averaging, so that each can range from 0 to 5 with higher scores representing 

more endorsement of hostile and benevolent sexist beliefs, respectively. Sample items from the 

HS subscale are: “Women are too easily offended” and “Women exaggerate problems they have 

at work.” Example BS subscale items are: “Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more 

refined sense of culture and good taste” and “Women should be cherished and protected by 

men.” Across six studies, the ASI demonstrated acceptable internal reliability with Cronbach’s 

alphas ranging from .80 to .92 and .77 to .85 for the HS subscale and BS subscale, respectively 

(Glick & Fiske, 1996). In addition, the ASI yielded good convergent, divergent, and predictive 

validity (Glick & Fiske, 1996). For the current study, internal consistency for the HS subscale 

was 0.92, while internal consistency for the BS subscale .84. 

 Social Dominance Orientation Scale. The Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) scale 

(Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; see Appendix Q) was developed to measure a 

general attitudinal dimension called social dominance orientation, which has been defined as the 

extent to which one desires that one’s in-group dominate and be superior to outgroups. The SDO 

scale is comprised of 14 items, which are balanced so as to control for acquiescence response set. 

Before being presented with the individual items, participants are given the prompt, “Which of 

the following objects or statements do you have a positive or negative feeling towards?” All 

items are presented on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (very negative) to 7 (very positive). After 

recoding the seven negatively worded items, total scores can range from 14 to 98, with higher 

scores presumed to reflect higher levels of social dominance orientation. Sample items include, 

“Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups” and “If people were treated more 
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equally we would have fewer problems in this country.” Across six studies, the SDO scale 

demonstrated good reliability (mean Cronbach’s α = .83) and high stability of scores over time 

(Pratto et al., 1994). In addition, the SDO scale demonstrated good convergent, discriminant, and 

predictive validity (Pratto et al., 1994). In the present study, internal consistency for the SDO 

scale was .92. 

 Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – Short Version. Zakrisson (2005) developed the 

short version of the Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA; see Appendix R) scale as an 

abbreviated version of the original 30-item Right-Wing Authoritarianism scale (Altemeyer, 

1998). The concept of right-wing authoritarianism consists of three covarying aspects of 

authoritarianism – conventionalism, authoritarian aggression, and authoritarian submission – 

which form a strong unitary social attitude orientation. The RWA scale (range 1-7) includes 15 

items that are counterbalanced so as to control for acquiescence response set. Respondents are 

informed that the survey is part of an investigation of general public opinion concerning a variety 

of social issues and are asked to indicate their reaction to each statement. Each item is measured 

on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (very negative) to 7 (very positive). To obtain the RWA score, 

negative items are reverse coded and the unweighted mean across the 15 items is calculated, 

where high values indicate a high level of reported authoritarian attitudes. Sample items include, 

“Our society would be better off if we showed tolerance and understanding for untraditional 

values and opinions” and “Our forefathers ought to be honored more for the way they have built 

our society; at the same time we ought to put an end to those forces destroying it.”  

 Across three samples, the short version of the RWA demonstrated acceptable internal 

consistency with Cronbach’s alphas ranging between .72 and .80 (Zakrisson, 2005). 

Confirmatory factor analysis supported the assumption that the short RWA scale measured a 
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unitary concept as previously defined (Altemeyer, 1981), providing evidence of good construct 

validity. The short version of the RWA scale has since been employed in a number of studies 

with a U.S. sample including with college students (Barnes, Brown, & Osterman, 2012; 

Crawford & Pilanksi, 2014; Jones, 2013; Poteat & Mereish, 2012). Based on these studies, 

reliability for the short version of the RWA yielded typical means and distributions and good to 

excellent alpha coefficients, ranging from .87 to .93. Moreover, the RWA-Short Scale acted as 

expected, based on theory and research, in each of the studies. Validity for the short version of 

the RWA has not been provided using a U.S. sample. For the current study, internal consistency 

for the RWA scale was .84.  

 Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. A potentially important threat to the 

validity of research findings is social desirability bias (Nederhof, 1985), which refers to the 

tendency for individuals to present themselves in a culturally appropriate and acceptable manner 

(Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). Since socially desirable responses may confound the measurement 

of the primary relationships under study, it is important to assess the respondent’s desire to 

answer in socially desirable ways (King & Bruner, 2000). For the present study, social 

desirability bias was assessed using the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (M-CSDS; 

Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; see Appendix H).  

 The M-CSDS was developed to measure nonpathological social desirability motivated by 

a need for approval (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). It is comprised of 33 true-false items that 

describe acceptable but improbable behaviors as well as unacceptable, probable behaviors. 

Respondents are asked to read each statement concerning personal attitudes and traits and decide 

whether the statement is true or false as it pertains to the respondent personally. Sample items 

include, “I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble” and “I like to gossip at 
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times.” After reversing the negatively keyed items, the number of true responses is computed, 

with total scores ranging from 0 to 33 and higher scores indicating a more socially desirable 

response style. During its development, the M-CSDS demonstrated good internal consistency 

(Kuder-Richardson 20 = .88) and a good test-retest correlation of .88 (Crowne & Marlowe, 

1964). For the current study, internal reliability for the M-CSDS was .76. 

Data Analyses  

 Preliminary analyses were conducted on the data to determine scale means, standard 

deviations, reliability, and intercorrelations. Path analytic procedures were used to assess the 

current study’s hypotheses that a partially mediated model would fit the data better than an 

unmediated model. A form of multivariate analysis and a core structural equation modeling 

(SEM) technique, path analysis is a powerful statistical procedure designed to analyze how well 

observed data fit a proposed structural model (Kline, 2005; Streiner, 2005). In general, SEM with 

multiple indicators is often preferred to path analysis since SEM employs confirmatory factor 

analysis to evaluate how well the observed variables combine to reflect the underlying 

hypothesized construct, a procedure that renders SEM less vulnerable to measurement error 

(Weston & Gore, 2006). However, in the case of the current study, multiple indicators were not 

available for several of the present variables. Furthermore, SEM is a large sample technique, 

meaning that a sizable number of participants (i.e., a minimum of 200) is required for the 

technique to prove viable, which was of concern for this study given the challenge of obtaining 

approximately equal numbers of male and female participants in order to examine potential 

gender differences. As such, path analysis was chosen as the most feasible method of examining 

the theory-driven relationships among the variables under study. Path analysis, using a single-

group framework, was used to compare model fit between an unmediated model (Figure 1) and a 



ANTI-FAT PREJUDICE TOWARD WOMEN                                                                          31 
!
partially mediated model (Figure 2). After comparing model fit, the better fitting model was used 

in a multigroup framework to assess whether gender moderated the relationships among the 

variables of interest. Formal tests of the single-group and multigroup models occurred only after 

assessing the extent to which the obtained data met the statistical assumptions associated with 

proper application of path analysis. Data were analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS, version 22) and Analysis of Moment Structures Software (AMOS, version 24).  
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Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Descriptive statistics. To acquire a general understanding of the data and the 

relationships among constructs, preliminary analyses were conducted. Specifically, scale means, 

standard deviations, and reliabilities were calculated. These results are reported in Table 2. 

Additionally, intercorrelations among the study variables were calculated and are presented in 

Table 3. As expected, higher levels of social dominance orientation (r = .611, p < .001), right-

wing authoritarianism (r = .386, p < .001), hostile sexism (r = .614 p < .001), and benevolent 

sexism (r = .305, p < .001) were significantly associated with higher levels of anti-fat attitudes 

toward women. Higher levels of social dominance orientation were significantly associated with 

both hostile sexism (r = .703, p < .001) and benevolent sexism (r = .364, p < .001), and as 

expected, social dominance orientation had a relatively stronger relationship with hostile sexism 

than with benevolent sexism. Although higher levels of right-wing authoritarianism were 

significantly associated with higher levels of hostile sexism (r = .667, p < .001) and benevolent 

sexism (r  = .513, p < .001), contrary to some of the research findings, the relationship between 

right-wing authoritarianism and benevolent sexism was not stronger than the relationship 

between right-wing authoritarianism and hostile sexism.  

 With the exception of right-wing authoritarianism, preliminary analyses demonstrated 

statistically significant differences between men and women on each of the study variables. 

Specifically, men endorsed higher levels of anti-fat attitudes toward women (t(575) = 8.53, p < 

.001, Cohen’s d = .73), greater amounts of hostile sexism (t(575) = 5.61, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 

0.52) and benevolent sexism (t(575) = 3.57, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.29), and stronger social 

dominance orientations (t(575) = 5.25, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.51). No significant gender 
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differences were found for right-wing authoritarianism (t(575) = 1.63, p = .09, Cohen’s d = 

0.09). The mean and standard deviation of each variable by gender are reported in Table 2. 

 Participant attrition. Out of the 855 participants who initiated participation in the 

survey, 234 of these participants did not complete the survey in its entirety. A 27% attrition rate 

is compelling enough to warrant an examination of possible contributing factors. This was 

analyzed first through examining demographic descriptive statistics for the participants who did 

not complete the survey compared to those who did complete the survey. In general, the 

demographics of each group were fairly similar, with the exception of the year in school 

demographic. The spread in year of school was not as equally distributed among non-completers 

compared to completers, and 30% of non-completers who provided demographic information 

were sophomores where as 18.7% of completers were sophomores. Next, each of the study 

variables was examined for mean differences between those with completed surveys and those 

with incomplete surveys, and no significant differences were detected.  

 An alternative explanation for the 27% attrition rate may pertain to the number of items 

contained in the survey. The survey included 103 study variable items and 8 demographic items. 

Although the informed consent document conveyed that completion of the survey would require 

45-60 minutes of the participant’s time, perhaps some participants did not thoroughly read 

through the details of the informed consent document or perhaps something more captivating 

caught their attention after beginning the survey. It is also possible that after answering some of 

the items on the questionnaires, they grew fatigued or lost interest in completing the survey. 

Finally, given the controversial content of the survey, some participants may have chosen to 

discontinue due to disapproval of the content or even discomfort associated with the content.  

 Examination of non-binary gender participants. As mentioned previously, after 
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inspection of the data and removal of cases with incomplete surveys, 15 participants remained 

who identified outside of the gender binary. Four participants identified as transgender men, two 

participants identified as transgender women, and nine participants identified as gender fluid. 

Although these 15 participants were not included in the main analyses, it was important to 

examine differences between those who identified as male or female and those who identified 

outside the gender binary. Descriptive statistics for demographics between the two groups were 

reasonably similar, with two exceptions. First, the spread for participants’ year in school was 

quite variable in the non-binary gender group, with 53.3% identifying as freshman, 6.7% and 

6.7% identifying as sophomores and juniors, respectively, 13.3% identifying as seniors, and 20% 

identifying as graduate students. This in contrast to a fairly even spread in the gender binary 

group: 20.3% were freshman, 19.6% were sophomores, 23.4% were juniors, 22% were seniors, 

and 14.7% were graduate students. Second, the average BMI for each of the groups varied 

considerably, and after conducting a statistical analysis on mean differences, a significant 

difference in BMI was detected between the two groups with a medium effect size, such that 

those in the non-binary gender group reported being in a higher weight category than those in the 

binary gender group (t(590) = 2.673, p = .008, Cohen’s d = .67). Next, for each of the study 

variables, a comparison of scaled score means was undertaken, and significant differences were 

found for the hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, right-wing authoritarianism, and the social 

desirability scales. Compared to those in the gender binary group, those in the non-binary gender 

group endorsed significantly lower levels of hostile sexism (t(590) = -3.055, p = .002, Cohen’s d 

= .74), benevolent sexism (t(590) = -3.970, p = .001, Cohen’s d = .79), and right-wing 

authoritarianism (t(590) = -2.356, p = .019, Cohen’s d = .50), yet they also endorsed more 

socially desirable responses (t(590) = 5.077, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 1.04). No significant 
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differences were found for social dominance orientation (t(590) = -.572, p = .567) and anti-fat 

attitudes toward women (t(590) = -1.606, p = .109).  

 Social desirability. In order to examine whether social desirability bias was an issue with 

the present sample, a Pearson bivariate correlation was computed to assess the association 

between responses on the M-CSDS and responses on each of the study variables (Beretvas, 

Meyers, & Leite, 2002). A significant positive correlation was found between the M-CSDS and 

hostile sexism (r =.092, p = .027), benevolent sexism (r =.129, p = .002), and right-wing 

authoritarianism   (r =.178, p < .001), indicating that participants who desired to answer in a 

more socially desirable way endorsed higher levels of right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, 

and benevolent sexism. Although significant, these relationships were relatively weak, 

suggesting that social desirability bias did not pose a substantial threat to the validity of the data. 

 Path analysis statistical assumptions. Prior to testing the current study’s hypotheses, 

the data were screened for outliers and statistical assumptions for the proper utilization of path 

analysis were checked, including the presence of multivariate normality, lack of multicollinearity, 

and lack of measurement error in exogenous variables. First, the measured variables were 

examined for univariate and multivariate outliers, in accordance with the recommendations of 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), as the presence of outliers can negatively affect multivariate 

normality. First, the mean, minimum, and maximum values of each of the variables were 

examined to ensure they were within the accepted range. Next, raw scores were converted to z 

scores to identify potential univariate outliers, with a z score greater than 3.29 (p < .001, two-

tailed test) being considered an outlier (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Then, Mahalanobis distance, 

Cooks’ distance, and leverage scores were calculated and examined for all scales to identify 

potential multivariate outliers. Finally, cross-analysis of the potential univariate and multivariate 
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outliers identified by these procedures, resulted in the identification of five outliers that were 

deleted from the final dataset for subsequent analyses.  

 Multivariate normality. Most of the estimation techniques used in path analysis assume 

multivariate normality, meaning the distributions of each variable and all linear combinations of 

variables are normally distributed (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). If this assumption is violated, the 

accuracy of performed statistical tests is negatively affected. It is difficult to check multivariate 

normality directly, yet it is possible to infer the presence of multivariate normality by examining 

linearity and the normality, homoscedasticty, and independence of residuals. First, univariate 

normality was checked – which involved examining the skewness and kurtosis of the observed 

variables – as this can be helpful in identifying whether multivariate normality may be an issue. 

A normal distribution involves skewness and kurtosis values of zero. However, generally 

accepted levels are skewness and kurtosis coefficients with values between -1 and 1 (Streiner, 

2005). For the present sample, skewness and kurtosis values of all study variables were found to 

fall appropriately between the standard cutoffs of -1 and 1 (see Table 4). Next, linearity was 

checked by inspecting scatterplots showing the relationship between each pair of study variables 

(Ulman, 2013). Visual inspection of the scatterplots suggested these relationships were 

sufficiently linear. Then, the normality, homoscedasticty, and independence of residuals were 

checked by visually inspecting the residuals plot, which suggested a lack of correlation among 

residuals as the residual covariances were small and centered around zero (Ullman, 2013). In 

addition, the Durbin-Watson statistic was examined as an additional test of independence, 

specifically to detect the presence of non-independence of residuals. Consistent with standard 

practice, a Durbin-Watson value nearing two was regarded as evidence of a lack of correlation 

among residuals (Durbin & Watson, 1951). A Durbin-Watson value of 1.981 was obtained using 
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the data from the current study, indicating a lack of correlation among residuals. Based on these 

findings, the assumption of multivariate normality was met as the relationships between the 

variables were linear and the residuals were normally distributed, homoscedastic, and 

independent.  

 Multicollinearity. Proper use of path analysis assumes there is a lack of multicollinearity 

between the variables. This assumption is expected to be met if the correlation between any two 

model variables assumed to measure different constructs does not exceed r = .85 (Kline, 2005). 

Satisfaction of this assumption is critical because when multicollinearity exists between two 

variables in a model, it suggests one of the variables is redundant. A review of the correlations 

among the variables included in the present study revealed that all fell below the r = .85 

threshold and ranged between r = .305 - .703 (see Table 2), thereby satisfying this assumption. 

 Exogenous variables measured without error. Estimation techniques used in path 

analysis assume that the exogenous variables are measured without error since too much error 

may result in inaccurate statistical estimates. As path analysis uses only one observed measure 

for each construct, it is imperative that the measures possess good psychometric properties. As 

previously reported, the internal reliabilities of the SDO scale (r = .92) and the RWA scale (r = 

.84) indicated reasonably sound psychometric properties for the scales measuring the exogenous 

variables. Thus, the data in the current study satisfactorily met the assumptions of path analysis.  

Model Estimation  

 Estimating models involves evaluating model fit and interpreting parameter estimates 

(Kline, 2016). The value of the model’s unknown parameters and the error associated with the 

estimated value is derived from model estimation (Kline, 2005). Maximum Likelihood 

Estimation was selected to estimate the current models as it is a widely used, respected, efficient, 
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and unbiased model of parameter estimation (Mueller, 1997). There are several goodness of fit 

indices that can be used to assess model fit, and it has been recommended that researchers report 

multiple fit indices (Hoyle & Panter, 1995) including the chi-square test statistic (χ2), 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA; Steiger, 1990), and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR; Bentler, 1995) 

as these have been shown to be the most accurate in an array of circumstances (Kline, 2016). 

The chi-square statistic tests model misspecification, thus a nonsignificant chi square value 

indicates the model fits the sample data well (Weston & Gore, 2006). The CFI compares the fit 

of the specified model with a more restricted model, with values greater than .90 indicating 

better fit (Hu & Bentler, 1995). The RMSEA corrects for model complexity and operates as a 

“badness-of-fit” assessment, with values less than .10 suggesting acceptable fit (Browne & 

Cudek, 1993). Also a “badness-of-fit” statistic, the SRMR provides information about how much 

difference exists between the observed data and the model, with values less than .10 indicating 

better fit (Bentler, 1995). Model fit indices for the unmediated and partially mediated models are 

presented in Table 5. 

 Interpreting parameter estimates involves examining the significance and strength of 

estimated parameters (Weston & Gore, 2006). The significance of parameters is determined by 

using the unstandardized estimates. An unstandardized parameter estimate, or regression weight, 

is considered significant if the critical ratio value is larger than 1.96 with p < .05 (Weston & 

Gore, 2006). After significance is determined, standardized path coefficients can be compared to 

investigate the relationships more directly. Path coefficients are interpreted as regression 

coefficients (β weights) in multiple regression analyses. Their sign should match what the model 

predicted and the β weights should be statistically significant. The following guidelines were 
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used to determine effect sizes when examining standardized path coefficients: small effects are 

absolute values of less than .10, medium effects are absolute values around .30, and large effects 

are absolute values greater than or equal to .50 (Cohen, 1988). Unstandardized and standardized 

parameter estimates for the unmediated model and the partially mediated model are presented in 

Tables 6 and 7, respectively. Degrees of freedom for both models exceeded zero, indicating that 

the models were overidentified and, therefore, interpretable (Streiner, 2005).  

Model Evaluation 

Unmediated model. The unmediated model (see Figure 3) resulted in χ2 (4, N = 577) = 

564.258, p < .001, indicating poor model fit. The CFI (CFI = .572) along with the RMSEA 

(RMSEA = .493) and the RSMR (RSMR = .318) also suggested poor model fit. Analysis of the 

individual model paths revealed three significant direct effects. Specifically, both social 

dominance orientation (β = .421, b = .522, SE = .052, p < .001) and hostile sexism (β = .457, b = 

7.640, SE = .648 p < .001) significantly and positively influenced anti-fat attitudes toward 

women, and right-wing authoritarianism (β = -.147, b = -2.954, SE = .836, p < .001) significantly 

and negatively influenced anti-fat attitudes toward women. The latter finding was unexpected as 

it was hypothesized that right-wing authoritarianism would positively influence anti-fat prejudice 

toward women. In contrast to expectation, benevolent sexism was not significantly associated 

with anti-fat prejudice toward women (β = .026, b = .536, SE = .790, p = .497). Together, the 

four exogenous variables accounted for 35% (R2 = .35) of the variance of anti-fat prejudice 

toward women within the model. 

Partially mediated model. The partially mediated model (see Figure 4) resulted in a χ2 

(1, N = 577) = 31.939, p < .001, indicating poor model fit. The RMSEA (RMSEA = .232) also 

suggested poor model fit. However, the CFI (CFI = .976), and the RSMR (RSMR = .036) 
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indicated satisfactory model fit. Analysis of the individual model paths revealed seven 

significant direct effects. Similar to the unmediated model, both social dominance orientation (β 

= .388, b = .522, SE = .060, p < .001) and hostile sexism (β = .421, b = 7.640, SE = .880, p < 

.001) significantly and positively influenced anti-fat attitudes toward women, and right-wing 

authoritarianism (β = -.135, b = -2.954, SE = .999, p =.003) significantly and negatively 

influenced anti-fat attitudes toward women. Furthermore, both right-wing authoritarianism (β = 

.387, b = .465, SE = .040, p < .001) and social dominance orientation (β = .474, b = .035, SE = 

.002, p < .001) significantly and positively influenced hostile sexism, and both right-wing 

authoritarianism (β = .458, b = .451, SE = .043, p < .001) and social dominance orientation (β = 

.094, b = .006, SE = .003, p = .033) significantly and positively influenced benevolent sexism. 

However, the relationship between benevolent sexism and anti-fat prejudice toward women was 

not significant (β = .024, b = 0.536, SE = .801, p = .503). Together, social dominance orientation, 

right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism accounted for 45% (R2 = .45) 

of the variance of anti-fat prejudice toward women within the model, while social dominance 

orientation and right-wing authoritarianism accounted for 59% (R2 = .59) of the variance in 

hostile sexism and 27% (R2 = .27) of the variance in benevolent sexism. 

Kline (2016) referred to mediation as a “causal pathway through which effects are 

conducted from a source through a conduit – the mediator – to the final outcome” (p. 134). 

According to Baron and Kenny (1986), four criteria must be met to establish mediation: 1) the 

independent variable must be significantly related to the mediating variable. 2) The mediating 

variable must be significantly related to the dependent variable. 3) The independent variable 

must be significantly related to the dependent variable. 4) When the mediator is introduced, the 

significance of the relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable is 
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either greatly reduced (i.e., partial mediation) or rendered insignificant (i.e., full mediation). The 

fourth criterion is applicable only in cases in which the first three criteria are satisfied, and all 4 

criteria must be met for mediation to be supported.  

In the case of the current study, application of these criteria suggests the presence of 

mediating effects through the variable of hostile sexism and the absence of mediating effects 

through the variable of benevolent sexism. Regarding hostile sexism as a mediator of the 

relationship between social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women, the first 

three criteria were satisfied. First, the relationship between social dominance orientation and 

hostile sexism was significant (β = .4274, b = .035, SE = .002, p < .001). Second, the relationship 

between hostile sexism and anti-fat prejudice was significant (β = .421, b = 7.640, SE = .880, p < 

.001). Third, the relationship between social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward 

women was significant (β = .424, b = .522, SE = .052, p < .001). To examine the fourth criterion, 

bootstrapped confidence intervals were employed to statistically infer the presence of mediation. 

A significant indirect path was found from social dominance orientation to anti-fat prejudice 

toward women through the meditational variable of hostile sexism (b = .269, p = .003, 95% Cl 

[.200, .349]). Therefore, because the significance of the relationship between social dominance 

orientation and anti-fat prejudice was reduced – but not rendered insignificant – when hostile 

sexism as a mediator was introduced, hostile sexism was found to partially mediate the 

association between social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women, which 

was in line with expectations. 

Similarly, hostile sexism served as a partial mediator of the relationship between right-

wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women. First, the relationship between right-

wing authoritarianism and hostile sexism was significant (β = .4274, b = .035, SE = .002, p < 



ANTI-FAT PREJUDICE TOWARD WOMEN                                                                          42 
!
.001). Second, the relationship between hostile sexism and anti-fat prejudice was significant (β = 

.421, b = 7.640, SE = .880, p < .001). Third, the relationship between right-wing authoritarianism 

and anti-fat prejudice toward women was significant (β = .424, b = .522, SE = .052, p < .001). To 

examine the fourth criterion, bootstrapped confidence intervals were employed to statistically 

infer the presence of mediation. A significant indirect path was found from right-wing 

authoritarianism to anti-fat prejudice toward women through the meditational variable of hostile 

sexism (b = .269, p = .003, 95% Cl [.200, .349]). Therefore, in line with expectations, hostile 

sexism partially mediated the association between right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat 

prejudice toward women as the significance of the relationship between right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice was reduced – but not rendered insignificant – when 

hostile sexism was introduced.  

 In contrast to expectation, benevolent sexism did not prove to be a mediating variable for 

either social dominance orientation to anti-fat prejudice or right-wing authoritarian to anti-fat 

prejudice, as it did not satisfy the criteria set forth by Baron and Kenny (1986). Specifically, the 

second criterion was not met, as benevolent sexism was not significantly associated with anti-fat 

prejudice toward women (β = .024, b = .536, SE = .801, p = .503). Although the first and third 

criteria were satisfied, failure to satisfy the second criterion excludes benevolent sexism from 

being a meditational variable. Indirect effects of the partially mediated model are summarized in 

Tables 8 and 9.   

Model Comparison 

 The next step in the data analysis process involved comparing the fit of the unmediated 

model against the fit of the partially mediated model. This was accomplished through 

comparison of the fit indices associated with each model, as well as assessment of the models’ 
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Akaike Information Criterion (AIC); Akaike, 1974) values. The AIC index does not provide 

information concerning overall quality. Rather, it is a measure of relative quality and depicts the 

amount of variance in a model that is not accounted for by the model paths. Lower AIC values 

indicate better fit. In regard to fit indices (see Table 5) – namely, the χ2, RMSEA, CFI, and 

RSMR – the values associated with the partially mediated model were superior in every instance. 

Likewise, the partially mediated model’s AIC value was considerably lower (AIC = 69.939) than 

was the AIC value achieved by the unmediated model (AIC = 586.258), implying that the 

partially mediated model is the better fitting of the two models. As such, it appears that the 

partially mediated model showed better model fit as compared to the unmediated model.  

Multigroup Path Analysis 

 As previous empirical investigations examining the relationships among the variables of 

interest demonstrated mixed findings concerning gender differences, multigroup path analysis 

was employed to assess gender as a potential moderator of relationships in the partially mediated 

model. Testing for cross-group invariance involves comparing two nested models: (1) a baseline 

model without equality constraints and (2) a second model with cross-group equality constraints. 

If the fit of the constrained model is much worse and if the unconstrained model fits the data 

from all samples reasonably well, then it can be concluded that the parameters may not be equal 

in the populations from which those samples were drawn (Kline, 2011).  

 As the fit of the partially mediated model showed a better model fit as compared to the 

unmediated model, the partially mediated model was then tested using a multigroup format to 

examine whether gender moderated the relationships among the variables in the model. When a 

model is nested within another, the difference between them may be established by subtracting 

the two chi-square values and testing this value against the critical value associated with the 
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difference in degrees of freedom (Jöreskog, 1978; Long, 1983). If the hypothesis of equal 

structural parameters is not rejected, meaning the chi-square test exhibited no significant 

differences between the two models, it can be assumed 1) there is robust support for cross-group 

invariance for the parameters (Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthén, 1989) and 2) any observed 

differences across groups in the structural parameters may be explained by chance (Marsh, 1987). 

However, if the fit indices for the model with freed parameters have a better fit to the data than 

the invariant model, the “category” being examined, in this case gender, is said to moderate the 

relationships. Model fit indices for the unconstrained and constrained models are presented in 

Table 10.  

Multigroup Model Evaluation 

 The fully unconstrained path model (where all parameters were allowed to vary between 

the two subgroups) based on gender resulted in a χ2 (2, N = 577) = 37.851, p < .001), signifying 

poor model fit. The RMSEA (RMSEA = .177) suggested fair model fit. The CFI (CFI = .972) 

and SRMR (SRMR = .018) indicated good model fit. Similarly, the invariant path model resulted 

in a χ2 (10, N = 577) = 62.733, p < .001, suggesting poor model fit. However, the RMSEA 

(RSMEA = .096), CFI (CFI = .958), and SRMR (SRMR = .055) signified satisfactory model fit. 

The results of the chi-square difference test (Δ χ2 = 24.882, Δ df = 8, p = .002) suggested that 

constraining the structural parameters to be equal across the two gender subgroups resulted in a 

statistically significant worsening of overall model fit, rejecting the null hypothesis that the paths 

(as a whole) are the same across the male and female subgroups. Thus, gender significantly 

moderated the relationships in the model.   

 Female subgroup. Analysis of the individual model paths for women revealed seven 

significant direct effects (see Table 11). Social dominance orientation (β = .384, b = .544, SE = 
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.082, p < .001) and hostile sexism (β = .368, b = 6.768, SE = 1.123, p < .001) significantly and 

positively influenced anti-fat attitudes toward women, and right-wing authoritarianism               

(β = -.139, b = -2.913, SE = 1.331, p =.029) significantly and negatively influenced anti-fat 

attitudes toward women. Both social dominance orientation (β = .131, b = .009, SE = .004, p = 

.015) and right-wing authoritarianism (β = .508, b = .533, SE = .057, p < .001) were significantly 

and positively associated with benevolent sexism. Both social dominance orientation (β = .405,  

b = .031, SE = .004, p < .001) and right-wing authoritarianism (β = .408, b = .465, SE = .053, p < 

.001) were significantly and positively related to hostile sexism. However, benevolent sexism did 

not significantly influence anti-fat prejudice toward women (β = .090, b = 1.793, SE = 1.048, p = 

.087). For the female group, social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile 

sexism, and benevolent sexism accounted for 41% (R2 = .41) of the variance of anti-fat prejudice 

toward women within the model, social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism 

accounted for 42% (R2 = .42) of the variance in hostile sexism and 35% (R2 = .35) of the variance 

in benevolent sexism. 

 Application of Baron and Kenny’s (1986) criteria to the path model for the female group 

suggested the presence of mediating effects through the variable of hostile sexism but not 

through the variable of benevolent sexism. Hostile sexism partially mediated the relationship 

between social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women as it satisfied all four 

criteria. Social dominance orientation was significantly associated with hostile sexism (β = .405, 

b = .031, SE = .004, p < .001), which was significantly related to anti-fat prejudice toward 

women (β = .368, b = 6.768, SE = 1.123, p < .001), and social dominance orientation 

significantly influenced anti-fat attitudes toward women (β = .384, b = .544, SE = .082, p < .001). 

Using bootstrapped confidence intervals, a significant indirect path was found from social 
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dominance orientation to anti-fat prejudice toward women through the meditational variable of 

hostile sexism (b = .211, p < .01, 95% Cl [.139, .323]).  

 In addition, hostile sexism partially mediated the association between right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women for the female subgroup. Right-wing 

authoritarianism significantly influenced hostile sexism (β = .408, b = .465, SE = .053, p < .001), 

which significantly influenced anti-fat prejudice toward women (β = .368, b = 6.768, SE = 1.123, 

p < .001), and right-wing authoritarianism was significantly related to anti-fat prejudice toward 

women (β = -.139, b = -2.913, SE = 1.331, p = .029). As the first three criteria were met, the 

fourth criterion was assessed. Bootstrapped confidence intervals showed a significant indirect 

effect of right-wing authoritarianism on anti-fat prejudice toward women through hostile sexism 

(b = 3.150, p < .01, 95% CI [2.118, 4.527]).  

 In contrast, benevolent sexism did not prove to be a mediating variable for the female 

sample as it violated the second criterion for establishing mediation. Specifically, benevolent 

sexism was not significantly associated with anti-fat prejudice toward women (β = .090, b = 

1.793, SE = 1.048, p = .087). Accordingly, benevolent sexism did not partially mediate the 

relationship between either social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women or  

right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women. The indirect effects of the 

partially mediated model for the female group are summarized in Tables 12 and 13.  

 Male subgroup. Analysis of the individual model paths for men revealed five significant 

direct effects (see Table 14). Social dominance orientation (β = .361, b = .430, SE = .086, p < 

.001) and hostile sexism (β = .413, b = 6.913, SE = 1.355, p < .001) were significantly and 

positively associated with anti-fat prejudice toward women. Social dominance orientation (β = 

.482, b = .034, SE = .003, p < .001) and right-wing authoritarianism (β = .411, b = .494, SE = 
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.058, p = .001) were significantly associated with hostile sexism, and right-wing authoritarianism 

(β = .409, b = .363, SE = .065, p = .001) was significantly related to benevolent sexism. In 

contrast, right-wing authoritarianism (β = -.067, b = -1.341, SE = 1.464, p = .360) and benevolent 

sexism (β = -.093, b = -2.117, SE = 1.210, p = .080) were not significantly associated with anti-

fat prejudice toward women, and social dominance orientation (β = .009, b = .000, SE = .004, p = 

.905) was not significantly associated with benevolent sexism. For the male subgroup, social 

dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism 

accounted for 43% (R2 = .43) of the variance of anti-fat prejudice toward women within the 

model, social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism accounted for 64% (R2 = 

.64) of the variance in hostile sexism and 17% (R2 = .17) of the variance in benevolent sexism. 

 Using Baron and Kenny’s (1986) criteria, the path model for the male subgroup revealed 

the presence of a mediating effect through the variable of hostile sexism but the absence of 

mediation through benevolent sexism. Hostile sexism partially mediated the relationship between 

social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women as it satisfied all four criteria. 

First, social dominance orientation was significantly associated with hostile sexism (β = .482, b = 

.034, SE = .003, p < .001), which was significantly related to anti-fat prejudice toward women (β 

= .413, b = 6.913, SE = 1.355, p < .001), and social dominance orientation significantly 

influenced anti-fat prejudice toward women (β = .361, b = .430, SE = .086, p < .001). 

Bootstrapped confidence intervals revealed a significant indirect path from social dominance 

orientation to anti-fat prejudice toward women through the meditational variable of hostile 

sexism (b = .237, p < .01, 95% Cl [.134, .345]).  

 However, in the male subgroup, hostile sexism did not partially mediate the relationship 

between right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women as the third criterion 
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for establishing mediation was violated. Specifically, right-wing authoritarianism did not 

significantly influence anti-fat prejudice toward women (β = -.067, b = -1.341, SE = 1.464, p = 

.360). Although the first and second criteria were satisfied, failure to meet the second criterion 

precludes the presence of an indirect effect of right-wing authoritarianism on anti-fat attitudes 

toward women.   

 Benevolent sexism did not prove to be a mediating variable for the male sample as the 

second criterion for establishing mediation was violated. Specifically, benevolent sexism was not 

significantly related to anti-fat prejudice toward women (β = -.093, b = -2.117, SE = 1.210, p = 

.080). Therefore, in the context of the male sample, benevolent sexism did not partially mediate 

the relationship between social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women and 

between right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women. The indirect effects of 

the partially mediated model for the male group are summarized in Tables 15 and 16.  

Model Comparison of Female and Male Subgroups  

 An examination of the similarities and differences between the female and male group 

path models revealed that, in general, many of the paths paralleled each other in significance, 

direction, and strength of estimated parameters. More specifically, social dominance orientation 

and hostile sexism for both genders were significantly and positively associated with anti-fat 

prejudice toward women with a medium effect size. Social dominance orientation and right-wing 

authoritarianism were significantly and positively associated with hostile sexism for both 

genders, with the effect of social dominance orientation being slightly stronger for men and the 

effect of right-wing authoritarianism being almost equivalent for men and women. The 

relationship between right-wing authoritarianism and benevolent sexism was significant for both 

genders, with the effect slightly stronger for women than for men. For each group, benevolent 
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sexism was not significantly related to anti-fat prejudice.  

 Two of the most distinct differences pertained to the relationship between benevolent 

sexism and social dominance orientation and the relationship between right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat attitudes toward women. Social dominance orientation did not 

significantly influence benevolent sexism for men, yet a significant and small effect was detected 

for women. Although the direction of the relationship was the same for both genders, the effect 

of right-wing authoritarianism on anti-fat prejudice toward women was significant only for the 

female group.  

 Although both of the path models accounted for similar amounts of variance of anti-fat 

prejudice toward women (male group: R2 =.430; female group: R2 =.410), the amounts of 

variance accounted for in hostile sexism and benevolent sexism by social dominance orientation 

and right-wing authoritarianism were quite distinct. The male group path model showed that 

social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism accounted for 64% of the variance 

in hostile sexism (R2 = .640), which is in contrast to 42% for the female group (R2 =.420). Even 

more remarkable, the female group path model revealed social dominance orientation and right-

wing authoritarianism accounted for two times as much variance in benevolent sexism (R2 =.350) 

as compared to the male group path model (R2 =.170).  

 Although unstandardized parameter estimates cannot be directly compared between the 

path models for men and women, a comparison of which indirect effects were significant for 

each of the groups can be undertaken. Hostile sexism partially mediated the relationship between 

social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women for both genders. However, 

the indirect path from right-wing authoritarianism to anti-fat prejudice toward women through 

the mediating variable of hostile sexism was significant for women only. Benevolent sexism did 
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not serve as a mediator in either of the gender subgroups.  
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Table 1: Demographics 
Sample 
Characteristics n (%) 
Gender   
    Female 334 (57.9) 
    Male 243 (42.1) 
Year in School   
    Freshman 117 (20.3) 
    Sophomore 113 (19.6) 
    Junior 135 (23.4) 
    Senior 127 (22.0) 
    Graduate Level 85 (14.7) 
Sexual Orientation   
    Heterosexual or straight 482 (83.5) 
    Gay or lesbian 29 (5.0) 
    Bisexual 46 (8.0) 
    Asexual 7 (1.2) 
    Other 13 (2.3) 
Race/Ethnicity   
    White/Caucasian 488 (84.6) 
    African American/Afrocaribbean/Black 50 (8.7) 
    Hispanic/Latino(a) 15 (2.6) 
    Asian or Asian American 3 (.5) 
    Native American 3 (.5) 
    Pacific Islander 2 (.3) 
    Middle Eastern 2 (.3) 
    Other 14 (2.4) 
Body Mass Index (BMI)   
    Underweight (BMI < 18.5)  27 (4.7) 
    Normal weight (BMI 18.5-24.9) 284 (49.2) 
    Overweight (BMI 25-29.9) 153 (26.5) 
    Obese (BMI > 30) 113 (19.6) 
Age   
    18 54 (9.4) 
    19 106 (18.4) 
    20 114 (19.8) 
    21 107 (18.5) 
    22 77 (13.3) 
    23 44 (7.6) 
    24 14 (2.4) 
    25 11 (1.9) 
    26 10 (1.7) 
    27 7 (1.2) 
    28 12 (2.1) 
    29 1 (.2) 
    30 7 (1.2) 
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    31 4 (7) 
    33 1 (.2) 
    34 4 (.7) 
    35 4 (.7) 
 
 
 
Table 2: Mean and Standard Deviation in the Total and the Gender Subsamples, Scale Score 
Range, and Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient 

 
Total 

(N = 577) 
Men 

(n = 243) 
Women 

(n = 334) 
 

 

 

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) Scale 
Score 
Range 

Reliability 
Coefficient 

UMB-FAT-W   55.51 (20.36)  63.50 (19.71)   49.70 (18.83)  19-121 .92 
HS   1.67 (1.12)   1.97 (1.18) 1.45 (1.02)     0-4.91 .92 
BS   1.82 (0.92)    1.98 (0.87) 1.71 (0.94)     0-4.09 .84 
SDO   31.42 (15.10)   35.33 (16.60) 28.58 (13.22)  14-79 .92 
RWA   3.19 (0.93)   3.27 (0.98) 3.14 (0.89)      1-5.67 .84 
M-CSDS 15.33 (5.00)   - -   2-29 .76 
Note. UMB-FAT-W= Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; HS=hostile sexism subscale of 
the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; BS=benevolent sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism 
Inventory; RWA=Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – Short Version; SDO=Social Dominance 
Orientation Scale; M-CSDS=Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. 
 

Table 3: Intercorrelations Among Study Variables (N = 577) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
1. UMB-FAT-W 1     
2. HS    .614*** 1    
3. BS    .305***   .498*** 1   
4. SDO    .611***   .703*** .364*** 1  
5. RWA    .386***   .667*** .513*** .590*** 1 
6. M-CSDS     .002     .092*   .129**   .017 .178*** 
Note. UMB-FAT-W= Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; HS=hostile 
sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; BS =benevolent sexism 
subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; RWA=Right-Wing 
Authoritarianism Scale – Short Version; SDO=Social Dominance Orientation 
Scale; M-CSDS=Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4: Skewness & Kurtosis of Measured Variables 
Variable Skewness Kurtosis 
UMB-FAT-W  0.37  -0.26 
HS  0.25 -0.88 
BS  0.06 -0.70 
SDO  0.80 -0.20 
RWA -0.06 -0.52 
Note. UMB-FAT-W=Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; 
HS=hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; 
BS =benevolent sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism 
Inventory; RWA=Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – Short 
Version; SDO=Social Dominance Orientation Scale. 
!
 
Table 5: Model Fit Index Summary for Total Sample 

Model χ2 DF CFI SRMR RMSEA 
90% CI for 

RMSEA 
Unmediated 564.258 4 .572 .318 .493 .459-.528 
Partially Mediated 31.939 1 .976 .036 .232 .167-.304 
Note. χ2 = Chi-Square Test; DF = Degrees of Freedom; GFI = Goodness-of-Fit Index; 
CFI = Comparative Fit Index; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; 
RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CI for RMSEA = Confidence 
Interval for Root Mean Square Error of Approximation. 
 
 
Table 6: Unmediated Model Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Total Sample: Unstandardized 
and Standardized Parameter Estimates or Regression Weights, Standard Error, Critical Ratio, 
Significance Level 
 
Variables 
(Regression Weights) 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. C.R. 

Standardized 
Estimate 

UMB ! SDO    0.522* .052 10.112   .421 
UMB ! RWA   -2.954* .836 -3.532 -.147 
UMB ! HS    7.640* .648  11.782   .457 
UMB ! BS  0.536 .790  0.679   .026 
Note. S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; C.R. = Critical Ratio; UMB = Universal Measure of 
Bias-FAT-Women; HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; BS = 
benevolent sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; RWA = Right-Wing 
Authoritarianism Scale – Short Version; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation Scale. 
* p < .001 
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Table 7: Partially Mediated Model Maximum Likelihood Estimates for Total Sample: 
Unstandardized and Standardized Parameter Estimates or Regression Weights,  
Standard Error, Critical Ratio, Significance Level 
Variables 
(Regression Weights) 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. C.R. 

Standardized 
Estimate 

BS ! RWA     0.451*** .043 10.378  .458 
HS ! SDO     0.035*** .002 14.389  .474 
HS ! RWA      0.465*** .040 11.741  .387 
BS ! SDO  0.006*   .003   2.129  .094 
UMB ! SDO      0.522*** .060   8.648  .388 
UMB ! RWA   -2.954** .999  -2.958 -.135 
UMB ! HS      7.640*** .880   8.683  .421 
UMB ! BS 0.536 .801   0.669  .024 
Note. S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; C.R. = Critical Ratio; UMB = Universal  
Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism 
Inventory; BS = benevolent sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory;  
RWA = Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – Short Version; SDO = Social Dominance 
Orientation Scale. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
 
 
Table 8: Indirect Effects of Social Dominance Orientation to Anti-Fat Prejudice Toward Women 
for the Total Sample 

Indirect Paths 
Unstandard. 

Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 
Standard. 
Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 

Sum of Indirect Paths  0.272* .037 .202 .348 .202 .027 .152 .263 
Specific Indirect 
Paths 

        

UMB ! HS ! SDO   0.269* .038  .200 .349 - - - - 
UMB ! BS ! SDO 0.003 .006 -.006 .020 - - - - 
Note. Unstandard. Estimate = Unstandardized Estimate; Standard. Estimate = Standardized 
Estimate; S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; LLCI = bootstrapped lower level confidence; 
ULCI = bootstrapped upper level confidence; UMB = Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; 
HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; BS = benevolent sexism 
subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation Scale. 
* p < .01 
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Table 9: Indirect Effects of Right-Wing Authoritarianism to Anti-Fat Prejudice Toward Women  

Indirect Paths 
Unstandard. 

Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 
Standard. 
Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 

Sum of Indirect Paths  3.795* .561 2.634 4.863 .174 .026 .122 .223 
Specific Indirect 
Paths 

        

UMB ! HS ! RWA   3.553* .509  2.483 4.515 - - - - 
UMB ! BS ! RWA 0.242 .390 -0.468 1.065 - - - - 
Note. Unstandard. Estimate = Unstandardized Estimate; Standard. Estimate = Standardized 
Estimate; S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; LLCI = bootstrapped lower level confidence; 
ULCI = bootstrapped upper level confidence; UMB = Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; 
HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; BS = benevolent sexism 
subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; RWA = Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – 
Short Version. 
* p < .01. 
 
 
Table 10: Model Fit Index Summary for Unconstrained and Constrained Multigroup Models 

Model χ2 DF CFI SRMR RMSEA 
90% CI for 

RMSEA 
Unconstrained 37.851 2 .972 .018 .177 .130-.228 
Constrained 62.733 10 .958 .055 .096 .074-.119 
Note. χ2 = Chi-Square Test; DF = Degrees of Freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; SRMR = 
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation; CI = Confidence Interval. 
 
 
Table 11: Female Subgroup: Partially Mediated Model Maximum Likelihood Estimates: 
Unstandardized and Standardized Parameter Estimates or Regression Weights, Standard Error, 
Critical Ratio, Significance Level 
Variables 
(Regression Weights) 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. C.R. 

Standardized 
Estimate 

BS ! RWA   0.533** 0.057 9.356  .508 
HS ! SDO   0.031** 0.004 8.709  .405 
HS ! RWA   0.465** 0.053 8.760  .408 
BS ! SDO  0.009* 0.004   2.422  .131 
UMB ! SDO    0.544** 0.082   6.627  .384 
UMB ! RWA -2.913* 1.331  -2.189 -.139 
UMB ! HS    6.768** 1.123   6.025  .368 
UMB ! BS 1.793 1.048   1.711  .090 
Note. S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; C.R. = Critical Ratio; UMB = Universal  
Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism 
Inventory; BS = benevolent sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory;  
RWA = Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – Short Version; SDO = Social Dominance 
Orientation Scale. 
* p < .05, **p < .001 
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Table 12: Female Subgroup: Indirect Effects of Social Dominance Orientation to Anti-Fat 
Prejudice Toward Women 

Indirect Paths 
Unstandard. 

Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 
Standard. 
Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 

Sum of Indirect Paths  0.228* .045 .152 .343 .161 .031 .107 .235 
Specific Indirect 
Paths 

        

UMB ! HS ! SDO   0.211* .044 0.139 0.323 - - - - 
UMB ! BS ! SDO 0.017 .014 -0.001 0.054 - - - - 
Note. Unstandard. Estimate = Unstandardized Estimate; Standard. Estimate = Standardized 
Estimate; S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; LLCI = bootstrapped lower level confidence; 
ULCI = bootstrapped upper level confidence; UMB = Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; 
HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; BS = benevolent sexism 
subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation Scale. 
* p < .01 
 
Table 13: Female Subgroup: Indirect Effects of Right-Wing Authoritarianism to Anti-Fat 
Prejudice Toward Women 

Indirect Paths 
Unstandard. 

Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 
Standard. 
Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 

Sum of Indirect Paths  4.105* .708 2.815 5.672 .196 .033 .135 .274 
Specific Indirect 
Paths 

        

UMB ! HS ! RWA   3.150* .609  2.118 4.527 - - - - 
UMB ! BS ! RWA 0.955 .561 -0.162 2.078 - - - - 
Note. Unstandard. Estimate = Unstandardized Estimate; Standard. Estimate = Standardized 
Estimate; S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; LLCI = bootstrapped lower level confidence; 
ULCI = bootstrapped upper level confidence; UMB = Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; 
HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; BS = benevolent sexism 
subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; RWA = Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – 
Short Version. 
* p < .01 
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Table 14: Male Subgroup: Partially Mediated Model Maximum Likelihood Estimates: 
Unstandardized and Standardized Parameter Estimates or Regression Weights, Standard Error, 
Critical Ratio, Significance Level 
Variables 
(Regression Weights) 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. C.R. 

Standardized 
Estimate 

BS ! RWA     0.363*   .065   5.580  .409 
HS ! SDO     0.034*   .003   9.984  .482 
HS ! RWA     0.494*   .058   8.501  .411 
BS ! SDO   0.000   .004   0.119  .009 
UMB ! SDO     0.430*   .086   4.996  .361 
UMB ! RWA   -1.341 1.464  -0.916 -.067 
UMB ! HS      6.913* 1.355   5.103  .413 
UMB ! BS   -2.117 1.210  -1.751 -.093 
Note. S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; C.R. = Critical Ratio; UMB = Universal  
Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism 
Inventory; BS = benevolent sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; RWA = 
Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – Short Version; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation 
Scale. 
*p < .001 
 
 
Table 15: Male Subgroup: Indirect Effects of Social Dominance Orientation to Anti-Fat 
Prejudice Toward Women 

Indirect Paths 
Unstandard. 

Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 
Standard. 
Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 

Sum of Indirect Paths  0.236* .055 .129 .344 .198 .045 .110 .297 
Specific Indirect 
Paths 

        

UMB ! HS ! SDO   0.237* .044  0.134 0.345 - - - - 
UMB ! BS ! SDO -0.001 .011 -0.029 0.018 - - - - 
Note. Unstandard. Estimate = Unstandardized Estimate; Standard. Estimate = Standardized 
Estimate; S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; LLCI = bootstrapped lower level confidence; 
ULCI = bootstrapped upper level confidence; UMB = Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; 
HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; BS = benevolent sexism 
subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation Scale. 
* p < .01 
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Table 16: Multigroup Male Sample: Indirect Effects of Right-Wing Authoritarianism to Anti-Fat 
Prejudice Toward Women 

Indirect Paths 
Substandard
. Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 

Standard. 
Estimate S.E. LLCI ULCI 

Sum of Indirect Paths  2.648* .935 .728 4.518 .131 .047 .036 .226 
Specific Indirect 
Paths 

        

UMB ! HS ! RWA   3.417* .838 1.685 5.005 - - - - 
UMB ! BS ! RWA -0.769 .502 -1.964 0.044 - - - - 
Note. Unstandard. Estimate = Unstandardized Estimate; Standard. Estimate = Standardized 
Estimate; S.E. = Approximate Standard Error; LLCI = bootstrapped lower level confidence; 
ULCI = bootstrapped upper level confidence; UMB = Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women; 
HS = hostile sexism subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; BS = benevolent sexism 
subscale of the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; RWA = Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – 
Short Version. 
p < .01 
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Figure 3. Statistical diagram of the unmediated path model for the influence of social dominance 
orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism on anti-fat 
prejudice toward women. Path values represent standardized regression coefficients.  
*p < .001 
!
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Figure 4. Statistical diagram of the partially mediated path model for the influence of social 
dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism on anti-fat prejudice toward women as 
partially mediated by hostile sexism and benevolent sexism. Path values represent standardized 
regression coefficients.  
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001!
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Figure 5. Statistical diagram of the partially mediated path model for the female subgroup, 
depicting the influence of social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism on anti-
fat prejudice toward women as partially mediated by hostile sexism and benevolent sexism. Path 
values represent standardized regression coefficients.  
*p < .05, **p < .001 
!
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Figure 6. Statistical diagram of the partially mediated path model for the male subgroup, 
depicting the influence of social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism on anti-
fat prejudice toward women as partially mediated by hostile sexism and benevolent sexism. Path 
values represent standardized regression coefficients.  
*p < .001 
!
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Discussion 

 The primary aim of the present study was to investigate the relationships between social 

dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and anti-

fat prejudice toward women in order to illuminate social and sexist mechanisms that may 

influence anti-fat attitudes toward women. The hope was that delineation of these factors might 

contribute to the theoretical understanding of the variables implicated in the development of anti-

fat prejudice directed at women. With this enhanced conceptualization, then, it was anticipated 

the study’s findings might provide helpful material to direct the development and 

implementation of effective anti-fat prejudice reduction interventions. Guided by an integrated 

perspective of the dual-process motivational model and the theory of ambivalent sexism, four 

psychosocial and sexist factors were explored – social dominance orientation, right-wing 

authoritarianism, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism. This exploration was accomplished by 

first testing an unmediated path model and a partially mediated path model in a normative 

sample of college student recruited through a four-year institution of higher education in the 

Midwestern U.S. Specifically, the models examined hostile sexism and benevolent sexism as 

partial mediators of the relationships between social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice 

toward women and between right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women. 

After comparing model fit, the better fitting path model – in this case, the partially mediated 

model – was used in a multiple-group framework to assess whether gender moderated the 

relationships among the psychosocial and sexist factors. Following from the theoretical 

framework of the dual-process motivational model and the theory of ambivalent sexism, it was 

hypothesized that 1) higher levels of social dominance orientation and right-wing 

authoritarianism would be associated with higher levels of anti-fat prejudice toward women and 
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2) higher levels of hostile sexism and benevolent sexism would be associated with higher levels 

of anti-fat prejudice toward women. Further, it was hypothesized that 1) hostile sexism would 

partially mediate the associations between the two exogenous variables (i.e., social dominance 

orientation and right-wing authoritarianism) and anti-fat prejudice toward women and 2) 

benevolent sexism would partially mediate the associations between the two exogenous variables 

(i.e., social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism) and anti-fat prejudice toward 

women. Finally, it was hypothesized that gender would moderate the relationships among social 

dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and anti-

fat prejudice toward women.  

Major Findings 

 Hypothesis #1. The first hypothesis, which stated that higher levels of social dominance 

orientation and right-wing authoritarianism would be associated with higher levels of anti-fat 

prejudice toward women, was partially supported by the data. As expected, higher levels of 

social dominance orientation were significantly associated with higher levels of anti-fat prejudice 

toward women. This finding aligns with the results of previous studies that distinguished social 

dominance orientation as a predictor of general anti-fat prejudice (Elison & Çiftçi, 2015; O’Brien 

et al., 2007). Accordingly, the results of the current study lend additional insight about the 

influential nature of a social dominance stance on anti-fat prejudice toward women. Specifically, 

those who prefer hierarchical relations between social groups may be more likely to categorize 

women who are fat as inferior, thereby justifying or legitimizing antipathy and discrimination 

toward them. This finding highlights the importance of centering anti-fat prejudice reduction 

interventions on the facilitation of restructuring fundamental beliefs about the world being 

ruthlessly competitive and debunking the “self-apparent” (Pratto et al., 1994, p. 741) truth that 
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women who are fat are socially inferior and have negative value.  

 In contrast to expectation, higher levels of right-wing authoritarianism were not 

significantly associated with higher levels of anti-fat prejudice toward women. Rather, a negative 

relationship was found between these two variables such that higher levels of right-wing 

authoritarianism were significantly related to lower levels of anti-fat prejudice toward women.  

Theoretically, as the attitudinal dimension of right-wing authoritarianism is grounded in fear-

based ideologies of the world being a dangerous place – thereby requiring social conformity to 

ensure safety and longevity of the social group – it would be reasonable to assume that groups 

who deviate from social norms would be viewed negatively (Asbrock et al., 2010; Duckitt, 

2006). Scant research has examined the relationship between right-wing authoritarianism and 

anti-fat attitudes in general. However, one study found a significant positive correlation between 

these two variables (Crandall, 1994), and a more recent study found that those who endorsed 

greater right-wing authoritarianism were more likely to engage in anti-fat prejudice and weight-

based discriminatory behaviors (O’Brien et al., 2013). Thus, the results of the current study are 

somewhat surprising as this finding indicates those who endorse higher levels of right-wing 

authoritarianism also endorse lower levels of anti-fat prejudice toward women. This finding 

implies that individuals with a strong right-wing authoritarian stance may be less likely to view 

women who are fat as deviant and accordingly may be less prone to dislike women who are fat. 

A potential explanation for this deviating result could be the sample used in current study. The  

The students who participated in this study are considered to be a part of the millennial 

generation, which includes individuals who were born in the period from 1982 to 2002 (Howe & 

Strauss, 2002). Although millennials tend to be conventional and rule-bound, research findings 

suggest they also have a tendency to be more tolerant of diverse views such as different sexual 
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orientations and religious preferences (Howe & Strauss). In light of the present finding, perhaps 

millennials who subscribe to higher levels of right-wing authoritarianism are more likely to 

accept the diversity of body shape and size. Considering the current study was the first to directly 

investigate the anti-fat attitudes toward women, this finding does not so much contradict 

previous research as it suggests that the expression of right-wing authoritarianism in the context 

of anti-fat prejudice toward women may not proceed as theorized among the millennial cohort.  

 Hypothesis #2. The second hypothesis, which states that higher levels of hostile sexism 

and benevolent sexism would be associated with higher levels of anti-fat prejudice toward 

women, was partially supported by the data. As expected, higher levels of hostile sexism were 

related to higher levels of anti-fat prejudice toward women. The present study was the first to 

explore this association. Considering that hostile sexism is the overt expression of antipathy 

toward women (Glick & Fiske, 1996), it is not surprising that those with more aggressive 

attitudes toward women in general would also be more likely to dislike women who are fat. 

Conceptualizing hostile sexism as a key hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myth, individuals who 

endorse hostile forms of sexism may view women who do not fit the socially constructed and 

imposed norms of acceptable body shape and size as resisting the gender hierarchy, thereby 

legitimizing hostility toward these women.  

 Contrary to expectation, however, benevolent sexism was not related to anti-fat bias 

toward women. Theoretically, this finding is unexpected due to the complementary nature of 

hostile and benevolent sexism (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Glick and Fiske, in discussing the concept 

of ambivalent sexism, asserted that those who endorse benevolent sexism toward conforming 

women are more likely to express heightened levels of hostile sexism toward non-conforming 

women. Thus, non-conforming women, such as women who are fat, are likely to be targets of 
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aggression for individuals who typically display benevolent sexism toward conforming women. 

However, the data from the present study suggest that those who endorse sexist attitudes of 

benevolence toward women are not more or less likely to dislike women who are fat.  

 One explanation for this seemingly puzzling finding regards the sample used in the study 

to explore underlying mechanisms of anti-fat prejudice toward women. As mentioned previously, 

the millennial generation’s tolerance of diverse worldviews and perspectives very well may 

contribute to the lack of significant association between benevolent sexism and anti-fat prejudice 

toward women. For example, the millennial cohort shows the greatest support for legalization of 

marijuana (Geiger, 2016), they are more likely to be less attached to traditional political and 

religious institutions (Drake, 2014), they are on track to be the most highly educated cohort 

(Patten & Fry, 2015), and 55% of millennials identify as democrats or lean democrat (Shiva & 

Smith, 2017). This trend toward more liberal ideologies, implying a rejection of more traditional 

views, may help to explain the lack of association. Perhaps millennials who adopt a benevolently 

sexist posture toward women also subscribe to greater levels of social acceptance and diversity, 

leading to a more neutral stance toward women’s body weight. Stated differently, perhaps from 

the perspective of these millennials, women’s body shape and size transcends categorization as a 

conforming or non-conforming identity status.  

 Hypothesis #3. The third hypothesis, which was partially supported, states 1) hostile 

sexism will mediate the relationships between social dominance orientation and anti-fat 

prejudice toward women and between right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward 

women, and 2) benevolent sexism will mediate the relationships between social dominance 

orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women and between right-wing authoritarianism and 

anti-fat prejudice toward women. In regards to hostile sexism as a mediating variable, the data 
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from the present study indicated hostile sexism partially mediated the relationships between 

social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women and between right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women. This finding suggests hostile sexism may 

be one mechanism by which a social dominance orientation or a right-wing authoritarianism 

stance influences anti-fat prejudice toward women.   

 Contrary to expectation, benevolent sexism did not mediate the relationships between 

social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women and between right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women. Consistent with past research, right-wing 

authoritarianism wielded a stronger influence on benevolent sexism than did social dominance 

orientation (Christopher & Mull, 2006; Fowers & Fowers, 2010; Sibley et al., 2007), although 

both associations were significant. However, as the results of the present study indicated that 

benevolent sexism was not significantly associated with anti-fat prejudice toward women, it is 

not surprising that benevolent sexism did not serve as a mechanism through which social 

dominance orientation or right-wing authoritarianism impacted anti-fat prejudice toward women.  

 Hypothesis #4. The final hypothesis, namely that gender would moderate the 

relationships among social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, 

benevolent sexism, and anti-fat prejudice toward women, was supported by the data. Indeed, 

results revealed that the relationships (as a whole) in the path model were a function of gender, 

suggesting that to have excluded the possible influence of gender would have obscured the 

important role it plays in the patterns noted in the model. More specifically, the invariant path 

model did not provide as good of a fit when compared to the unconstrained model (i.e., where 

paths were allowed to vary across groups). In fact, forcing gender subgroups to be the same 

resulted in a statistically significant worsening of the overall model fit, thus rejecting the null 
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hypothesis that the paths (as a whole) are the same for men and women.  

 In terms of the tested direct effects, some consistent findings with those of the total 

sample were found. The direct relationship from social dominance orientation to anti-fat 

prejudice toward women was significant as was the direct relationship from hostile sexism to 

anti-fat prejudice toward women across samples. These findings reflect the important roles that 

the psychosocial ideology of social dominance orientation and the hostile component of 

ambivalent sexism play in influencing negative attitudes toward women who are fat.  

 In contrast, the direct effect of right-wing authoritarianism on anti-fat prejudice toward 

women varied among samples. For women, the negative relationship was significant. Although a 

small effect, women’s levels of right-wing authoritarianism influenced attitudes directed at 

women who are perceived to be fat. More specifically, women who endorsed higher levels of 

right-wing authoritarianism were more likely to also endorse less anti-fat bias toward women. 

The direction of this relationship contradicts extant theory and research (Altemeyer, 1988, 1998; 

Duckitt, 2001; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) on right-wing authoritarianism as this attitudinal 

dimension typically predicts prejudice and not a lack thereof. Moreover, for men right-wing 

authoritarianism did not significantly influence anti-fat prejudice toward women. These results 

suggest this particular variable, on its own, may not be overly impactful in shaping negative 

attitudes toward women who are fat. Similarly, since benevolent sexism was not significantly 

associated with anti-fat attitudes, it is plausible that benevolent sexism may very well not be 

implicated in fostering anti-fat prejudice toward women.  

 Some consistent findings with those of the total sample were also found in regards to 

tested indirect effects. Across all samples, benevolent sexism was not found to be a significant 

mediator. However, hostile sexism played a mediating role in the relationship between social 
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dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice across all samples, suggesting that the results of the 

total sample mostly reflect the findings noted for men and women. This is perhaps one of the 

most important findings as it reveals a main pathway through which anti-fat attitudes toward 

women are shaped. Anti-fat prejudice toward women may arise from the notion that non-

conforming (i.e., fat) women deserve hostility as they are deemed to be inferior by people who 

desire to be superior. Another way to digest this finding is to understand that those who desire to 

be superior are motivated to be so because they must maintain their legitimacy in a world that is 

experienced as brutally competitive. Sustaining this superior position inevitably solidifies the 

need for a hierarchy, such as a gender hierarchy or a body shape and size hierarchy, and it is 

from these hierarchies that prejudice and oppression emerge (Pratto et al., 1994).   

 Although for women hostile sexism partially mediated the relationship between right-

wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women, this pathway did not hold true for 

men. For women, right-wing authoritarianism was a significant negative predictor of anti-fat 

attitudes toward women, and when hostile sexism was introduced some of that effect 

disappeared. Interestingly, this particular pathway suggests that higher levels of right-wing 

authoritarianism were associated with higher levels of hostile sexism, which in turn were related 

to higher levels of anti-fat attitudes toward women. While right-wing authoritarianism on its own 

was negatively related to anti-fat prejudice for women, the introduction of hostile sexism 

provided further clarity on how right-wing authoritarianism indirectly shapes negative attitudes 

toward women who are fat. At first glance, the direct effect of right-wing authoritarianism on 

anti-fat attitudes seems to be somewhat unmeaningful. However, hostile sexism’s mediating role 

between right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat attitudes towards women demonstrates the 

importance of understanding relationships among variables to fine tune our conceptualization of 
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what underlies negative attitudes toward women who are fat. Although not a surprising outcome, 

it is rather illuminating that the data support the assertion that anti-fat prejudice toward women is 

linked to a deep contempt for women who do not conform to society’s version of a normal 

women for individuals whose fundamental view of the world is entrenched in fear and peril.  

 In terms of a broader comparison of the models, some findings consistent with those of 

the total sample were found. Each of the path models accounted for similar overall amounts of 

variance in anti-fat prejudice toward women. The total sample path model accounted for 44.8% 

(R2 = .448), the female subgroup path model accounted for 40.7%, (R2 = .407) and the male 

subgroup path model accounted for 42.9% (R2 = .429). A closer look at the proportion of 

variance accounted for by specific variables revealed much more variability among the samples. 

Social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism accounted for 59.2% (R2 = .592) of 

the variance in hostile sexism for the total sample, and 42.3% (R2 = .423) and 64% (R2 = .640) of 

the variance in the female and male samples, respectively. Similarly, social dominance 

orientation and right-wing authoritarianism accounted for 26.9% (R2 = .269) of the variance in 

benevolent sexism for the total sample, and 35.2% (R2 = .352) and 17.2% (R2 = .172) of the 

variance in the female and male samples, respectively. Again, these findings indicate that gender 

plays an important role in more fully understanding the patterns noted in the model and add to 

the current knowledge base of mechanisms thought to underlie weight-based prejudice directed 

at women.   

Limitations 

 Several limitations of the present study are noteworthy. First, limitations involving the 

sampling procedures and generalizability of the research findings must be considered. Although 

convenience sampling with college students is a simple and efficient process, the present sample 
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is not representative of adults across the United States. Indeed, the majority of the sample 

identified as White and heterosexual with a mean age of 21 years, and all the participants 

included in this sample were college students. Furthermore, due to the geographical location in 

which the current study originates, the sample is not representative of multiculturally diverse 

populations. Thus, external validity of the study is reduced and generalizability to populations 

beyond those similar to that of the current sample needs to be made with caution.  

 Another limitation of the study is its cross-sectional design. Although there is 

methodological and theoretical value in analyzing data gathered at one point in time, the stability 

of the measured constructs cannot be commented upon. In other words, the results of the current 

study do not illustrate how anti-fat attitudes toward women change over time or how specific 

social and sexist ideologies may fluctuate. Rather, the findings reflect the presence of these 

constructs at one point in time. This is particularly important to consider as the data for the 

current study were collected during a politically volatile time in U.S. history, the 2017 

presidential inauguration. It is likely that psychosocial ideologies, such as right-wing 

authoritarianism, social dominance orientation, and ambivalent sexism, as well as attitudes 

toward women who are fat had greater salience during this political transition.  

 Another limitation to the study concerned the use of the Right-Wing Authoritarianism 

Scale – Short Version (Zakrisson, 2005). As mentioned previously, this scale was developed as 

an abbreviated version of Altemeyer’s (1998) original 30-item Right-Wing Authoritarianism 

scale. The sample used to develop the short version of the scale was drawn from a Swedish 

population of high school, undergraduate, and graduate students, which necessitated the 

translation of the instrument from English to Swedish. Although the abbreviated scale was found 

to have reasonably sound psychometric properties among a sample of Swedish students, validity 
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for the Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale – Short Version has not been provided using a U.S. 

sample. Moreover, the translation of instruments can pose a number of methodological 

challenges and introduce different types of bias. Thus, it is possible that the translation strategies 

used in the construction of the scale as well as validation of the scale with a different cultural 

group may have contributed to the right-wing authoritarianism variable not operating as 

theoretically predicted among a sample of college students from the Midwest U.S. 

 In addition, the present study is limited by its use of self-report measures only, which has 

the potential to introduce mono-method bias. This type of bias confounds the construct validity 

of the study such that correlations observed between the variables may be a result of this method 

rather than the variables having true relationships. Mono-method bias can manifest when self-

report measures share a common respondent bias via participants’ socially desirable responses to 

all self-report instruments. However, the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & 

Marlowe, 1960) was used in the study to assess the extent to which social desirability bias was 

present in participants’ responses.   

 Due to restraints imposed by time and available resources, it was not possible to include 

other variables that have been shown to be related to anti-fat prejudice in the path models that 

were tested. Had this been feasible, it is possible that some of the seemingly confusing findings 

uncovered in the present study (e.g., the significant negative association between right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women) would have been illuminated. 

Considering that less than 45% of the variance in anti-fat prejudice toward women was 

accounted for in each of the models, there are clearly other variables at play in the development 

of anti-fat prejudice directed at women that were not captured by the models tested herein. 

Accordingly, future research on this topic would benefit from incorporating additional variables 
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into the model to offer a more comprehensive picture of the patterns involved in producing 

negative attitudes toward women who are fat.  

 Finally, due to inconsistent findings in the extant literature concerning gender differences 

on the present study variables, it was necessary to design the study to account for gender. In 

doing so, gender was measured on a dichotomous scale, which inevitably implies that gender is a 

binary concept and much less complex than what the social sciences have revealed it to be. 

Incorporating gender into the present study, even as a binary construct, provided a more nuanced 

understanding of the mechanisms that underlie weight-based prejudice directed at women. 

Although necessary, studying gender in this manner also has the unfortunate potential to 

minimize the complexity of the gender continuum.  

Implications 

 Theoretical implications. Despite the limitations, the present study has several important 

implications. Theoretically, results of the present study both support and call into question 

certain facets of the DPM model and the theory of ambivalent sexism as it is applied to anti-fat 

attitudes toward women. In support of the model, the findings from the current study 

demonstrated that social dominance orientation and hostile sexism are important precursors to 

anti-fat prejudice directed at women, such that each of these variables separately accounted for a 

significant proportion of the variance in participants’ reported anti-fat prejudice toward women. 

Although this study represents the first time these variables have been examined together in the 

context of anti-fat prejudice toward women, these results are consistent with the overall emphasis 

of the dual-process motivational model and theory of ambivalent sexism and support the model’s 

portrayal of anti-fat prejudice as a fundamentally hierarchy-based ideology (Duckitt, 2006; Glick 

& Fiske, 1996). Additionally, results support the integration of these two models in 
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conceptualizing anti-fat prejudice directed at women as hostile sexism played an important 

mediating role between social dominance orientation and anti-fat prejudice toward women across 

all samples and between right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women 

among the female sample. Indeed, the discovery of the partially mediating effect of hostile 

sexism on social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism to anti-fat prejudice 

toward women suggests that these elements of the model are influential drivers of anti-fat 

prejudice toward women and that inclusion of these three theoretical constructs into an integrated 

model of anti-fat prejudice toward women is warranted.  

 In addition to the above-mentioned components of the integrated model, another salient 

element of the model of anti-fat prejudice toward women is gender. Although little theoretical 

attention has been given to gender differences in the right-wing authoritarianism dimension of 

the DPM model, gender has been theorized to be an important component of the theory of 

ambivalent sexism (Glick & Fiske, 1996) and the social dominance orientation dimension of the 

DPM model (Pratto et al., 1994). Accordingly, the results of this study provide additional 

evidence that overall, and within this sample, gender plays an integral role in capturing the 

underlying motivations that drive anti-fat prejudice toward women. In terms of gender 

differences for specific pathways, for women higher levels of right-wing authoritarianism were 

associated with lower levels of anti-fat prejudice toward women; this particular pathway was not 

significant for men. Although this particular gender difference appears to be somewhat 

uninteresting at first given the negative association between the variables, a closer look at the 

findings from the present study for the female sample reveals an intriguing distinction. 

Specifically, for women a significant indirect effect of right-wing authoritarianism on anti-fat 

prejudice through hostile sexism was discovered. This finding indicates that for women, higher 
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levels of right-wing authoritarianism influenced higher levels of hostile sexism, which in turn 

influenced higher levels of anti-fat prejudice. Based on the results from the present study, 

retaining gender within an integrated model of anti-fat prejudice toward women is defensible and 

certainly provides contextual information necessary for furthering the theoretical 

conceptualizations of anti-fat prejudice toward women.    

 On the other hand, results of the present study also indicate that there are certain elements 

of the integrated model that did not act in accord with theory. For instance, as discussed 

previously, benevolent sexism did not exert its influence on anti-fat prejudice as the construct of 

ambivalent sexism implicitly purports it should (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Correspondingly, for 

women, right-wing authoritarianism proved to directly inhibit anti-fat prejudice. Although the 

introduction of hostile sexism as a partial mediator of the relationship between right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women provided much needed clarity on the 

indirect effect of right-wing authoritarianism, it remains suspiciously uncanny that such a 

powerful predictor of prejudice (Altemeyer, 1988, 1998; Duckitt, 2001; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) 

served to have either a non-significant direct effect on weight bias toward women (for men) or a 

significant negative direct effect on weight bias toward women (for women). As such, it appears 

that benevolent sexism across samples and right-wing authoritarianism for the male sample is not 

as central to the development of anti-fat attitudes toward women as theory would suggest it 

should be. 

 Although the factors tested herein provided valuable information concerning the 

formation of anti-fat prejudice toward women, additional factors responsible for giving rise to 

weight bias toward women should be examined as research on a model of anti-fat attitudes 

toward women proceeds. Puhl and Brownell (2003) stressed the need for integrating various 
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models of weight bias in order to discover more effective interventions for reducing anti-fat 

prejudice. Attribution theory (Heider, 1958) has been the most commonly used theoretical 

framework for conceptualizing the development of general weight stigma (i.e., non-gendered 

weight bias). In addition, evolutionary theories (e.g., the development of the disgust response) as 

well as social comparison theories (e.g., concerns about physical appearance) have also been 

examined in the context of anti-fat attitudes. As such, integrating these additional theories with 

the model tested in the current study may prove helpful in the development of a more robust 

conceptualization of anti-fat prejudice toward women.  

 Research implications. The current study also has a variety of compelling research 

implications. Following from the theoretical implications, the failure of benevolent sexism as a 

significant predictor of anti-fat prejudice suggests that research on additional factors is needed.  

Specifically, empirical evidence suggests that constructs such as attributions of controllability, 

causality (Crandall & Reser, 2005; Elison & Çiftçi, 2015), physical attractiveness (Eagly, 

Ashmore, Makhijani, & Longo, 1991; O'Brien et al. 2013), and disgust sensitivity (Lieberman, 

Tyburm & Latner, 2012) are worthy of examination. In addition, examination of additional 

demographic variables, such as socioeconomic status or educational attainment, as potential 

predictors of anti-fat bias toward women may prove helpful. One study found that relative to 

those with a high school education or less, those with vocational training/some college or a 

college degree endorsed lower levels of anti-fat prejudice (Puhl et al., 2015).  

 Relatedly, the surprising negative association uncovered between right-wing 

authoritarianism and anti-fat prejudice toward women indicates that the role of right-wing 

authoritarianism in the formation of weight bias directed at women is more complex than 

previously assumed. Although right-wing authoritarianism had a significant indirect effect on 
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anti-fat prejudice toward women through the mediating variable of hostile sexism, this held true 

for the female sample only. Therefore, additional research is needed to clarify the role that right-

wing authoritarianism plays in influencing anti-fat attitudes among college students.  

 Conceptually, much of the etiology of anti-fat attitudes toward women remains 

unspecified. While the present study showed that social dominance orientation and hostile 

sexism, and indirectly right-wing authoritarianism, were primary predictors of anti-fat attitudes 

toward women, the overall model accounted for 43% and 41% of the variance in weight bias 

directed at women for the male and female samples, respectively, meaning that more than half of 

the variance in the construct remains unaccounted for. Accordingly, research focused on 

distinguishing key predictors, mediators, and moderators of anti-fat prejudice toward women 

should continue in earnest. The better we understand how anti-fat attitudes toward women are 

formed, the better equipped we will be to prevent, remediate, and ultimately eradicate this 

rampant form of injustice.  

 The present study introduces certain methodological considerations for future research. 

As mentioned previously, longitudinal research designs should be used whenever possible to 

facilitate determination of causality as well as to enhance our understanding of how anti-fat 

prejudice toward women changes over time. Moreover, to increase generalizability, the current 

study should be replicated using more ethnically-diverse samples.  

 Practical implications. Although further research is necessary to provide a more 

comprehensive picture of the etiology of weight bias toward women, numerous practical 

implications can be drawn from the current study. Primary to this discussion is the importance of 

conceptualizing and addressing anti-fat prejudice toward women as a social justice issue, 

particularly given the findings from the current study that depict the profound influence 
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psychosocial and sexist ideologies exert on attitudes and beliefs about women who are fat. Given 

that these damaging ideologies have been found to drive other forms of prejudice in society 

(Sibley et al., 2007), interventions that incorporate topics that challenge these worldviews (in an 

effort to reduce anti-fat prejudice) will potentially have the added benefit of dismantling other 

powerful and pervasive isms that are deeply entrenched in the collective mind. In support of this 

connection, teachers of multicultural classes are encouraged to include in course curricula the 

topic of anti-fat prejudice, in general and specifically targeted at women, as the belief systems 

that drive weight bias may also fuel other pervasive prejudices in our society.   

 Inherent in the promotion of anti-fat prejudice as a social issue worthy of increased 

attention, compassion, and advocacy, is the call for mental health professionals to acquire the 

necessary competencies to work with clients who unwittingly or purposely demean women who 

are fat as well as with female clients who are considered fat. McHugh and Kasardo (2012) 

asserted that “the field of psychology has a responsibility to appreciate size acceptance and to 

strive to eliminate anti-fat bias” (p. 617). This is particularly relevant given that psychologists are 

increasingly called upon to participate in the care of clients who are overweight or obese (Bean, 

Stewart, & Olbrich, 2008). Accordingly, it is incumbent upon mental health professionals not 

only to champion increased awareness and knowledge of sizism at a societal level but also to 

develop competence in working with anti-fat prejudice.  

 Extant research suggests that unlike other forms of prejudice, sizism does not respect the 

tenet of Social Identity Theory that states members of an ingroup are more likely to have a 

favorable view of ingroup members than outgroup members (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). On the 

contrary, people who are fat hold negative attitudes toward other individuals who are fat (Puhl & 

Brownell, 2003). Therefore, when working with clients who are fat, it is essential to understand 
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that not only are they likely to have internalized anti-fat prejudice but also they are likely to have 

sanctioned (knowingly or unknowingly) harmful anti-fat attitudes toward women that very well 

may be grounded in the same psychosocial and sexist ideologies studied herein. 

 Findings from the present study suggest that clinical efforts to reduce anti-fat prejudice 

should focus on restructuring fundamental beliefs about the world being ruthlessly competitive 

and deconstructing hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myths such as hostile sexism. Considering 

that these psychosocial and sexist ideologies are indeed cognitive constructs, it seems reasonable 

to presume that cognitively oriented therapies would likely prove helpful. Moreover, 

motivational interviewing may be beneficial in addressing the ambivalence and resistance that 

arise in response to increasing awareness surrounding deeply ingrained beliefs and behaviors. It 

is important to note, however, that these assumptions need to be empirically tested.  

 Moreover, given that gender presented as a salient variable in the context of anti-fat 

prejudice directed at women, it may be worthy of consideration to develop interventions that are 

either gender-specific or – perhaps more practical – readily adaptable depending on the specific 

audience. Specifically, for women who endorse high levels of right-wing authoritarianism and 

high levels of hostile sexism, anti-fat attitudes appear to be more prevalent. In other words, 

women who view the world as exceedingly dangerous and therefore subscribe to the social 

expectations set forth by established authority figures tend to hold more antipathy toward non-

conforming women, which gives way to the tendency to endorse much higher levels of dislike 

toward women who are fat. Thus, when attempting to reduce women’s anti-fat attitudes directed 

at women, the needs (e.g., safety, stability) that link fear with conformity may need to be 

deconstructed and reframed to diminish the power of fear, the lure of conformity, and the 

legitimacy of anti-fat prejudice. Accordingly, feminist therapies (e.g., relational-cultural therapy) 
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that integrate an intersectional perspective and consider the sociopolitical challenges and cultural 

stressors faced by women may prove helpful for females in reducing anti-fat prejudice directed at 

women. However, such an assumption must be empirically tested.  

Conclusion 

 In closing, despite the above-outlined limitations, the present study represents the first 

attempt to delineate the factors that drive anti-fat prejudice directed at women. The study is 

grounded upon a robust theoretical and empirical foundation and uncovered valuable information 

concerning the underlying drivers of anti-fat prejudice toward women. In particular, results 

suggest that social dominance orientation and hostile sexism serve as key predictors of anti-fat 

prejudice toward women, whereas benevolent sexism does not. In addition, findings from the 

present study indicate the effect of right-wing authoritarianism on the development of anti-fat 

prejudice is more nuanced than previously conceptualized. Finally, accounting for gender 

revealed a sharper image of how these psychosocial and sexist ideologies influence anti-fat 

prejudice toward women. Accordingly, it appears that an integration of the DPM model with the 

theory of ambivalent sexism offered a more contextualized and intersectional understanding of 

the factors that give rise to anti-fat prejudice toward women. To more comprehensively capture 

the etiology of anti-fat prejudice toward women, more research needs to be conducted to 

examine other variables that drive this pernicious prejudice targeted at women. 
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Appendix A – Literature Review 

 The purpose of the present review is to examine the relationships between social 

dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, sexism, and sizism. Investigating the 

associations among these variables will provide a better understanding of what drives anti-fat 

prejudice directed at women. Furthermore, it will provide a meaningful contribution to the 

currently limited knowledge base of weight-based discrimination toward women who are fat. In 

the following sections, theoretical and empirical reasoning is provided regarding the relationship 

of these constructs to anti-fat prejudice directed at women.  

Theoretical Framework 

 The most common framework used to conceptualize the etiology of anti-fat prejudice is 

attribution theory (Heider, 1958). For example, several studies have found that when people 

believe someone is fat due to controllable factors (e.g., excessive eating), attributions of 

responsibility are made and the fat person is liked less (Allison, Basile, & Yuker, 1990; Ebneter, 

Latner, and O'Brien, 2011; Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson; 1988). In contrast, people are more 

likely to have positive attitudes toward fat people when they believe that being fat is largely 

beyond the control of the fat person (e.g., biological causes; Allison, Basile, & Yuker, 1990; 

Ebneter, Latner, and O'Brien, 2011; Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson; 1988). Although attribution 

theory is helpful in elucidating specific attributions that may contribute to anti-fat attitudes – 

such as attributions of controllability and causality (Crandall & Reser, 2005) – it does not 

necessarily provide a framework for understanding the underlying mechanisms involved in anti-

fat attitudes toward women.  

 Since this study is concerned with an intersectional perspective of the identities of gender 

and body size, it is important to utilize a theoretical model that captures a dynamic view of how 
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prejudice is developed and sustained. Duckitt’s (2001) dual-process motivational model of 

individual differences in prejudice provides an appropriate framework for understanding the 

gendered nature of anti-fat prejudice. It comprises dual psychological bases of two ideological 

attitude dimensions: social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism. These social-

attitudinal dimensions express fundamental motivational goals that pertain to universal concerns 

about human existence and survival (Duckitt, 2001). Social dominance and right-wing 

authoritarianism have been the most powerful and consistent predictors of ideological and 

intergroup phenomena such as prejudice (Altemeyer, 1988, 1998; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). 

Moreover, the two dimensions measured by right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance 

orientation have been associated with various forms of oppression and used to conceptualize 

research findings relevant to sexism (e.g., Fowers & Fowers, 2010) and sizism (e.g., O’Brien, 

Latner, Ebneter, & Hunter, 2013), although not simultaneously. In addition to Duckitt’s dual-

process motivational model, a consideration of ambivalent sexism (Glick & Fiske, 2001) is 

important as it ties in directly with the variables salient to this study.  

Dual-Process Motivation Model 

 Duckitt’s (2001) dual-process motivational model of ideology and prejudice proposes 

that prejudice is an attitude held by individuals that is marked by relatively stable individual 

differences in social attitudes of social dominance or right-wing authoritarianism. The individual 

differences underlying social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism emerge 

from fundamental beliefs about the world being either ruthlessly competitive or exceedingly 

dangerous, respectively (Duckitt, 2006). These attitudinal dimensions are conceptually distinct in 

that each dimension expresses basic motivational goals that are consistent with an individual’s 

personality disposition and socialized worldview beliefs (Duckitt, 2006). The dual-process 
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motivational model endeavors to explain the social and psychological bases of social dominance 

orientation and right-wing authoritarianism and to elucidate the mechanisms through which these 

psychosocial ideologies influence prejudice (Duckitt, 2006). Therefore, it provides a framework 

for understanding how prejudicial attitudes, beliefs, and values are developed and maintained. 

 Social dominance orientation. The first attitudinal dimension of the dual-process 

motivational model, social dominance orientation, was developed by Sidanius and Pratto (1993, 

1999) and refers to the extent to which one believes his or her group is superior to other groups 

(Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). An individual’s level of social dominance 

orientation is conceptualized along a superior-inferior dimension, designating those who are 

higher on the social dominance orientation continuum as tending to prefer hierarchical relations 

between social groups. This preference for group domination is undergirded by social ideologies 

that serve as “tools that legitimize discrimination” (Pratto et al., 1994, p. 741). Hierarchy-

enhancing legitimizing myths are ideologies that promote the superiority of one group over other 

groups and serve to justify and reinforce discrimination of the inferior group and dominance of 

the superior group. Pratto et al. (1994) postulated that “to work smoothly, these ideologies must 

be widely accepted within a society, appearing as self-apparent truths” (p. 741). Hierarchy-

legitimizing myths ensure minimal conflict among groups by providing a group schema 

concerning how individuals and social institutions should allocate social resources. Resources, in 

this sense, can be conceptualized as things with positive or negative social value. Thus, 

individuals or groups considered inferior are allocated less positive social value than individuals 

or groups considered superior. From this vantage point, prejudice stemming from social 

dominance orientation is thought to be motivated by competitiveness over relative group 

dominance such that intergroup power and status differentials are justified by antipathy toward 
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and devaluation of groups that are socially subordinate in status and power (Asbrock, Sibley, & 

Duckitt, 2010; Duckitt, 2006). 

 Right-wing authoritarianism. Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswick, Levinson, and Sandford 

(1950) originally developed the authoritarian personality dimension, but Altemeyer (1981, 1988, 

1998) refined the construct, which is measured using the Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale. 

This second attitudinal dimension of the dual-process motivational model stems from a bedrock 

view of the world as a dangerous place (Altemeyer, 1998). In the face of a terrifying world, 

social conformity and submission to established authorities is imperative to maintaining social 

cohesion and stability. Consequently, the veracity of the social norms endorsed by those in 

authority is not questioned. This undisputed acquiescence easily lends itself to justifying 

aggression toward those targeted by the ones in authority. Since societal safety and stability are 

deeply engrained values of right-wing authoritarianism, deviant or dangerous groups that 

threaten this critical survival condition are disliked and targeted (Asbrock et al., 2010; Duckitt, 

2006).  

Ambivalent Sexism: A Hierarchy-Enhancing Legitimizing Myth  

 A key hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myth that has the potential to elucidate the 

discussion of anti-fat bias toward women is ambivalent sexism. Ambivalent sexism is a 

multidimensional construct of prejudice that maintains the gender hierarchy through benevolence 

toward conforming women and hostility toward nonconforming women. Glick and Fiske (1996) 

proposed the concept of ambivalent sexism as it provides an explanation for the contradictory 

attitudes of prejudice expressed toward women. Hostile sexism is the overt expression of 

antipathy toward women, whereas benevolent sexism is characterized by a traditionally 

stereotypical view of women coupled with subjectively positive feelings toward women. 
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Benevolent and hostile sexism are viewed as complementary constructs since 1) both aim to 

quell women’s resistance to the gender hierarchy and 2) endorsement of benevolent sexism 

disarms one’s resistance to more hostile forms of sexism (Glick & Fiske, 2001). As such, 

ambivalent sexism is thought to be a hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myth (Sidanius, Pratto, & 

Bobo, 1994) since it serves to justify and promote the gender hierarchy. 

 The dual-process motivational model, then, provides a framework for how individual 

differences in social ideologies predict benevolent and hostile sexism differentially (Duckitt & 

Sibley, 2009). Individuals high in social dominance orientation express the competitively driven 

goal to maintain superiority over other groups. Thus, individuals high in social dominance 

orientation would be more sensitive and reactive to issues of gender relations and would react in 

a more aggressive manner toward women who are perceived as socially subordinate and pose a 

threat to the gender hierarchy. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that individuals high in social 

dominance orientation would express hostile forms of sexism toward women who are low in 

status and power and who challenge male dominance. In contrast, individuals high in right-wing 

authoritarianism express a negative attitude toward outgroups when it serves to strengthen the 

conservative social norm beliefs set forth by those in authority. From a right-wing 

authoritarianism perspective, sexism is seen as an acceptable ideology as long as those who are 

in authority endorse sexist views of women. Although gender relations are viewed as 

complementary, right-wing authoritarianism also place women’s role in the mutual relationship 

as relative to men. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that individuals high in right-wing 

authoritarianism would express (a) benevolent forms of sexism toward women who promote 

social order and ingroup stability by preserving traditional roles and (b) hostile forms of sexism 

toward women who disrupt social cohesion and ingroup security by challenging conventional 
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norms. In addition, since benevolent sexism and hostile sexism are conceptualized as 

complementary forms of sexism, it is reasonable to expect that individuals who endorse 

benevolent sexism toward conforming women would express heightened levels of hostile sexism 

toward non-conforming women (Glick & Fiske, 1996).  

An Integrated Model of Anti-Fat Prejudice Toward Women 

 An integration of the DPM model and ambivalent sexism in the context of anti-fat 

prejudice toward women provides the potential for an ideological and intersectional perspective 

of how the two social identities of gender and body size interact to produce a gendered 

conceptualization of weight-related discrimination. The attitudinal dimension of social 

dominance orientation is motivated by the desire to be superior and is reflected in a view of the 

world as competitive, ruthless, and merciless. Those who are viewed as socially inferior or 

incompetent are likely to be targets of prejudice in order to maintain the social hierarchy. 

Antipathy toward women who are fat could be related to social dominance orientation through 

hostile sexism since gender status (female) and size status (fat) are conceived to be socially 

subordinate. In contrast, the attitudinal dimension of right-wing authoritarianism emphasizes an 

ideology driven by the need to experience safety and security since the world is seen as 

dangerous. Those who threaten societal security are likely to become targets of prejudice. 

Therefore, negativity toward women who are fat could be related to right-wing authoritarianism 

through hostile sexism since women who are fat are viewed as significantly deviating from 

society’s version of traditional feminine norms, such as self-control and the thin ideal, thereby 

disrupting social cohesion and stability. Essentially, the dual-process motivational model coupled 

with the construct of ambivalent sexism has relevance, not only in framing the gendered nature 

of anti-fat prejudice from a theoretical perspective, but it also has utility in predicting 
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psychosocial ideologies that may underlie the pervasive and durable anti-fat prejudice that is 

directed at women who are considered fat. This review of the literature provides a context for 

understanding how the attitudinal dimensions of social dominance orientation and right-wing 

authoritarianism coupled with sexist ideology may underlie weight-based discrimination toward 

women. 

Literature Review 

 The goal of the present review is to examine the relationships between social dominance 

orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism, and anti-fat attitudes 

toward women. As there have been no studies investigating all of these constructs in concert, the 

following review is divided into two sections. In the first section, empirical studies that have 

assessed the relationship between social dominance orientation and anti-fat attitudes and between 

right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat attitudes will be appraised. Second, research 

investigating the relationship between social dominance orientation and ambivalent sexism and 

between right-wing authoritarianism and ambivalent sexism will be evaluated. In sum, this 

critical review points to gaps in the literature and a need for research that addresses psychosocial 

determinants of weight-based discrimination toward women. 

Definition of Important Terms 

 For the purpose of the current study, terms are defined as follows: 

 Fat. The term fat has a historical reputation for being used pejoratively. Yet, it is being 

reclaimed in the size acceptance community as an objective and neutral descriptor of weight 

status in an effort to destigmatize the word (Abakoui & Simmons, 2010). When summarizing the 

work of other researchers, weight descriptors used by the original researchers are generally 

retained. However, for the remainder of the study, the word fat will be used in an effort to 
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support the destigmatization of the term.  

 Overweight and obesity. Overweight is a term that indicates a Body Mass Index (BMI) 

of 25 to 29, and obesity indicates a BMI of 30 or more (Brownell, 2005). These words are often 

used interchangeably with other terms, such as large or heavy, to refer to weight status (Smith, 

Schmoll, Konik, & Oberlander, 2007). Some feminist authors propose that both of these terms 

denote a medical condition, implying the need for a cure and insinuating that all people should 

be of the same size (Rothblum & Solovay, 2009; Wann, 2009).  

 Right-Wing Authoritarianism. Right-wing authoritarianism is an attitudinal dimension 

that expresses the motivational goal of group security and order, which stems from a view of the 

world as a dangerous or threatening place (Duckitt, 2006).  

 Social Dominance Orientation. Social dominance orientation refers to the extent to 

which one believes his or her social group is superior to other groups and reflects a view of the 

world as a “ruthlessly competitive jungle in which the strong win and the weak lose” (Pratto et 

al., 1994, p. 685). 

 Ambivalent Sexism. Ambivalent sexism (Glick & Fiske, 2001) refers to the 

multidimensional nature of sexist ideology in which hostile and benevolent forms of sexism 

serve to maintain societal gender inequality. Hostile and benevolent sexism are conceptualized as 

complementary but opposite evaluative feeling tones of sexism in which hostility is directed 

toward women who are perceived as challenging the gender hierarchy and benevolence is 

directed toward women who are perceived as conforming to the gender hierarchy.  

Criterion for Inclusion and Exclusion of Studies in Review 

 Several criteria were imposed upon the current literature review in order to make the 

findings both relevant to the purpose and concise. Literature was gathered using the Academic 
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Search Premier, PsycINFO, and PsycARTICLES databases. Search terms used to identify studies 

examining the psychosocial determinants of anti-fat prejudice toward women were: right-wing 

authoritarianism, authoritarianism, dual-process motivational model, social dominance 

orientation, fat, anti-fat attitudes, anti-fat prejudice, weight bias, sizism, sexism, gender 

discrimination, women. References were reviewed and further inclusion criteria were applied. 

Sources were eliminated if they were not empirical in nature or not peer reviewed (e.g., books, 

theses, and dissertations were eliminated). In addition, all studies in the current review were 

empirical investigations of relationships between constructs and used a valid instrument of 

measurement for all constructs. 

Psychosocial Ideologies and Anti-Fat Prejudice 

 Though scarcely studied in relation to anti-fat attitudes, studies that have investigated 

social ideologies that may help explain the origins of anti-fat attitudes have shown a consistent 

relationship between social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, and anti-fat 

prejudice. Crandall (1994) examined the correlation between right-wing authoritarianism and 

anti-fat attitudes and found a significant, positive correlation, suggesting that dislike of fat people 

may be based on the social ideological notion that those who deviate from conventional norms 

should be rejected. Another study examined the correlation between social dominance 

orientation and anti-fat attitudes and found higher social dominance orientation scores were 

significantly and positively correlated with greater levels of anti-fat attitudes, indicating that 

antipathy toward fat people may be rooted in beliefs of inherent superiority over fat people 

(O’Brien et al., 2013). The following three studies examined more closely the relationships 

between these social ideologies and anti-fat attitudes.  

 O’Brien, Hunter, and Banks (2007) examined the association between social dominance 
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orientation and anti-fat prejudice among first and third year undergraduate physical education 

students (n = 180) compared to first and third year undergraduate psychology students (n = 164). 

Using both implicit and explicit measures of anti-fat attitudes, O’Brien et al. (2007) found a 

significant relationship between social dominance orientation scores and implicit anti-fat 

attitudes for third year physical education students only. Specifically, those who endorsed higher 

levels of social dominance orientation were more likely to hold negative implicit attitudes toward 

fat people. For both year one and year three psychology students, social dominance orientation 

was significantly related to explicit anti-fat attitudes, such that those with higher levels of social 

dominance orientation were more likely to dislike fat people and were more likely to believe in 

the controllability of weight. For physical education students in their first year, social dominance 

orientation was significantly associated with dislike of fat people, whereas for third year physical 

education students, social dominance orientation was significantly associated with dislike of fat 

people, fear of becoming fat, and the belief in the controllability of weight. Similarly, Elison and 

Çiftçi (2015) examined underlying psychosocial factors (including social dominance orientation) 

associated with anti-fat attitudes. Their sample was comprised of 630 community members and 

college students in the Midwestern U.S. After controlling for BMI, sex, fear of becoming 

overweight, and the belief in the controllability of weight, social dominance orientation 

contributed a significant amount of unique positive variance to explaining dislike of fat people.  

 Using a sample of 102 undergraduate students in New Zealand, O’Brien et al. (2013) 

examined whether social ideologies (including right-wing authoritarianism) were related to 

obesity employment discrimination. Under the pretense of a personnel selection task, participants 

evaluated obese and non-obese females seeking a managerial position. O’Brien and colleagues 

found that higher levels of right-wing authoritarianism predicted obesity discrimination. In 
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particular, those who endorsed stronger right-wing authoritarianism were less likely to employ 

the obese target and were more likely to provide a poor ranking of obese targets overall.  

 These studies lend support for a strong link between social dominance orientation and 

anti-fat attitudes and between right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat attitudes (Crandall, 1994; 

Elison & Çiftçi, 2015; O’Brien et al., 2007, 2013). Those who prefer social ideologies that 

promote social hierarchy may tend to have negative attitudes toward fat people. Similarly, 

individuals who lean toward social ideologies that support conformity to the prevailing views of 

established authorities may be more likely to endorse attitudes of antipathy toward fat people.  

Psychosocial Ideologies and Ambivalent Sexism 

 The aforementioned studies indicated that anti-fat attitudes might be entrenched in the 

social ideologies of social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism. There has 

been no research exploring the relationships between these social ideologies and sexism in the 

context of weight-based discrimination targeted at women. Yet, since anti-fat prejudice toward 

women may be motivated by both social and sexist ideologies, a review of studies investigating 

the relationships between social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, and 

ambivalent sexism is presented next.   

 Two of the most consistent findings in the literature are that social dominance orientation 

most strongly predicts hostile sexism and that right-wing authoritarianism most strongly predicts 

benevolent sexism. Using a sample of 246 residents from two towns in southern Michigan, 

Christopher and Mull (2006) examined the relationship between different aspects of conservative 

ideology (including social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism) and 

ambivalent sexism. Hierarchical multiple regression analyses demonstrated that social 

dominance orientation was significantly related to hostile sexism only, whereas right-wing 



ANTI-FAT PREJUDICE TOWARD WOMEN                                                                          105 
!
authoritarianism was significantly related to benevolent sexism only. Furthermore, gender 

significantly predicted both hostile sexism and benevolent sexism. To explore whether gender 

moderated the relationships between social ideology and sexist ideology, additional multiple 

regression analyses were conducted. However, the results indicated that with hostile sexism as 

the criterion, none of these interactions were significant. The same was true with benevolent 

sexism as the criterion. Thus, according to this study, gender did not significantly moderate any 

of the relationships between social ideology and sexist ideology. 

 Similarly, Roets, Van Hiel, and Dhont (2012) recruited a heterogeneous sample of 222 

adults to investigate the differential effects of social dominance orientation and right-wing 

authoritarianism as proximal determinants of hostile and benevolent sexism, respectively. 

Separate regression analyses were conducted for the male and female subsamples since 

preliminary analyses indicated gender was weakly, but significantly, related to hostile and 

benevolent sexism. However, the findings for each subsample were reasonably similar. For men, 

social dominance orientation, but not right-wing authoritarianism, was a strong and unique 

predictor of hostile sexism. For women, social dominance orientation more strongly predicted 

hostile sexism, but right-wing authoritarianism had unique predictive value too. For both men 

and women, right-wing authoritarianism predicted benevolent sexism, although more strongly 

for the female sample.  

 In a cross-cultural study, Lee (2013) explored the potential geneses of sexist ideology 

among student samples in Taiwan (n = 195) and the US (n = 367). Preliminary analyses 

indicated that American men scored higher than American women on social dominance 

orientation, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism, whereas Taiwanese men scored higher than 

Taiwanese women on social dominance orientation only. Due to these gender differences, a 
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multigroup approach was used to test the proposed model. Across all four samples, path analyses 

indicated that endorsement of social dominance orientation predicted the endorsement of hostile 

sexism more strongly than benevolent sexism. The endorsement of right-wing authoritarianism 

predicted the endorsement of benevolent sexism more strongly than hostile sexism. 

 Feather and McKee (2012) found comparable results using a sample of 170 students from 

introductory courses in psychology at a university in Australia. Preliminary analyses indicated 

that men scored significantly higher than women on social and sexist ideologies. Thus, gender 

was entered into the subsequent path analysis as a predictor variable. Analyses showed that 

social dominance orientation positively predicted hostile sexism only. Right-wing 

authoritarianism positively predicted both benevolent sexism and hostile sexism, although the 

path from right-wing authoritarianism to benevolent sexism was stronger than the path from 

right-wing authoritarianism to hostile sexism. Yet in contrast to the aforementioned studies, 

Feather and McKee found that compared to right-wing authoritarianism, social dominance 

orientation was not necessarily a better predictor of hostile sexism. Additionally, hostile sexism 

was directly predicted by male gender and right-wing authoritarianism was directly predicted by 

female gender.  

 Fowers and Fowers (2010) recruited 117 undergraduate students from a university in 

Florida to examine whether social dominance orientation moderated the degree of sexist 

response to female subtypes described as either chaste or promiscuous. Preliminary analyses 

indicated that men endorsed higher levels of hostile sexism than women and women endorsed 

higher levels of benevolent sexism than men. Additionally, women expressed a higher degree of 

hostile sexism toward the promiscuous character and a higher degree of benevolent sexism 

toward the chaste character. In contrast, men did not differentiate between the two characters in 
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the degree of hostile sexism, but they did endorse more benevolent sexism toward the chaste 

character. After controlling for gender, they found that social dominance orientation significantly 

predicted hostile sexism but not benevolent sexism, indicating that those who tended to support 

social inequality were more likely to express higher levels of hostile sexism. Additionally, social 

dominance orientation moderated the relationship between female subtype and hostile sexism, 

such that individuals high in social dominance orientation expressed the highest degree of hostile 

sexism toward the promiscuous target. 

 These relationships have been examined using male samples only. Sibley, Wilson, and 

Duckitt (2007) used cross-sectional data to test a structural equation model of the dual-process 

motivational model (Duckitt, 2001) of individual differences in sexism. Participants comprised 

218 male undergraduate students from a university in New Zealand and 122 men from the 

community in Wellington, New Zealand. The hypothesized model accounted for 24% of the 

variance in men’s benevolent sexism and 35% of the variance in men’s hostile sexism. It also 

predicted 58% of the variance in social dominance orientation and 51% of the variance in right-

wing authoritarianism. Consistent with other research, right-wing authoritarianism was directly 

related to benevolent sexism whereas social dominance orientation was directly related to hostile 

sexism. In a meta-analysis of these relationships using male samples, social dominance 

orientation (controlling for right-wing authoritarianism) was moderately related with hostile 

sexism (weighted r = .35 � .10) and weakly related to benevolent sexism (weighted r = .05 � 

.10; Sibley et al., 2007). The reverse pattern was found for right-wing authoritarianism: right-

wing authoritarianism had a moderate effect on benevolent sexism (weighted r = .36 � .10)  and 

a weak effect on hostile sexism (weighted r = .16 � .10; Sibley et al., 2007). According to a 

longitudinal study, men’s right-wing authoritarianism significantly predicted increases in 
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benevolent sexism across five months, and men’s social dominance orientation predicted 

increases in hostile sexism across the same timespan. These findings suggest that for men right-

wing authoritarianism exerts a causal influence on benevolent sexism, whereas social dominance 

orientation exerts a causal influence on hostile sexism (Sibley et al., 2007).  

 When examining these relationships using female samples only, a slightly different 

pattern of relationships emerged. Sibley and colleagues (2007) conducted a meta-analysis of the 

relationships between social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, 

and benevolent sexism for female samples. Analyses were based on a total of six independent 

samples, and the results indicated that for women, right-wing authoritarianism (controlling for 

social dominance orientation) was moderately associated with benevolent sexism (weighted r = 

.39 � .07) and hostile sexism (weighted r = .31 � .07), with the effect slightly stronger on 

benevolent sexism. In contrast, social dominance orientation (controlling for right-wing 

authoritarianism) was weakly associated with both benevolent sexism (weighted r = .20 � .07) 

and hostile sexism (weighted r = .25 � .07), with the effect marginally stronger on hostile 

sexism.  

 Taken together, these studies reflect the general trend that social dominance orientation 

exerts a stronger effect on hostile sexism and right-wing authoritarianism exerts a stronger effect 

on benevolent sexism, although some studies suggest that right-wing authoritarianism is strongly 

related to hostile sexism as well. According to the dual-process motivational model (Duckitt, 

2001), people who endorse higher levels of social dominance orientation believe in maintaining 

social inequality. Thus, when anyone attempts to challenge the hierarchy, people high in social 

dominance orientation will react negatively. In addition, people high in right-wing 

authoritarianism express a motivation to maintain social cohesion and security and to preserve 
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traditional values and norms that are endorsed by those in authority. Since benevolent sexism 

reflects endorsement of traditional gender norms and views men’s and women’s roles as distinct 

yet complementary, it makes sense that the research indicates right-wing authoritarianism is 

related to benevolent sexism. Moreover, it is not surprising that some of the literature suggests a 

relationship between right-wing authoritarianism and hostile sexism since hostile sexism reflects 

aggressive reactions to individuals who are perceived to be deviating from conventional norms 

and are, thus, dangerous.  

Gender Differences in Anti-Fat Attitudes 

 Results of preliminary analyses from studies examining men and women simultaneously 

revealed inconsistent gender differences on anti-fat attitudes. For instance, one study found that 

being female uniquely contributed to anti-fat attitudes (Elison & Çiftçi, 2015). Other studies 

found that men reported significantly greater anti-fat prejudice than did women (O’Brien et al., 

2013) or that there were no gender differences in anti-fat attitudes (O’Brien et al., 2007). Yet, 

based on a large national sample of U.S. adults, men were found to endorse greater levels of anti-

fat attitudes than did women (Puhl et al., 2015). This finding was constant among non-student 

adults as well as among adults who were enrolled as students in college or a university. 

Accordingly, gender may be a particularly relevant variable to consider when examining anti-fat 

attitudes targeted at women.  

Gender Differences in Social and Sexist Ideologies  

 The majority of studies included in the previous review employed both males and 

females in their research. However, preliminary analyses commonly indicated mixed findings 

concerning gender differences on both social and sexist ideologies. For instance, some studies 

indicated that men endorsed significantly higher levels of social dominance orientation than 
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women (Feather & McKee, 2012; Lee, 2013), and other studies did not detect any significant 

gender differences in social dominance orientation (Christopher & Mull, 2006; Fowers & 

Fowers, 2010; Roets et al., 2012). In a review of 50 different studies addressing the issue of 

gender in relation to social dominance orientation, Zakrisson (2008) did not find even one 

sample in which women had significantly higher levels of social dominance orientation than 

men. Yet, the predominantly invariant gender differences in social dominance orientation may be 

a result of inadequate sampling of situations and conditions (Zakrisson, 2008). Furthermore, it is 

unclear if these gender differences are an effect of socialization or of self-selection processes 

(Zakrisson, 2008). 

 In addition, some studies demonstrated that men were more likely to endorse higher 

levels of right-wing authoritarianism compared to women (Feather & McKee, 2012; Lee, 2013), 

but other studies showed no gender differences in endorsement of right-wing authoritarianism 

(Christopher & Mull, 2006; Fowers & Fowers, 2010; Roets et al., 2012). It has been suggested 

that these varied findings are a result of methodological limitations including homogeneity of 

social and cultural contexts (Brandt & Henry, 2012). For instance, when examining cross-

cultural gender differences in right-wing authoritarianism across 54 diverse societies, women 

from individualistic countries with low levels of gender equality endorsed higher levels of right-

wing authoritarianism than did men. In contrast, men from individualistic countries with higher 

levels of gender equality endorsed higher levels of right-wing authoritarianism than did women.  

 Most studies found gender differences in hostile and benevolent sexism, although the 

results were mixed. For example, three studies found men endorsed higher levels of hostile and 

benevolent sexism compared to women (Christopher & Mull, 2006; Feather & McKee, 2012; 

Lee, 2013), another study found men endorsed higher levels of hostile sexism while women 
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endorsed higher levels of benevolent sexism (Fowers & Fowers, 2010), and another study did not 

find such strong gender differences (Roets et al., 2012). Yet, because hostile and benevolent 

sexism are complementary and dynamic constructs, it is reasonable to expect variable gender 

differences. For instance, Glick and colleagues (2000) found robust correlations between men’s 

average levels of hostile sexism and women’s average levels of hostile (r = .84, p < .01) and 

benevolent sexism (r = .92, p < .01). Strong correlations were also found between men’s average 

levels of benevolent sexism and women’s average levels hostile (r = .84, p < .01) and benevolent 

sexism (r = .97, p < .01). Moreover, they found that the gender gap in hostile sexism became 

greater and the gender gap in benevolent sexism became smaller as men’s average levels of 

sexism increased.  

 Finally, one study examined whether gender moderated the relationships between social 

dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism and 

found non-significant results for each interaction (Christopher & Mull, 2006). Similarly, Lee 

(2013) found supporting evidence between men and women and in both Taiwan and the U.S. for 

the model in which social dominance orientation most strongly predicted hostile sexism and 

right-wing authoritarianism most strongly predicted benevolent sexism. Thus, though the results 

delineating the effects of gender on social and sexist ideologies are varied and at times 

contradictory, main analyses from these studies congregate around the finding that social 

dominance orientation more strongly predicts hostile sexism for both men and women and right-

wing authoritarianism more strongly predicts benevolent sexism for both men and women. 

However, due to mixed findings, gender appears to be a salient variable to examine in the 

context of these relationships. 
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Summary 

 The current literature review provides support for the need to better understand the 

underlying social ideologies that influence anti-fat prejudice directed at women. Consistent with 

the dual-process motivational model (Duckitt, 2001) of individual differences in prejudice, social 

ideologies, such as social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism, have been 

associated with anti-fat attitudes as well as sexist ideologies. Though a small body of research, 

empirical studies indicated a strong relationship between social dominance orientation and anti-

fat attitudes and between right-wing authoritarianism and anti-fat attitudes (Crandall, 1994; 

Elison & Çiftçi, 2015; O’Brien et al., 2007, 2013). Additionally, several studies suggested social 

dominance orientation was a stronger predictor of hostile sexism and right-wing authoritarianism 

was a stronger predictor of benevolent sexism, although some studies suggested right-wing 

authoritarianism also significantly predicted hostile sexism (Christopher & Mull, 2006; Lee, 

2013; Feather & McKee, 2012; Fowers & Fowers, 2010; Roets et al., 2012; Sibley et al., 2007). 

Although the literature has denoted some inconsistent findings in regards to gender differences 

on social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, and benevolent 

sexism, in general social dominance orientation appears to predict more hostile sexism for both 

men and women and right-wing authoritarianism appears to predict more benevolent sexism for 

both men and women. When individuals view the world as ruthlessly competitive, those who are 

perceived to threaten the social hierarchy (e.g., fat individuals or women) become targets of 

aggression and hostility. When individuals view the world as dangerous and terrifying, those 

who are perceived to conform to the traditional social norms are rewarded and those who are 

perceived to disrupt the collective security (e.g., non-conforming women or fat individuals) 

become targets of aggression and hostility. In all, this review presents a rationale for a new line 
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of research that examines how social and sexist ideologies may by related to anti-fat attitudes 

directed at women. 

 Implications for future research. Several directions for future research have been 

illuminated through the review of existing literature related to psychosocial determinants of anti-

fat attitudes targeted at women. Since the majority of the studies have examined explicit anti-fat 

attitudes, future research could examine how individual factors (e.g., social dominance 

orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, hostile sexism, benevolent sexism) may contribute to 

the development of implicit anti-fat attitudes. Additionally, future research could examine how 

individual factors are associated with not only anti-fat attitudes but also occurrences of 

discrimination against individuals perceived as fat. Finally, future research could investigate how 

challenging specific attitudes and worldviews associated with social and sexist ideologies might 

reduce prejudicial attitudes toward fat people.  

 Implications for practice. Several implications for practice have emerged based on the 

current literature review. Since anti-fat prejudice has been called the last socially acceptable form 

of oppression (Puhl & Brownell, 2001), it is important for mental health professionals to engage 

in self-awareness activities to explore how specific social ideologies might influence their 

attitudes and beliefs about weight, body size, and gender-related issues, particularly as it pertains 

to work with clients who are considered fat. In addition, since research findings suggest that fat 

people seek mental health services more frequently than non-fat people (c.f., Trakas, Lawrence, 

& Shear, 1999), mental health professionals need to incorporate a more empirical model of 

health at every size for clients who are presenting with weight concerns (Abakoui & Simmons, 

2010).  
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Limitations of the Literature Review 

 Several limitations exist for this analysis of literature on underlying psychosocial 

determinants of anti-fat attitudes toward women. First, the majority of studies incorporated self-

report measures only (mono-method bias), which may confound the construct validity of the 

studies such that correlations observed between the variables may be a result of this method 

rather than the variables having a true relationship. Second, responses measuring social 

dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, benevolent sexism, hostile sexism, and anti-

fat attitudes might be influenced by social desirability, which could also threaten the construct 

validity of the studies. Third, the external validity, or generalizability, of the studies may be 

limited due to the lack of heterogeneity across units and settings of this study. For example, the 

majority of the samples were predominantly White, college-educated, and college students, and 

many of the studies were conducted in New Zealand. Fourth, a fundamental limitation of the 

majority of the studies – although not all – is that, due to the researchers’ choice of research 

design, definite inferences regarding causation cannot be determined. Future studies examining 

relationships between social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, benevolent 

sexism, hostile sexism, and anti-fat attitudes could benefit from addressing some of these 

limitations. 
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Appendix B – Pilot Study 

Method 

 Prior to conducting the main study, it was necessary to construct a scale to measure anti-

fat attitudes toward women who are fat since such a scale did not previously exist. Therefore, an 

existing anti-fat attitudes scale (Universal Measure of Bias-FAT [UMB-FAT]; Latner, O’Brien, 

Durso, Brinkman, & MacDonald, 2008) was modified to assess anti-fat attitudes toward women 

who are fat. The purpose of the pilot study, therefore, was to evaluate the reliability and validity 

of the modified scale after adapting the wording of the UMB-FAT items to better identify the 

target group relevant to the current study. 

Participants  

 For an interpretable exploratory factor analysis, a general rule of thumb for sample size 

minimums is that the ratio of the number of people to the number of measured variables ranges 

between 10:1 to 20:1 (Thompson, 2004). As exploratory factor analysis is a mathematically 

complex analysis, a larger sample size is always better. Thus, a minimum of 200 participants was 

needed to generate an interpretable exploratory factor analysis. Participants were 381 

undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in a four-year institution of higher education in the 

Midwestern United States who were 18 years of age or older. Of these, 108 participants were 

excluded because they left more than half of the survey incomplete, and an additional 11 

participants were eliminated as outliers. Therefore, a total of 262 participants were included in 

the data analyses. Data were collected over a period of one month during the course of a 

semester. Participants were recruited through campus-wide email invitations as well as 

specifically through the Department of Counseling Psychology, Social Psychology and 

Counseling (CPSY) research pool. Students taking an undergraduate Interpersonal Relations 
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class received course credit for their participation.  

 Based on the information gathered from the demographic questionnaire, participants were 

262 undergraduate and graduate students (78.2% female, 19.8% male, 1.1% transgender male, 

and .8% gender fluid) from a Midwestern university in the United States. The participants’ year 

in school was reported as follows: 64 freshmen (24.4%), 50 sophomores (19.1%), 55 juniors 

(21%), 37 seniors (14.1%), and 56 graduate students (21.4%). Participants ranged in age from 18 

to 71 years, with a mean age of 23.30 years (SD = 7.92). The majority identified as 

heterosexual/straight (86.6%), 2.3% identified as gay/lesbian, and 11.1% identified bisexual. The 

sample identified as 87% White/Caucasian, 6.9% African American/Afrocaribbean/Black, 1.9% 

Hispanic/Latino(a), 1.9% Asian, .4% Native American, .4% Pacific Islander, .4% Middle 

Eastern, and 1.1% Other. Almost half (48.5%) of participants reported being in the weight range 

of average (BMI 18.5-24.9), 21.4% reported being in the weight range of overweight (BMI 25-

29.9), 23.7% reported being in the weight range of obese (BMI > 30), 5.7% reported being in the 

weight range of underweight (BMI < 18.5), and 2 participants (0.8%) did not disclose their 

height and weight measurements.  A summary of demographic variables can be found in Table 1. 

Procedure 

 After gaining IRB approval, a campus wide email that detailed the specific characteristics 

individuals must possess to participate in the study was sent to students (see Appendix C). The 

invitational email directed potential participants to a website hosted by Qualtrics, an online 

assessment system, where they were presented with an informed consent document (see 

Appendix D). Participants were informed that upon completion of the study they would be 

eligible to choose one of the following incentive options: 1) Participants could participate in a 

drawing for one of five $10 gift cards to Amazon.com or 2) Participants enrolled in the 
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Interpersonal Relations minor could opt to receive a 1/2 hour of research credit for partial 

fulfillment of course requirements. Once participants clicked a button indicating that they 

consented to take part in the study, they were presented with a brief demographic questionnaire 

(see Appendix E), followed by two instruments (see instruments section below for more details). 

These measures were administered in a counter-balanced order to minimize ordering effects. All 

data collected online were anonymous, and participants were informed that they had the right to 

withdraw from the study at any time. Upon completion of the survey questions, participants were 

presented with a debriefing form (see Appendix F). The participants were thanked and provided 

with directions regarding how to express interest in the survey incentive. Individuals who were 

interested in learning more about the study or had questions were invited to contact the primary 

investigator via email.    

Instruments 

 Demographic Questionnaire. Seven items regarding demographic information were 

included in the survey to better describe the sample population. Participants were asked their age, 

gender, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity, and year in school. In addition, the participants were 

asked to provide their current height and weight. This information was used to calculate their 

respective body mass index (BMI; [lb / in2] x 703), which was then stratified using clinical 

guidelines produced by the Centers for Disease Control (2012): underweight (BMI < 18.5), 

normal (BMI 18.5-24.9), overweight (BMI 25-29.9), and obese (BMI ≥ 30). 

 Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women. The Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women 

(UMB-FAT-W; see Appendix G) is a self-report measure that was developed for the present 

study to assess anti-fat attitudes toward women who are fat. It is a modified version of the 

Universal Measure of Bias-FAT (UMB-FAT; Latner et al., 2008), which is a 20-item self-report 
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measure designed to assess anti-fat attitudes in four domains: equal rights, distance (i.e., 

discomfort with proximity), attraction, and negative judgment. In order to adapt the scale to 

measure anti-fat attitudes toward women only, the terms ‘fat people’ and ‘fat person’ were 

changed to ‘fat women’ and ‘fat woman,’ respectively. Each statement is rated on a 7-point 

Likert-type scale (1 = strongly agree to 7 = strongly disagree). After recoding the negatively 

worded items, the UMB-FAT-W total scale score is calculated by summing all the items, with 

higher scores reflecting stronger negative attitudes toward women who are fat.  

 To develop the UMB-FAT scale, Latner and colleagues (2008) conducted a study using 

three cohorts of participants, with a total sample size of 368 undergraduate psychology students 

from a university in New Zealand and one in Hawaii. The full UMB-FAT demonstrated good 

internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .87). Convergent validity was established with two other 

instruments of anti-fat prejudice, and divergent validity was established with social desirability. 

To further support the psychometric properties of the UMB-FAT, the instrument was examined 

and compared across two independent data collection sites (the United States and New Zealand). 

Cronbach’s alpha values were similar in both the U.S. and New Zealand samples (.85 and .88, 

respectively), and construct validity was also similar for the two samples.  

  Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. A potentially important threat to the 

validity of research findings is social desirability bias (Nederhof, 1985), which refers to the 

tendency to present oneself in a culturally appropriate and acceptable manner in accordance with 

dominant cultural norms (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). Since socially desirable responses may 

confound the measurement of the primary relationships under study, it is important to assess the 

respondent’s desire to answer in socially desirable ways (King & Bruner; 2000). For the present 

study, social desirability bias was assessed using the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale 
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(M-CSDS; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; see Appendix H).  

 The M-CSDS was developed to measure social desirability motivated by a need for 

approval (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). It is comprised of 33 true-false items that describe 

acceptable but improbable behaviors as well as unacceptable, probable behaviors. Participants 

are asked to read each statement concerning personal attitudes and traits and decide whether the 

statement is true or false as it pertains to the respondent personally. Sample items include, “I 

never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble” and “I like to gossip at times.” 

After reversing the negatively keyed items, the number of true responses is computed, with total 

scores ranging from 0 to 33 and higher scores indicating a more socially desirable response style. 

During its development, the M-CSDS demonstrated good internal consistency (Kuder-

Richardson 20 = .88) and a good test-retest correlation of .88 (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). For 

the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the M-CSDS was an acceptable score of 

.79.  

Data Analyses  

 Preliminary analyses were conducted on the data to gain general knowledge about the 

variables and their relationships to one another. Formal tests of reliability and validity for the 

UMB-FAT-W occurred only after inspecting the data for problems such as the absence of 

multivariate normality and social desirability bias. Data were analyzed using IBM SPSS version 

22.0 software.  
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Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations, were calculated for all 

demographic variables, the M-CSDS, and the UMB-FAT-W. See Table 1 for a summary of the 

demographic variables. See Table 2 for a summary of descriptive statistics for the M-CSDS and 

the UMB-FAT-W.  

 In order to examine whether social desirability bias was an issue with the present sample, 

a Pearson bivariate correlation was computed to assess the association between responses on the 

MCSDS and responses on the UMB-FAT-W (Beretvas, Meyers, & Leite, 2002). A significant 

negative correlation was found (r = -.125, p = .043), indicating that participants who desired to 

answer in a more socially desirable way endorsed less anti-fat prejudice toward women. 

Although significant, the relationship was relatively weak, suggesting that social desirability bias 

did not pose a substantial threat to the validity of the data. 

 Univariate and multivariate normality were assessed in accordance with the 

recommendations of Tabachnick and Fiddell (2013). After examining the mean, minimum, and 

maximum values for the UMB-FAT-W to ensure that they were within the accepted range, raw 

scores were converted to z scores to assess univariate normality. Cases with z-scores greater than 

3.29 (p < .001, two-tailed test) were considered to be outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 

Utilizing this cut point, two potential outliers were identified on the UMB-FAT-W. It is 

recommended that multivariate normality be assessed prior to deciding how to handle outliers as 

univariate outliers are often multivariate outliers too. Therefore, three additional tests were 

conducted: Mahalanobis distance, Cook’s distance, and leverage.  

 Mahalanobis distance was computed for the indicators to follow in the subsequent 
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multivariate analyses. Once calculated, the recommendations of Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) 

were followed to compare the Mahalanobis distance scores to the chi-square distribution, using 

the number of variables to represent the degrees of freedom. For the present analysis, the critical 

value was 45.315. Nine of the cases included a Mahalanobis distance exceeding this value. In 

addition, Cook’s distance was examined for all scales, with the suggested critical value of 1.00. 

The mean Cook’s distance score in the current sample was .004, with a standard deviation of 

.006, a minimum value of .000, and a maximum value of .051. Utilizing the 1.00 critical value, 

no problematic cases were found for Cook’s distance. Finally, leverage scores were calculated 

for all participant responses. In line with the recommendations of Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), 

scores exceeding 2(k/N), with k representing the number of indicators and N representing the 

sample size, are said to be indicative of multivariate outliers. The critical value for the present 

analysis was .147 and the mean leverage score was .073, with a standard deviation of .050, a 

minimum of .015, and a maximum of .361. Utilizing the .147 critical value, 29 problematic cases 

were identified.  

 Cross-analysis of the preceding potential univariate and multivariate outliers revealed that 

(a) neither of the two cases of potential univariate outliers were identified as multivariate outliers 

and (b) nine cases violated critical values for both Mahalanobis Distance and leverage. Upon 

further inspection of the two potential univariate outliers, it was determined that the cases were 

extreme and were deleted from the final dataset. In addition, the nine cases suspected of being 

multivariate outliers, due to the violation of both Mahalanobis Distance and leverage critical 

values, were deleted from the final dataset for subsequent analyses. 

  Two final aspects of data normality are skewness and kurtosis. A normal distribution 

involves skewness and kurtosis values of zero. However, generally accepted levels are skewness 
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and kurtosis coefficients with values less than 1.0 (Streiner, 2005). Extreme skewness is 

represented by a score greater than 3.0 and extreme kurtosis is represented by a score greater 

than 7.0 (Kline, 2005), suggesting a violation of data normality. For the present sample, 

skewness and kurtosis values were .798 and .853, respectively. As such, and in accordance with 

these previously identified standards, the UMB-FAT-W measure demonstrates a reasonably 

normal distribution as it pertains to the sample in the present analysis.  

Factor Analysis 

 Exploratory factor analysis was used to assess the factor structure of the UMB-FAT-W. 

The significance of Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p < .001) and the size of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

measure of sampling adequacy (KMO = .914) revealed the UMB-FAT-W was an excellent 

candidate for factor analysis. The 20-item UMB-FAT-W was analyzed using principal-axis 

factoring with oblique rotations. Several statistical indices were analyzed to determine the 

number of factors to be extracted and rotated for the final solution: (a) Cattell’s scree test; (b) 

percentage of total variance explained by each factor; (c) Velicer’s minimum average partial 

correlation test, with the optimal factor structure being determined by the minimum average 

partial correlation value; and (d) parallel analysis, where factors are retained if the observed 

eigenvalue exceeds the mean random eigenvalue or the 95th percentile (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2013). In addition, the following criteria were applied as well: (a) a minimum loading of 3 items 

on each factor and (b) interpretability of the solution, using a factor loading cutoff of .32 and no 

cross-loadings greater than or equal to .40 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013; Thompson, 2004; Tinsley 

& Tinsley, 1987).  

 The structure of the original UMB-FAT included four factors: Attraction, Negative 

Judgment, Distance, and Equal Rights. Thus, the factor structure of the original scale was used as 
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a benchmark for exploring the factor structure of the modified scale. In addition, scrutiny of the 

scree plot demonstrated that a three- to four-factor structure would likely provide the most 

suitable and parsimonious fit for the data. Initial eigenvalues and percentages of variance 

accounted for by each of the first four factors were: Factor 1 (eigenvalue = 8.31, 41.56% of 

variance), Factor 2 (eigenvalue = 2.69, 13.50% of variance), and Factor 3 (eigenvalue = 1.77, 

8.83%), and Factor 4 (eigenvalue = .96, 4.81% of variance). The results from Velicer’s minimum 

average partial correlation test and parallel analysis suggested the presence of three factors. 

Based on these results, solutions with three and four factors were studied.  

 As it was assumed that the factors would be correlated, oblique rotations (i.e., promax 

and oblimin) were used. Inspection of the factor correlation matrix supported this choice with the 

vast majority of the factor intercorrelations for the three- and four-factor solutions around or 

greater than .32 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Although the original UMB-FAT consisted of four 

factors, the four-factor solution for the modified instrument was poorly defined, with the fourth 

factor consisting of only one item. In addition, the four-factor solution resulted in one item cross-

loading greater than .40 on more than one factor and one item not meeting the minimum factor 

loading cutoff of .32. In contrast, the three-factor solution was interpretable and fit the data well; 

it accounted for 63.86% of the variance, with only one item not meeting the minimum factor-

loading cutoff of .32. Though a four-factor solution would have made more theoretical sense, as 

it would have aligned better with the factor structure of the original instrument, statistical 

analyses suggested that that modified scale was composed of three factors.  

 Therefore, the three-factor solution was selected to further analyze for simple structure. 

To develop the final scale, the one item with a factor loading less than .32 was eliminated. Items 

retained related to attraction, negative judgment, and equal rights. The above procedures resulted 
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in a 19-item measure. The final 19 items were factor analyzed using principal-axis extraction, 3 

factors, and a promax rotation. All items loaded greater than .32 on their respective factor and 

less than .40 on any other factor. This three-factor solution for the final 19-item scale accounted 

for 65.91% of the variance. The remaining analyses included these final 19 items only. Table 3 

provides an overview of the factor loadings for the 19-item, 3-factor, principal-axis factoring 

solution. 

 The first factor (eigenvalue = 8.07) accounted for 42.48% of the variance and included 7 

items with factor loadings ranging from .43 to .98. Factor 1 was labeled “Attraction.” Factor 2 

(eigenvalue = 2.70) accounted for 14.18% of the variance and consisted of 8 items with loadings 

ranging from .40 to .80. The second factor was labeled “Negative Judgment.” The third factor 

(eigenvalue = 1.76) accounted for 9.23% of the variance and included 4 items with factor 

loadings ranging from .70 to .99. Factor 3 was labeled “Equal Rights.” Reliability analysis of the 

UMB-FAT-W measure revealed excellent internal consistency (α = .92). Reliability estimates for 

the three individual factors were as follows: Attraction (α = .91); Negative Judgment (α = .87); 

Equal Rights (α = .95).  
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Table 1: Demographics 
Sample  
Characteristics n (%) 
Gender   
    Female 205 (78.2) 
    Male 52 (19.8) 
    Transgender Male 3 (1.1) 
    Gender Fluid 2 (0.8) 
Year in School   
    Freshman 64 (24.4) 
    Sophomore 50 (19.1) 
    Junior 55 (21) 
    Senior 37 (14.1) 
    Graduate Level 56 (21.4) 
Sexual Orientation   
    Heterosexual/straight 227 (86.6) 
    Gay/lesbian 6 (2.3) 
    Bisexual 29 (11.1) 
Race/Ethnicity   
    White/Caucasian 28 (87) 
    African American/Afrocaribbean/Black 18 (6.9) 
    Hispanic/Latino(a) 5 (1.9) 
    Asian 5 (1.9) 
    Native American 1 (.4) 
    Pacific Islander 1 (.4) 
    Middle Eastern 1 (.4) 
    Other 3 (1.1) 
Body Mass Index (BMI)   
    Underweight (BMI < 18.5)  15 (5.7) 
    Normal weight (BMI 18.5-24.9) 127 (48.5) 
    Overweight (BMI 25-29.9) 56 (21.4) 
    Obese (BMI > 30) 62 (23.7) 
Age   
    18 to 25 220 (84) 
    26 to 35 25 (9.5) 
    36 to 45 6 (2.3) 
    46 to 55 7 (2.7) 
          > 56 4 (1.5) 
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Table 2: Scales, Means, Standard Deviations, Ranges, and Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability 
Coefficients 

Measured 
Variable Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Scale Score 
Range 

Reliability 
Coefficient % Cases (N=262) 

UMB-FAT-W 52.11 18.74 20 - 111 .92 100% (n = 262) 
M-CSDS 15.88 5.37 3 - 32 .79 100% (n = 262) 
 
 
 
Table 3: Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis With Promax Rotation of the 
Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women 

Item Attraction 
Negative 
Judgment Equal Rights 

Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat 
women have the same rights and privileges as other 
people. -.01 .13 .70 
I would be comfortable having a fat woman in my 
group of  friends. .16 .40 .12 
I find fat women attractive. .86 -.02 .03 
Fat women make good romantic partners. .72 .06 -.01 
Fat women have bad hygiene.* .17 .58 .00 
I find fat women to be sexy. .98 -.16 -.00 
Fat women tend towards bad behavior.* -.10 .79 -.08 
I would not want to have a fat woman as a 
roommate.* .31 .50 -.06 
Fat women are a turn-off.* .60 .26 -.06 
I find fat women pleasant to look at. .91 -.12 -.02 
Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat 
women have the same salaries as other people. -.01 .01 .94 
Sometimes I think that fat women are dishonest.* -.10 .77 .05 
Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat 
women have the same educational opportunities as 
other people. -.01 -.06 .99 
In general, fat women don’t think about the needs of 
other people.* -.06 .80 .05 
Fat women are sloppy.* .08 .79 -.07 
I like fat women. .71 .08 .03 
Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat 
women have the same housing opportunities as other 
people. .03 -.03 .94 
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I don’t enjoy having a conversation with a fat 
woman.* -.01 .52 .14 
I would like having a fat woman at my place of 
worship or community center. .43 .16 .08 
Note. Factor loadings > .32 are in boldface. *Reverse coded. 
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Discussion 

 The goal of this pilot study was to modify an existing scale (i.e., UMB-FAT; Latner et 

al., 2008) in order to create a valid and reliable measure of anti-fat prejudice toward women who 

are fat (i.e., UMB-FAT-W). Results of the exploratory factor analysis revealed a 19-item, 3-

factor solution for the UMB-FAT-W, comprised of the following factors: Attraction, Negative 

Judgment, and Equal Rights. Validity and reliability analyses showed solid psychometric 

properties of the UMB-FAT-W scale.   

 A qualitative comparison of the original UMB-FAT with the modified UMB-FAT-W 

revealed several differences and similarities. First, the final iteration of the UMB-FAT-W was 

different from the factor structure of the original UMB-FAT. The original scale consisted of four 

factors: Attraction, Negative Judgment, Distance, and Equal Rights. In contrast, the factor 

structure of the modified instrument contained three factors: Attraction, Negative Judgment, and 

Equal Rights. A potential explanation for this deviation pertains to the modified instrument’s 

assessment of two stigmatized identities as opposed to one. When Latner and colleagues (2008) 

developed the original scale, the objective was to create a universal measure of bias in which a 

sole target category could be inserted for each item, allowing comparison against different types 

of unitary bias. The intention of the modified scale, however, was to tap into the intersection of 

two biases: gender and body size status. As such, the category label (‘fat’) of the original UMB-

FAT scale was retained, and instead the term ‘people’ or ‘person’ was replaced with ‘women’ or 

‘woman’ for each item, respectively. In other words, the phrase ‘fat people’ was changed to ‘fat 

women’ and the phrase ‘fat person’ was changed to ‘fat woman’ on the modified scale. The 

addition of a second stigmatized identity (i.e., the female gender) and the resulting dual-bias 

relating to ‘fat women’ may have contributed to the differences in factor structure that emerged 
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between the original and modified versions of the instrument.  

 A second difference between the two instruments concerned how some items of the 

UMB-FAT-W loaded on different factors than the original scale. As the factor structure of the 

two instruments was dissimilar, items loaded differently too. A qualitative item analysis of the 

factors revealed that items originally connected to the Distance (or discomfort with proximity) 

factor dispersed either to the Attraction factor or Negative Judgment factor on the modified 

instrument. For example, “I like fat women” loaded strongly on the Attraction factor and “I 

would not want to have a fat woman as a roommate” loaded strongly on the Negative Judgment 

factor of the modified scale. Within the context of anti-fat prejudice toward women, bias in the 

form of distance or discomfort with proximity does not appear to be a distinct component of anti-

fat attitudes toward women. Rather, these items appear to align more strongly with the attraction 

and negative judgment dimensions of bias against fat women.  

 A third difference between the two scales pertained to the number of items included on 

each scale. The original scale consisted of 20 items, whereas the modified scale contained 19 

items. The item eliminated during exploratory factor analysis of the UMB-FAT-W was: “I try to 

understand the perspective of fat women.” On the original scale, this item (with the inserted label 

of ‘fat people’) was part of the Equal Rights factor. However, on the modified scale, this item did 

not meet the minimum factor loading criteria of .32 on any of the factors. Although it trended 

toward loading on the Attraction factor (a loading of .31), in the context of bias against fat 

women, this item did not appear to adequately reflect the construct under study.  

 A fourth difference that arose between the two scales related to the distribution of the 

proportion of variance accounted for by each of the factors. The total variance accounted for by 

the original UMB-FAT (62.62%) was more evenly dispersed among the four factors (16.15% 
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Equal Rights, 16.15% Attraction, 15.65% Negative Judgment and 11.24% Distance). In contrast, 

the 65.91% of variance accounted for by the UMB-FAT-W was variably divided among the 

three factors (42.48% Attraction, 14.18% Negative Judgment, 9.23% Equal Rights) on the 

modified instrument. The biggest difference in the proportion of variance accounted for by the 

factors was found in the Attraction factor. This component of anti-fat attitudes relates to bias 

toward fat women based on the perceived attractiveness of women who are fat. On the original 

UMB-FAT scale, the Attraction factor accounted for 16.15% of the variance, whereas the 

Attraction factor of the modified scale accounted for 42.48% of the variance. Bias in the form of 

attraction – which can be conceptualized along a continuum of disgust/attraction – appears to be 

even more relevant and powerful in the context of ‘fat women’ than in the context of ‘fat 

people.’ Qualitatively, this discrepancy hints at the elevated degree of sexism in the form of 

objectification that fat women are exposed to, lending support to the proposition that anti-fat 

prejudice directed at women may be a manifestation of sexism (Fikkan & Rothblum, 2012; 

Griffin, 2007). Women are subjected to enormous pressure to conform to a thin ideal (Chrisler, 

2012), and when women do not live up to this culturally imposed standard, the repercussions are 

substantial.  

 Comparisons between the two instruments revealed the presence of conceptual 

similarities as well. First, the Equal Rights factor remained the most unchanged from the original 

scale to the modified scale, with one exception. As mentioned previously, one of the original 

Equal Rights’ items (“I try to understand the perspective of fat women”) failed to load strongly 

on any of the factors. Despite this difference, the remaining four items connected to the Equal 

Rights factor on the original scale loaded strongly onto the Equal Rights factor of the modified 

scale. The construct of equal rights taps into the perceiver’s beliefs about whether fat women are 
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deserving of equal rights and opportunities. This is an important construct of anti-fat prejudice 

given the number of studies providing evidence of weight bias toward women occurring in 

employment and education settings (Baum & Ford, 2004; Bellizzi & Hasty 1998; Jasper & 

Klassen, 1990a; 1990b; Merten, Wickrama, & Williams, 2008; Roehling et al., 2013; Rothblum, 

Miller, & Garbutt, 1988; Vanhove & Gordon, 2014). This theoretical overlap suggests that anti-

fat attitudes expressed in terms of how deserving someone is of equal or prejudicial treatment is 

an important component of weight bias for both target groups of ‘fat people’ and ‘fat women.’ 

 Similarly, the items that loaded on the Attraction and Negative Judgment factors were 

conceptually comparable to the original instrument. As a result of the items associated with the 

fourth factor (Distance) merging with either the Attraction or Negative Judgment factors of the 

modified scale, the latter two factors acquired additional two and three items, respectively. With 

the exception of these added items, the Attraction and Negative Judgment factors remained 

relatively intact from the original to the modified instrument. This suggests that these two 

components of bias are quite salient for both target groups of ‘fat people’ and ‘fat women.’ 

Limitations 

 A limitation of the pilot study was its reliance on convenience sampling with college 

students. Although this is a simple and efficient process, a sample representative of adults across 

the United States was not obtained. Moreover, due to the geographical location in which the 

current study originated, the sample was not representative of multiculturally diverse 

populations. In addition, college samples, and particularly the millennial generation (i.e., those 

born between the years of 1982 and 2002), may be relatively more aware of the unacceptability 

of bias in general (Howe & Strauss, 2000). Replication with broader samples is needed to allow 

for the generalization of findings. 
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 An additional limitation involves the psychometric properties of the UMB-FAT-W. The 

pilot study did not assess predictive or convergent validity or test-retest reliability. These 

psychometric properties should be assessed in future research, as it will be important to 

determine (a) whether UMB-FAT-W scores predict discriminatory behavior, (b) the degree of 

relation with other theoretically similar measures, and (c) the stability in weight bias scores over 

time.  Finally, as the factor structure differed between the original and modified instruments, it 

will be important for future studies to continue investigating the structure of both scales in order 

to lend further psychometric support.  

Conclusion 

 The measure developed in the pilot study fills an important gap by permitting the direct 

assessment of anti-fat attitudes toward women. Although anti-fat attitudes toward women who 

are fat is not necessarily a new construct (Orbach, 1978), recent years have shown a renewed 

wave of interest in exploring the origins of anti-fat bias directed at women (Fikkan & Rothblum, 

2012; Griffin, 2007). In order to better understand the mechanisms involved in the development 

and maintenance of anti-fat prejudice toward women, it is necessary to have an instrument to 

measure weight bias toward women. This measure has the potential to be used in future studies 

to investigate the phenomenon of anti-fat prejudice directed at women.  
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Appendix C – Recruitment Email for Pilot Study 

Dear Student, 
 
You are invited to participate in a study that examines social attitudes toward women of size. In 
order to participate you must be at least 18 years old and either an undergraduate or graduate 
student currently enrolled at Ball State University.  
 
If you choose to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey honestly and 
completely; the survey will take about 10-15 minutes to complete.  
 
Those who chose to participate in the survey will be eligible to choose ONE of the following 
incentive options:  

Option #1: Participants may participate in a drawing for one of five $10 gift cards to 
Amazon.com. Five individuals will be randomly selected to receive the gift 
cards.  

Option #2: Participants enrolled in qualifying courses can opt to receive a 1/2 hour of 
research credit for partial fulfillment of course requirements.  

 
Directions regarding gift cards and course credit are provided after completion of the survey. 
 
To participate, simply go to the following hyperlink:  
 https://bsu.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_9BxdYlqdHJhPqZL 
 
Thank you very much. Your time is valued and much appreciated. 
 
Jessicah D. Shrack, M.A. 
Principal Investigator  
Doctoral Student 
Counseling Psychology & Guidance Services 
Ball State University 
jdshrack@bsu.edu 
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Appendix D – Informed Consent for Pilot Study 
 

Social Attitudes Toward Women of Size  

Informed Consent Form  

Dear Participant, 

The purpose of this study is to examine social attitudes toward women of size. In order to 
participate you must be at least 18 years old and either an undergraduate or graduate student 
currently enrolled at Ball State University.  

If you choose to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey 
honestly and completely; the survey will take about 10-15 minutes to complete.  

After participating, you will be eligible to choose ONE of the following incentive options:  

Option #1: Participants may participate in a drawing for one of five $10 gift cards to 
Amazon.com. Five individuals will be randomly selected to receive the gift cards. If you 
choose to enter the raffle, you will be asked to e-mail the researcher at an e-mail address 
provided after you complete the survey. Since no identifying information will be 
collected about you during the survey, only those who express interest in entering the 
giveaway via e-mail will be entered into the drawing. Winners will be contacted at the 
end of data collection.  

Option #2: Participants enrolled in qualifying courses (BSU, CPSY minor) can opt to 
receive a 1/2 hour of research credit for partial fulfillment of course requirements.  

Directions regarding gift cards and course credit are provided on the debriefing page of this 
study.  

You will not be asked for any personally identifying information: all information will be 
collected anonymously. All research data, which will not be kept longer than 5 years, will be 
stored on a laptop computer that is password protected and has encryption software. Your 
participation in this study is completely voluntary an you are free to withdraw at anytime for any 
reason without penalty.  

To participate in the study, click “I agree” below. By clicking on “I agree”, you are agreeing to 
participate in this research study and agreeing that the study has been explained to you and your 
questions have been answered t your satisfaction. If you have any additional questions at any 
time before, during, or after the study you can e-mail the researcher or her doctoral chair.  

Thank you for your time and participation!  

Principal Investigator  
Jessicah D. Shrack, M.A.  
Doctoral Student  
Counseling Psychology & Guidance Services  
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Ball State University  
jdshrack@bsu.edu  
 
Faculty Supervisor  
Sharon L. Bowman, Ph.D., HSPP, ABPP  
Faculty Advisor  
Professor and Chair, CPSY  
Ball State University  
sbowman@bsu.edu  
 
IRB Contact Information 
Director, Office of Research Integrity  
Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306  
(765) 285-5070  
irb@bsu.edu  

 
 

I have read and understood the above consent form, and I agree to participate in this study.  

☐ I agree  ☐ I do not agree  
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Appendix E – Demographic Questionnaire for Pilot Study 
 
Please fill out the following demographic information:  
 
Age: 
_________ 
 
Gender: 

☐Man 
☐Woman 
☐Transgender Man 
☐Transgender Woman 
☐Gender Fluid 

 
Race/Ethnic Heritage: 
 ☐White or Caucasian  
 ☐African American, Afrocaribbean, or Black  
 ☐Hispanic or Latino(a)  
 ☐Asian  
 ☐Native American  
 ☐Pacific Islander  
 ☐Middle Eastern  
 ☐Other (please specify)  
  ______________ 
 
Do you consider yourself to be: 
 ☐Heterosexual or straight 
 ☐Gay or lesbian 
 ☐Bisexual 
  
Year in School: 
 ☐Freshman 
 ☐Sophomore 
 ☐Junior 
 ☐Senior 
 ☐Graduate Student 
 
What is your height in feet and inches? 
 Feet  ________ 
 Inches  ________ 
 
What is current weight in pounds? 
 ________ 
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Appendix F – Debriefing Form for Pilot Study 

Thank you for your participation! Your responses have been recorded.  

If you'd like to enter the drawing for one of five $10 Amazon.com gift cards, please email 
jdshrack@bsu.edu and provide your name and email address. Only those who express interest in 
entering the giveaway via e-mail will be entered into the drawing. Winners will be contacted at 
the end of data collection. No identifying information will be linked to your responses in any 
way.  

Alternatively, if you are enrolled in a qualifying CPSY course, you may opt to receive a 1/2 
hour of research credit for partial fulfillment of course requirements. If you are seeking credit for 
courses in the CPSY minor, please email jdshrack@bsu.edu and provide your name and the 
name of your instructor who will receive verification of participation. The primary investigator 
will then e-mail the course instructors to inform them which of their student have participated in 
the study. No identifying information will be linked to your responses in any way.  

If you are interested in learning more about this study or if you have any questions or concerns, 
please contact Jessicah Shrack at jdshrack@bsu.edu.  
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Appendix G – Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women for Pilot Study 
 
Please answer all of the following questions, using this scale:  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
strongly 

agree 
moderately 

agree 
slightly 
agree 

neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

slightly 
disagree 

moderately 
disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

 
______1. Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat women have the same rights 

 and privileges as other people.  
______2. I would be comfortable having a fat woman in my group of  friends. 
______3. I find fat women attractive. 
______4. Fat women make good romantic partners. 
______5. Fat women have bad hygiene. 
______6. I find fat women to be sexy.  
______7. Fat women tend towards bad behavior. 
______8. I would not want to have a fat woman as a roommate. 
______9. Fat women are a turn-off. 
______10. I find fat women pleasant to look at.  
______11. Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat women have the same salaries 

as other people.  
______12. Sometimes I think that fat women are dishonest. 
______13. I try to understand the perspective of fat women.  
______14. Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat women have the same 

educational opportunities as other people.  
______15. In general, fat women don’t think about the needs of other people. 
______16. Fat women are sloppy. 
______17. I like fat women.  
______18. Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat women have the same housing 

opportunities as other people.  
______19. I don’t enjoy having a conversation with a fat woman. 
______20. I would like having a fat woman at my place of worship or community center.  
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Appendix H - Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale 
 

Personal Reaction Inventory 
Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Read each item 
and decide whether the statement is true or false as it pertains to you personally.  
 

1. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all the candidates.  
2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble.  
3. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged.   
4. I have never intensely disliked anyone. 
5. On occasion I have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life. 
6. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way. 
7. I am always careful about my manner of dress. 
8. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a restaurant.  
9. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not seen I would probably do 

it.   
10. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too little of my 

ability. 
11. I like to gossip at times. 
12. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even though I 

knew they were right. 
13. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener. 
14. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something.  
15. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.  
16. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.  
17. I always try to practice what I preach.  
18. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along with loud mouthed, obnoxious people. 
19. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.  
20. When I don't know something I don't at all mind admitting it.  
21. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 
22. At times I have really insisted on having things my own way.  
23. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things. 
24. I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrongdoings.  
25. I never resent being asked to return a favor.  
26. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own. 
27. I never make a long trip without checking the safety of my car.  
28. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. 
29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off.  
30. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.  
31. I have never felt that I was punished without cause.  
32. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what they deserved.  
33. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings.  
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Appendix I – Recruitment Email for Main Study: Survey A 

Dear Student, 
 
You are invited to participate in a study that examines general public opinion concerning a 
variety of social issues including views of women in contemporary society. In order to 
participate, you must be an adult female between 18 and 35 years of age and either an 
undergraduate or graduate student currently enrolled at Ball State University.  
 
If you choose to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey honestly and 
completely; the survey will take about 45-60 minutes to complete.  
 
Those who chose to participate in the survey will be eligible to choose ONE of the following 
incentive options:  

Option #1: Participants may participate in a drawing for one of fifteen $10 gift cards to 
Amazon.com. Fifteen individuals will be randomly selected to receive the gift 
cards.  

Option #2: Participants enrolled in the Ball State University, Interpersonal Relations 
minor can opt to receive 1 hour of research credit for partial fulfillment of 
course requirements.  

 
Directions regarding gift cards and course credit are provided after completion of the survey. 
 
To participate, simply go to the following hyperlink:  
 (TBD) 
  
 
Thank you very much. Your time is valued and much appreciated. 
 
Jessicah D. Shrack, M.A. 
Principal Investigator  
Doctoral Candidate 
Counseling Psychology, Social Psychology and Counseling 
Ball State University 
jdshrack@bsu.edu 
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Appendix J – Recruitment Email for Main Study: Survey B 

Dear Student, 
 
You are invited to participate in a study that examines general public opinion concerning a 
variety of social issues including views of women in contemporary society. In order to 
participate, you must be an adult male between 18 and 35 years of age and either an 
undergraduate or graduate student currently enrolled at Ball State University.  
 
If you choose to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey honestly and 
completely; the survey will take about 45-60 minutes to complete.  
 
Those who chose to participate in the survey will be eligible to choose ONE of the following 
incentive options:  

Option #1: Participants may participate in a drawing for one of fifteen $10 gift cards to 
Amazon.com. Fifteen individuals will be randomly selected to receive the gift 
cards.  

Option #2: Participants enrolled in the Ball State University, Interpersonal Relations 
minor can opt to receive 1 hour of research credit for partial fulfillment of 
course requirements.  

 
Directions regarding gift cards and course credit are provided after completion of the survey. 
 
To participate, simply go to the following hyperlink:  
 (TBD) 
  
 
Thank you very much. Your time is valued and much appreciated. 
 
Jessicah D. Shrack, M.A. 
Principal Investigator  
Doctoral Candidate 
Counseling Psychology, Social Psychology and Counseling 
Ball State University 
jdshrack@bsu.edu 
 

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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Appendix K – Informed Consent for Main Study: Survey A 
 

Views of Women in Contemporary Society 
 
Informed Consent Form  
 
Dear Participant, 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine general public opinion concerning a variety of social 
issues including views of women in contemporary society. In order to participate, you must be 
an adult female between 18 and 35 years of age and either an undergraduate or graduate 
student currently enrolled at Ball State University.  
 
If you choose to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey 
honestly and completely; the survey will take about 45-60 minutes to complete.  
 
After participating, you will be eligible to choose ONE of the following incentive options:  

 
Option #1: Participants may participate in a drawing for one of fifteen $10 gift cards to 
Amazon.com. Fifteen individuals will be randomly selected to receive the gift cards. If 
you choose to enter the raffle, you will be asked to e-mail the researcher at an e-mail 
address provided after you complete the survey. Since no identifying information will be 
collected about you during the survey, only those who express interest in entering the 
giveaway via e-mail will be entered into the drawing. Winners will be contacted at the 
end of data collection.  
 
Option #2: Participants enrolled in the Ball State University, Interpersonal Relations 
minor can opt to receive 1 hour of research credit for partial fulfillment of course 
requirements.  

 
Directions regarding gift cards and course credit are provided on the debriefing page of this 
study.  
 
You will not be asked for any personally identifying information: all information will be 
collected anonymously. All research data, which will not be kept longer than 5 years, will be 
stored on a laptop computer that is password protected and has encryption software. Your 
participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to withdraw at anytime for 
any reason without penalty.  
 
To participate in the study, click “I agree” below. By clicking on “I agree”, you are agreeing to 
participate in this research study and agreeing that the study has been explained to you and your 
questions have been answered to your satisfaction. If you have any additional questions at any  
 
Thank you for your time and participation!  
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Principal Investigator  
Jessicah D. Shrack, M.A.  
Doctoral Candidate 
Counseling Psychology, Social Psychology and Counseling  
Ball State University  
jdshrack@bsu.edu  
 
Faculty Supervisor  
Sharon L. Bowman, Ph.D., HSPP, ABPP 
Faculty Advisor  
Professor and Chair, CPSY  
Ball State University  
sbowman@bsu.edu  
 
IRB Contact Information 
Director, Office of Research Integrity  
Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306  
(765) 285-5070  
irb@bsu.edu  

 
I have read and understood the above consent form, and I agree to participate in this study.  
�  I agree  �  I do not agree  
 

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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Appendix L – Informed Consent for Main Study: Survey B 
 

Views of Women in Contemporary Society 
 
Informed Consent Form  
 
Dear Participant, 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine general public opinion concerning a variety of social 
issues including views of women in contemporary society. In order to participate, you must be 
an adult male between 18 and 35 years of age and either an undergraduate or graduate 
student currently enrolled at Ball State University.  
 
If you choose to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an online survey 
honestly and completely; the survey will take about 45-60 minutes to complete.  
 
After participating, you will be eligible to choose ONE of the following incentive options:  

 
Option #1: Participants may participate in a drawing for one of fifteen $10 gift cards to 
Amazon.com. Fifteen individuals will be randomly selected to receive the gift cards. If 
you choose to enter the raffle, you will be asked to e-mail the researcher at an e-mail 
address provided after you complete the survey. Since no identifying information will be 
collected about you during the survey, only those who express interest in entering the 
giveaway via e-mail will be entered into the drawing. Winners will be contacted at the 
end of data collection.  
 
Option #2: Participants enrolled in the Ball State University, Interpersonal Relations 
minor can opt to receive 1 hour of research credit for partial fulfillment of course 
requirements.  

 
Directions regarding gift cards and course credit are provided on the debriefing page of this 
study.  
 
You will not be asked for any personally identifying information: all information will be 
collected anonymously. All research data, which will not be kept longer than 5 years, will be 
stored on a laptop computer that is password protected and has encryption software. Your 
participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to withdraw at anytime for 
any reason without penalty.  
 
To participate in the study, click “I agree” below. By clicking on “I agree”, you are agreeing to 
participate in this research study and agreeing that the study has been explained to you and your 
questions have been answered to your satisfaction. If you have any additional questions at any 
time before, during, or after the study you can e-mail the researcher or her doctoral chair.  
 
Thank you for your time and participation!  
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Principal Investigator  
Jessicah D. Shrack, M.A.  
Doctoral Candidate 
Counseling Psychology, Social Psychology and Counseling  
Ball State University  
jdshrack@bsu.edu  
 
Faculty Supervisor  
Sharon L. Bowman, Ph.D., HSPP, ABPP 
Faculty Advisor  
Professor and Chair, CPSY  
Ball State University  
sbowman@bsu.edu  
 
IRB Contact Information 
Director, Office of Research Integrity  
Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306  
(765) 285-5070  
irb@bsu.edu  
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Appendix M – Demographic Questionnaire for Main Study  
 

Please fill out the following demographic information:  
 
Age: 
_________ 
 
Gender: 

� Man 
� Woman 
� Transgender Man 
� Transgender Woman 
� Gender Fluid 

 
Race or Ethnic Heritage: 
 � White or Caucasian (non-Hispanic)  
 � African American, Afrocaribbean, or Black (non-Hispanic) 
 � Hispanic or Latino(a)  
 � Asian, Asian American  
 � Native American  
 � Pacific Islander  
 � Middle Eastern  
 � Other (please specify)  
  ______________ 
 
Are you a U.S. citizen or a Permanent Resident? 
 � U.S. citizen 
 � Permanent Resident  
 
Do you consider yourself to be: 
 � Heterosexual or straight 
 � Gay or lesbian 
 � Bisexual 
 � Asexual 
 � Other (please specify)  
  ______________ 
 
Year in School: 
 � Freshman 
 � Sophomore 
 � Junior 
 � Senior 
 � Graduate Student 
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What is your height in inches? 
 ________ Inches   
 
What is current weight in pounds? 
 ________ Pounds 
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Appendix N – Debriefing Form for Main Study 

Thank you for your participation! Your responses have been recorded.  

If you'd like to enter the drawing for one of fifteen $10 Amazon.com gift cards, please email 
jdshrack@bsu.edu and provide your name and email address. Only those who express interest in 
entering the giveaway via e-mail will be entered into the drawing. Winners will be contacted at 
the end of data collection. No identifying information will be linked to your responses in any 
way.  

Alternatively, if you are enrolled in the Ball State University, Interpersonal relations minor, you 
may opt to receive 1 hour of research credit for partial fulfillment of course requirements. If you 
are seeking credit for courses in the Interpersonal Relations minor, please email 
jdshrack@bsu.edu and provide your name and the name of your instructor who will receive 
verification of participation. The primary investigator will then e-mail the course instructors to 
inform them which of their student have participated in the study. No identifying information 
will be linked to your responses in any way.  

If you are interested in learning more about this study or if you have any questions or concerns, 
please contact Jessicah Shrack at jdshrack@bsu.edu.  
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Appendix O – Universal Measure of Bias-FAT-Women 
 
Please answer all of the following questions, using this scale:  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
strongly 

agree 
moderately 

agree 
slightly 
agree 

neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

slightly 
disagree 

moderately 
disagree 

strongly 
disagree 

 
______1. Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat women have the same rights 

 and privileges as other people.  
______2. I would be comfortable having a fat woman in my group of  friends. 
______3. I find fat women attractive. 
______4. Fat women make good romantic partners. 
______5. Fat women have bad hygiene. 
______6. I find fat women to be sexy.  
______7. Fat women tend towards bad behavior. 
______8. I would not want to have a fat woman as a roommate. 
______9. Fat women are a turn-off. 
______10. I find fat women pleasant to look at.  
______11. Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat women have the same salaries 

as other people.  
______12. Sometimes I think that fat women are dishonest. 
______13. Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat women have the same 

educational opportunities as other people.  
______14. In general, fat women don’t think about the needs of other people. 
______15. Fat women are sloppy. 
______16. I like fat women.  
______17. Special effort should be taken to make sure that fat women have the same housing 

opportunities as other people.  
______18. I don’t enjoy having a conversation with a fat woman. 
______19. I would like having a fat woman at my place of worship or community center.  
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Appendix P - Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 
 

Relationships Between Men and Women 
 
Below is a series of statements concerning men and women and their relationships in 
contemporary society. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each 
statement using the following scale:  

 
0 = disagree strongly 
1 = disagree somewhat 
2 = disagree slightly 
3 = agree slightly 
4 = agree somewhat 
5 = agree strongly  

 
1. No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless he has 

the love of a woman.  
2. Many women are actually seeking special favors, such as hiring policies that favor them 

over men, under the guise of asking for "equality."  
3. In a disaster, women ought not necessarily to be rescued before men.  
4. Most women interpret innocent remarks or acts as being sexist.  
5. Women are too easily offended.  
6. People are often truly happy in life without being romantically involved with a member 

of the other sex.  
7. Feminists are not seeking for women to have more power than men.  
8. Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess.  
9. Women should be cherished and protected by men.  
10. Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them.  
11. Women seek to gain power by getting control over men. 
12. Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores.  
13. Men are complete without women.  
14. Women exaggerate problems they have at work.  
15. Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight leash.  
16. When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being 

discriminated against.  
17. A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man.  
18. There are actually very few women who get a kick out of teasing men by seeming 

sexually available and then refusing male advances.  
19. Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility.   
20. Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well being in order to provide financially for 

the women in their lives.   
21. Feminists are making entirely reasonable demands of men.   
22. Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and good taste. 
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Appendix Q - Social Dominance Orientation Scale 
 
Which of the following objects or statements do you have a positive or negative feeling towards? 
Please indicate your reaction to each statement according to the following scale: 
 

1 = very negative 
2 = negative 
3 = slightly negative 
4 = neither positive nor negative  
5 = slightly positive 
6 = positive  
7 = very positive 

 
1. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.   
2. Some people are just more worthy than others. 
3. This country would be better off if we cared less about how equal all people were. 
4. Some people are just more deserving than others. 
5. It is not a problem if some people have more of a chance in life than others. 
6. Some people are just inferior to others. 
7. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on others. 
8. Increased economic equality. 
9. Increased social equality. 
10. Equality. 
11. If people were treated more equally we would have fewer problems in this country. 
12. In an ideal world, all nations would be equal. 
13. We should try to treat one another as equals as much as possible.  
14. It is important that we treat other countries as equals. 
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Appendix R - Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale-Short Version 
 

This survey is part of an investigation of general public opinion concerning a variety of social 
issues. You will probably find that you agree with some of the statements, and disagree with 
others, to varying extents. Please indicate your reaction to each statement according to the 
following scale: 
 

1 = very negative 
2 = negative 
3 = slightly negative 
4 = neither positive nor negative  
5 = slightly positive 
6 = positive  
7 = very positive 

 
 

1. Our country needs a powerful leader, in order to destroy the radical and immoral currents 
prevailing in society today.   

2. Our country needs free thinkers, who will have the courage to stand up against traditional 
ways, even if this upsets many people.   

3. The “old-fashioned ways” and “old-fashioned values” still show the best way to live.   
4. Our society would be better off if we showed tolerance and understanding for 

untraditional values and opinions.   
5. God’s laws about abortion, pornography and marriage must be strictly followed before it 

is too late, violations must be punished.   
6. The society needs to show openness towards people thinking differently, rather than a 

strong leader, the world is not particularly evil or dangerous.   
7. It would be best if newspapers were censored so that people would not be able to get hold 

of destructive and disgusting material.   
8. Many good people challenge the state, criticize the church and ignore “the normal way of 

living.”  
9. Our forefathers ought to be honored more for the way they have built our society, at the 

 same time we ought to put an end to those forces destroying it.   
10. People ought to put less attention to the Bible and religion, instead they ought to develop 

their own moral standards.   
11. There are many radical, immoral people trying to ruin things; the society ought to stop 

them.   
12. It is better to accept bad literature than to censor it.   
13. Facts show that we have to be harder against crime and sexual immorality, in order to 

 uphold law and order.   
14. The situation in the society of today would be improved if troublemakers were treated 

with reason and humanity.   
15. If the society so wants, it is the duty of every true citizen to help eliminate the evil that 

poisons our country from within.   
 

 


