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The sexual content of media aimed at pre- and early adolescents (including 

magazines, movies, TV shows, and websites) has increased dramatically in recent years 

(Durham, 2008; Levin & Kilbourne, 2008; Olfman, 2009; Oppliger, 2008; Orenstein, 

2011; Sarracino & Scott, 2008). Psychologists have expressed concern that exposure to 

such material leads to “internalized sexualization.”  A recent APA Task Force (2007) 

called on researchers to study sexualization among pre- and early adolescent girls to 

understand its impact on development. For my dissertation, I sought to fulfill this 

mandate by completing a longitudinal study of internalized sexualization and its 

consequences.   

Ninety-nine girls and 94 boys at a private middle school were recruited for the 

study. They completed measures twice a year for a total of four waves of data.  At each 

time point, girls completed measures of: (1) internalized sexualization, (2) body 

surveillance, (3) body shame, (4) body satisfaction, (5) general perceived self-

competence, (6) physical perceived self-competence, (7) social perceived self-
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competence, (8) cognitive perceived self-competence, and (9) sociometric popularity.  

Girls’ pubertal status and grade point average (GPA) were also obtained. Boys completed 

the measure of sociometric popularity. 

Cross-sectional analyses suggested that internalized sexualization among girls 

increased as a function of age; however, linear growth curve modeling did not suggest 

intra-individual growth in internalized sexualization.  Across time points, higher levels of 

internalized sexualization were associated with higher levels of body surveillance, body 

shame, and pubertal development, and lower levels of body satisfaction, general 

perceived self-competence, and cognitive perceived self-competence.  Structural equation 

models suggested that increases in pubertal status temporally preceded increases in 

internalized sexualization, and increases in internalized sexualization temporally 

preceded decreases in general perceived self-competence, cognitive perceived self-

competence, and GPA.  Implications for intervention and social policy are discussed. 
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Chapter One:  Overview of Dissertation 

Sexualized images of females have become increasingly prevalent in popular 

American culture.  Television shows, commercials, music videos, and magazine covers 

frequently portray women in highly sexualized manners (APA Task Force, 2007). 

Furthermore, sexualized images of females are prevalent in products and media aimed at 

youth. Toys, games, and clothing marketed to pre- and early adolescents girls are 

increasingly sexual in nature. Psychologists have expressed concern that exposure to 

sexualized material may be associated with negative consequences among girls, about 

whom sexualized messages are especially common (APA Task Force, 2007).  The APA 

Task Force on the Sexualization of Girls (2007) called for developmental psychologists 

to document the existence and examine the potential consequences of internalized 

sexualization. The primary goal of my dissertation study was to (a) describe the trajectory 

of internalized sexualization across the middle school years among a sample of girls, and 

(b) test theoretically derived hypotheses concerning the psychological and behavioral 

correlates of internalized sexualization over time among this sample of girls.  

To examine the consequences of internalized sexualization, I completed a 

longitudinal study.  I assessed internalized sexualization and ten constructs hypothesized 

to show systematic relations to internalized sexualization: (1) body surveillance, (2) body 

shame, (3) body satisfaction, (4) general perceived self-competence, (5) physical 

perceived self-competence, (6) social perceived self-competence, (7) cognitive perceived 

self-competence, (8) pubertal status, (9) sociometric popularity, and (10) grade point 

average (GPA). I conducted assessments of these constructs during the early fall and late 

spring of two consecutive academic years. I expected to find that internalized 
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sexualization increases over time and is associated with subsequent increases in (1) body 

surveillance, (2) body shame, (3) and body dissatisfaction; and subsequent decreases in 

(4) perceived general self-competence, (5) perceived physical self-competence, (6) 

perceived cognitive self-competence, and (7) grade point average (GPA). 

In Chapter 2 of this dissertation, I provide an overview of the extant literature 

concerning the sexualization of youth culture and its consequences.  I also describe the 

theoretical model on which my hypotheses concerning the antecedents and consequences 

of internalized sexualization are based. In Chapter 3, I provide details concerning the 

methodology of the study. In Chapter 4, I describe statistical analyses and findings. 

Finally, in Chapter 5, I discuss the meaning and implications of the findings, as well as 

provide directions for future research. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

In 2009, Margarite, a 14-year-old middle school student from Washington, took a 

picture of herself standing fully nude in front of her bathroom mirror.  She text messaged 

this picture to her boyfriend, Isaiah.  Soon after their break-up, he forwarded this picture 

to another student, who in turn, forwarded this picture to her list of contacts, many of 

whom forwarded the picture to their own friends.  According to The New York Times 

(Hoffman, 2011), it is possible that thousands of middle school students eventually saw 

the nude picture of Margarite. The practice of sending sexually suggestive photographs 

via text message is commonly referred to as “sexting.” To date, sexting appears relatively 

infrequent. According to one study, 10% of 14- to 17-year-olds sent naked pictures of 

themselves via text message or the internet (A.P., M.T.V., 2009).  Another study reported 

that 4% of 12- to 17-year-olds sent “nude or nearly nude” pictures of themselves via text 

message and 15% received such messages (Pew Research Center, 2009).  Nonetheless, 

the practice is cause for concern among many educators and parents, in part because such 

photographs of minors are considered child pornography, and in part because the practice 

is likely to grow. 

It seems possible that the practice of sexting is linked to the sexualization of 

popular American culture.  Sexual material has become increasingly prevalent and 

available (Dines, 2010; Jensen, 2007; Paasonen, Nikunen, & Saarenmaa, 2007; Paul, 

2005). Sexualized images of girls and women are especially ubiquitous.  Television 

shows, commercials, music videos, and magazine covers frequently portray women in 

highly sexualized manners (APA Task Force, 2007). Furthermore, the toys, games, and 

clothing marketed to pre- and early adolescents girls are increasingly sexual in nature. 
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Psychologists have expressed concern that exposure to sexualized material may be 

associated with negative consequences (APA Task Force, 2007).  The authors of the 

American Psychological Association (APA) Task Force on the Sexualization of Girls 

(2007) called for developmental psychologists to document the existence and examine 

the consequences of the sexualization of girls.  

In this chapter, I review the literature on sexualization and propose a 

developmental framework for understanding the consequences of the increasing 

sexualization of American culture for pre- and early adolescent girls’ development. That 

is, I provide a theoretically based framework for guiding research aimed at identifying the 

risk factors associated with the internalization of the sexualized views presented in the 

culture and the potential consequences for youth’s development.  

Sexualization and Youth Culture 

Many cultural critics and scholars have suggested that American culture is 

becoming increasingly sexualized (Durham, 2008; Levin & Kilbourne, 2008; Olfman, 

2009; Oppliger, 2008; Orenstein, 2011; Sarracino & Scott, 2008). A major contributor to 

the sexualization of American culture is pornography, which has been transformed from a 

relatively private commodity to a mainstream one as a result of its availability via the 

internet (Jensen, 2007; Paasonen, Nikunen, & Saarenmaa, 2007). The number of websites 

containing pornography increased by 1,800% between 1998 and 2004 (Paul, 2005). 

Objects, dress, and behavior formerly associated with the underground world of 

pornography now appear in mainstream culture. For example, pornography actors have 

become popular within mainstream culture (Paul, 2005), clothing items formerly 

associated with sex workers (e.g., thongs, stiletto heels) have gained popularity among 
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pre- and early adolescent girls (Levy, 2005; Oppliger, 2008), and pole dancing has 

become a well-known, if not common, form of entertainment (Levy, 2005). Although 

exposure to pornography itself is increasingly common among youth (Kaiser Family 

Foundation, 2001), that is not our focus here. Instead, our focus lies in understanding the 

consequences for youth of the sexualization of mainstream culture. 

Mainstream media is one especially pervasive source of sexualized messages, 

especially about women (Lampman et al., 2002). A study of the 100 top-grossing films of 

2008 found that 39.8% of 13- to 20-year-old female characters wore sexually revealing 

attire and 30.1% appeared partially nude (compared to 6.7% and 10.3% of male 

characters, respectively; Smith & Choueiti, 2011). Ward’s (1995) analysis of prime-time 

television shows popular with pre- and early adolescents reported that 29.4% of 

interactions among characters contained sexual content and, of these interactions, 11.5% 

consisted of men making sexually objectifying comments about women.  Men, in 

contrast, were rarely sexually objectified.  

 The sexualization of girls and women is also common in print media. Content 

analyses of women’s magazines that are widely read by adolescents (e.g., Seventeen) 

indicate a heavy emphasis on looking sexy and attracting men (McMahon, 1990). 

Although it has been suggested that participation in sports is one way for girls to avoid 

becoming sexualized (APA Task Force, 2007), sports magazines are also responsible for 

portraying women in a sexualized manner. Fink and Kensicki (2002) reported that media 

coverage of female athletes was more likely than that of male athletes to include non-

sport related information and sexually suggestive photographs, thereby emphasizing these 

athletes’ sexual appeal and downplaying their athleticism. 
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 Additional sources of media sexualization include music and music videos. The 

lyrics of top-selling songs often refer to women’s body parts and sexual acts using 

explicit and demeaning language (e.g., Low by Flo Rida). One study found that nearly 

70% of songs by popular rap and R&B artists contained sexually degrading lyrics 

(Martino et al., 2006).  Music videos are especially likely to include sexualized images of 

women (Andsager & Roe, 2003; Seidman, 1992) and it is common for teenage popular 

music stars (e.g., Britney Spears, Christina Aguilera) to develop personas – via their 

clothing and music lyrics – that prominently displayed their sexuality (Andsager & Roe, 

2003; Levin & Kilbourne, 2008). 

 Finally, sexualization also characterizes many products marketed to young girls. 

Sexualized dolls are common and are especially worrisome because they model highly 

age-inappropriate appearances for very young girls.  For example, Bratz dolls are 

outfitted with feather boas and miniskirts, wear a copious amount of make-up, and have a 

look described by Brown and Lamb (2005) as “dominatrix.”  The success of Bratz dolls 

spawned a series of other sexualized dolls for young girls, including Monster High dolls, 

which are marketed as enjoying “flirting with the boys” (Murnen & Smolak, in press). 

Orenstein (2011) noted that these dolls “resemble undead streetwalkers, only less 

demure” (p. 50). Furthermore, clothing marketed to girls is becoming increasingly 

sexualized.  Lacy panties and thong underwear -- garments formerly marketed only to 

adult women -- are now sold to girls as young as seven (Lamb & Brown, 2006).  Such 

underwear often feature sexualized slogans, such as, “wink, wink,” “eye candy,” and 

“feeling lucky?” (Merskin, 2004; Pollet & Hurwitz, 2004). T-shirts sometimes contain 

sexualized slogans, such as a Delia’s t-shirt that reads “porn star” (Pollet & Hurwitz, 
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2004) and an Abercrombie and Fitch t-shirt that declares “who needs brains when you 

have these?” (APA Task Force, 2007). 

Defining and Conceptualizing Internalized Sexualization 

As noted earlier, the APA created a Task Force on the Sexualization of Girls 

(2007) in response to the sexualization of girls in the wider popular culture. The Task 

Force defined sexualization as occurring when:  

A person’s value comes only from his or her sexual appeal or behavior, to the 

exclusion of other characteristics; a person is held to a standard that equates 

physical attractiveness (narrowly defined) with being sexy; a person is sexually 

objectified – that is, made into a thing for others’ sexual use, rather than seen as a 

person with the capacity for independent action and decision making; and/or 

sexuality is inappropriately imposed upon a person (p. 2). 

Both males and females can be the targets of sexualization. There is widespread 

agreement, however, that females are disproportionately sexualized within modern 

American culture relative to males (APA Task Force, 2007). Thus, it seems likely that 

some youth come to think and act in ways that reflect an internalization of a highly 

sexualized conception of women. 

Some sociological evidence suggests that the sexualization of popular culture is 

affecting pre- and early adolescent girls’ behavior.  For example, the rates at which girls 

alter their appearance in order to appear sexually alluring have increased. The number of 

teenagers (18-years-old or younger) receiving invasive plastic surgery increased by 15% 

between the years 2000 and 2005 (American Society of Plastic Surgeons, 2006). One of 

the most popular plastic surgeries among teenage girls is breast enlargement. In addition, 
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pre- and early adolescent girls are using makeup at younger ages.  The average age that 

girls begin using beauty products is now 13 years, and many 6- to 9-year-olds report 

using lip-gloss or lipstick (Bennett, 2009). 

In sum, I posit that exposure to sexualized images and messages about girls and 

women affects developmental outcomes among youth. Specifically, I argue that some 

girls internalize the notion that being sexually attractive is an important aspect of their 

own identity. These internalized views, in turn, shape girls’ development within several 

domains. In this chapter, I outline a theoretically derived framework for understanding: 

(a) the processes by which some (but not other) girls come to internalize the notion that 

sexual attractiveness is an important characteristic of girls and women, and (b) the 

consequences of such beliefs for girls’ cognitive, social, and emotional development. 

Before describing these this theoretical framework in detail, I present two important 

overarching characteristics of the model: the adoption of a developmental framework and 

a constructivist perspective on the problem of internalized sexualization. 

Core Qualities of the Developmental Model 

 Developmental framework.  As many parents, social critics, and researchers 

have noted, youth are now typically exposed to large numbers of sexualized images of 

girls and women during childhood. To understand the causes and consequences of the 

internalization of cultural messages about sexuality, it is therefore important to adopt a 

developmental perspective. 

 I provide a critical analysis of two developmental issues related to the experience 

of being raised within a highly sexualized culture.  The first developmental issue 

addressed here concerns the role of age in shaping the timing and nature of the 
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internalization of sexualized messages about girls and women. That is, I address the age 

at which children might first be affected by the presence of sexualized images in their 

culture. The second developmental issue addressed here concerns the interaction of age-

related changes and environmental factors in shaping the developmental trajectories and 

outcomes associated with sexualized beliefs. I argue that the physical, social, and 

cognitive changes that occur across childhood and adolescence are likely to affect the 

internalization of messages about the importance of sexual attractiveness, and 

simultaneously, the internalization of sexualized messages is likely to affect girls’ 

interpretation of, and reaction to, the physical, social, and cognitive changes that occur 

between late childhood and early adulthood. Of course, a great number and variety of 

ontological changes occur during the period that spans late childhood and late 

adolescence; this framework represents an illustrative (rather than exhaustive) treatment 

of the role of developmental processes in the onset and trajectory of internalized 

sexualization. 

 Constructivist perspective.  In attempting to explain the process by which some 

youth internalize sexualized beliefs, I draw on the broad family of theoretical 

perspectives referred to as “constructivist” (see Overton, 2006). Constructivist theories 

reject the position that children simply receive and then enact messages delivered to them 

either by biology or by the environment; children are viewed instead as active agents who 

develop schemata that underlie their beliefs and behaviors, and then apply these schemata 

generatively for further processing.  The literature on gender role development provides 

several relevant examples of constructivist theories (Bem, 1981; Bussey & Bandura, 

1999; Martin & Halverson, 1981) and is an especially useful foundation for theorizing 
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about the internalization of sexualized beliefs because gender development has been 

studied extensively. Furthermore, sexualization is one facet of common stereotypic 

portrayals of women and thus is a component of the broader phenomenon of gender role 

learning and behavior.  

  Constructive gender theorists posit that three basic steps characterize gender role 

development: (1) learning about gender from one’s environment, (2) developing gender 

schemas, and (3) using schemas to interpret new information and to guide behavior. 

Children first learn about gender from various environmental cues.  For example, 

children come to view gender as a psychologically salient social category because they 

observe adults use gender to organize and label individuals (Bem, 1981). I expect that 

girls similarly learn that sexuality is an important aspect of the female gender role from 

their exposure to frequent messages (explicit and implicit) concerning sexual 

attractiveness. 

 As a consequence of their experiences, gender theorists argue that children form 

schemata that contain information about which behaviors, characteristics, and objects are 

appropriate for males and females (Martin & Halverson, 1981). Furthermore, research 

indicates that there are individual differences in the salience and breadth of such 

schemata (Liben & Bigler, 2002; Serbin & Sprafkin, 1986); some children are more 

likely than others to attend to gender (i.e., high versus low gender salient children) and 

construct prescriptive beliefs about the links between gender and other attributes (e.g., 

high versus low gender stereotypers).  I expect the same processes to occur with respect 

to sexualization of the female role.  That is, I expect girls—at the group level—to 

construct information and beliefs about the sexual aspects of the feminine gender role 
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and, furthermore, I expect some girls to develop more elaborate knowledge (i.e., 

understanding of sexual cues) and rigid beliefs (i.e., girls must be sexually attractive to 

boys) than others. 

 Importantly, children’s cognitive representations are used to interpret new 

information and structure future behavior (Bem, 1981; Bussey & Bandura, 1999; Martin 

& Halverson, 1981). Children’s gender schemas guide (a) their processing of information 

such that schema-consistent stimuli and messages are remembered more accurately than 

schema-inconsistent information and (b) their behavior, such that children avoid gender 

“inappropriate” actions and engage in gender “appropriate” actions. Bussey and Bandura 

(1999) theorized that this process occurs via a set of “self-sanctions” that result as a 

consequence of internalizing cultural stereotypes about gender appropriate behavior.  

Again, I expect similar processes to operate with respect to sexualization.  Girls with 

sexualized beliefs may engage in self-sanctioning processes by which they restrict 

themselves from, for example, attending social engagements without make-up or wearing 

clothing that obscures their sexual attributes.  An implication of this perspective is that 

those girls who come to personally endorse the view that being sexually attractive to 

males is important will engage in self- and other-directed socialization behaviors that, 

over time, have the effect of strengthening the degree to which sexual attractiveness is 

viewed as an important aspect of their identity.  

Theoretical Foundations 

 Overview.  In addition to drawing on broad developmental and constructivist 

perspectives in psychology, I drew on three specific theoretical models in formulating my 

framework for understanding the effects on girls of living within a highly sexualized 
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culture: cultivation theory, objectification theory, and social cognitive theory of gender 

development. 

 Cultivation theory.  Cultivation theory (Gerbner, Gross, Morgan, & Signorielli, 

1994) is a communications theory that considers the role of television in “cultivating” a 

shared reality among viewers. Gerbner et al. (1994) have argued that television viewing 

is so pervasive that it has become the primary vehicle for socialization.  Particularly 

important is the notion that television provides a highly restricted set of viewpoints.  

When exposed to a homogeneous set of television programming, even diverse groups of 

children typically report that the single worldview represents reality (Gerbner et al., 

1994). A lifetime of exposure to televised images and portrayals leads to the formation of 

social stereotypes that, because they are based on exposure to the same set of 

information, are highly similar. So, for example, the traits (e.g., nurturing, submissive), 

activities (e.g., knitting, babysitting) and occupational roles (e.g., nursing, teaching) that 

are viewed as more common among women than men are nearly identical across 

individuals who share the same cultural context (Liben & Bigler, 2002). 

 The power of media to shape youth outcomes is likely to be increasing as a result 

of the exponential growth in the amount of time youth spend watching media. Children in 

the U.S. spend more time watching television now than at any time in history (Wright et 

al., 2001).  Six- to 11-year-olds spend, on average, 28 hours in front of a television screen 

during the span of one week (McDonough, 2009). Thus, girls with high levels of 

exposure to sexualized portrayals of women are likely to come to view such portrayals as 

reality and, consequently, internalize the notion that women’s value stems, in large part, 

from their sexual attractiveness to males. 
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 Objectification theory.  Objectification theory (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997; 

McKinley & Hyde, 1996) provides a well-articulated account of consequences of 

exposure to sexualized images for women’s sense of self. Objectification theorists define 

sexual objectification as “the experience of being treated as a body (or collection of body 

parts) valued predominantly for its use to (or consumption by) others” (Fredrickson & 

Roberts, 1997, p. 174).  An implication of this definition is that women’s bodies exist for 

others’ pleasure.  Girls who live in a sexualized culture are likely to construct objectified 

self images, viewing the self from a third-person perspective and focusing on their 

observable body attributes rather than their capabilities and feelings (Fredrickson & 

Roberts, 1997). Furthermore, they are likely to personally endorse the belief that it is 

appropriate for women to be valued and used for the sexual qualities of their bodies. 

 Self-objectification also leads to body monitoring, which refers to constant 

awareness of one’s body to ensure that it looks physically attractive. As a result of their 

perpetual bodily self-awareness, women who self-objectify are more likely to experience 

shame and anxiety about their appearance (Moradi & Huang, 2008). Self-objectification 

may also affect women adversely because body monitoring appears to deplete cognitive 

resources, leading women to underperform on cognitive tasks (Fredrickson, Roberts, 

Noll, Quinn, & Twenge, 1998).  Because self-objectification and body monitoring are 

well documented among adult women, I hypothesize that these are components of the 

process of internalized sexualization among young girls. 

 Social cognitive theory of gender development.  In 1999, Bussey and Bandura 

published their now well-known social cognitive theory of gender development, a “triadic 

reciprocal causation” model in which children’s behavior, their internal cognitions and 
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perceptions, and their external environments interact to shape gender-related 

development.  We drew upon several aspects of their work in developing our models. 

Inherent in Bandura and Bussey’s model is the assumption is that children are able to 

learn from modeling (i.e., watching an individual engage in an activity). Indeed, 

observational learning has been shown to affect gender-related behavior (Bussey & 

Bandura, 1999).  My model similarly assumes that girls are able to learn about sexual 

attractiveness by observing others and thus, for example, that girls exposed to sexualized 

models are subsequently likely to imitate their behavior. 

 According to social cognitive theory, peers play an important role in gender 

development.  Indeed, some researchers argue that the peer group is the primary 

socializing agent (e.g., Maccoby, 1999). By the age of three years, children prefer same-

sex peers (Howes, 1988; La Freniere, Strayer, & Gauthier, 1984). Gender segregation 

creates an environment in which gender stereotyping of the self and others is intensified 

(Martin & Fabes, 2001). Given the prominence of peers in gender role socialization, I 

expected peers to be important in the process of internalized sexualization as well. 

 Summary.  In formulating a framework for understanding the consequences of 

living within a highly sexualized culture, I drew on three extant theories related to social 

development: cultivation theory, objectification theory, and social cognitive theory. 

Drawing on these perspectives, I sought to explain the mechanisms by which some (but 

not other) girls develop sexualized identities. 

Developmental Model of Internalized Sexualization 

 The purpose of the model is to outline the risk factors as well as the outcomes 

associated with becoming sexualized.  The model contains four components (see Figure 
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1). The components of the model concern (1) exogenous risk factors associated with 

internalized sexualization (depicted with circles), (2) endogenous risk factors associated 

with internalized sexualization (depicted with octagons), (3) psychological consequences 

of internalized sexualization (depicted with diamonds), and (4) behavioral consequences 

of internalized sexualization (depicted with rectangles).  These components are described 

in greater detail in the next section of the paper. 

 Developmental issues.  An important facet of researchers’ concern with 

sexualization is the degree to which sexuality is imposed on individuals at an age that is 

developmentally inappropriate.  The age at which children might accurately be described 

as sexual has been – and continues to be – a matter of debate (Else-Quest & Hyde, 2009). 

Indeed, there are large historical and cross-cultural variations in the degree to which 

societies treat children as sexual entities (e.g., view girls as acceptable sexual partners). 

Recent U.S. trends indicate an increasing tolerance for both exposing children to, and 

engaging them in, sexualized activities (Durham, 2008; Levin & Kilbourne, 2008; 

Olfman, 2009; Oppliger, 2008). Most developmentalists agree, however, that the 

formation of an identity that emphasizes one’s sexual attractiveness is inappropriate 

among children and pre-adolescent girls (APA Task Force, 2007). 

 There is evidence that sexualization of youth is a one facet of a broader 

phenomenon often referred to as the “adultification” of youth.  Magazines marketed to 

pre- and early adolescent girls often contain pictures of celebrities that are considerably 

older than the intended readers (Fabrianesi, Jones, & Reid, 2008). The frequent portrayal 

of adult women (rather than similarly-aged girls) in these magazines emphasizes the 

importance of looking sexually mature. Similarly, the audience for television shows 
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featuring adolescent stars (e.g., Hannah Montana) is often comprised of early elementary-

school age youth. While there may be developmental consequences of exposing children 

to multiple aspects of adult life (e.g., monetary needs, workplace stress), the focus here 

concerns adult sexuality. 

 Although it is likely girls are exposed to sexualized images quite early in 

childhood, I hypothesize that most girls fail to internalize these messages prior to the age 

of nine or ten. Six- to 10-year-old girls typically lack detailed knowledge of sexual 

behavior and thus they may fail to accurately process and remember many of the sexual 

messages that they encounter in mainstream media (Silverman-Watkins & Sprafkin, 

1983).  Elementary-school-age girls also are less likely than adolescent girls to compare 

themselves and their peers to post-pubertal models with respect to sexual characteristics 

and behavior (Martin & Kennedy, 1993). I hypothesized that it is only as puberty 

approaches (e.g., classmates reach puberty) that such characteristics become self-relevant 

and social comparison processes concerning sexual characteristics occur.  Thus, I 

expected to find some evidence of internalized sexualization in children as young as late 

elementary school (e.g., 10 years of age) but expected it to be rare among children at 

younger ages. 

 It is also likely to be true, however, that—at the group level—internalized 

sexualization increases between late childhood and mid-adolescence.  Three factors are 

likely to produce the increase.  First, cognitive changes should increase the extent to 

which children attend to, comprehend, and remember messages about sexual 

attractiveness. Young children are likely to attend to the visible, salient features of 

sexualized models (e.g., large breasts) but are less likely to understand more subtle verbal 
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and nonverbal aspects of sexualized portrayals (Levin & Kilbourne, 2008). For example, 

I expect older children to show greater understand sexual labels and innuendo than 

younger children (Silverman-Watkins & Sprafkin, 1983). 

 A second reason for the expected increase across age is that, as children move 

from elementary to middle school, they have an increasing number of social experiences 

that contribute to their exposure to sexualized messages.  For example, schools typically 

host dances for the first time during the middle school years, highlighting the issues of 

heterosexual attraction that surround such events. In addition, older children are also 

likely to obtain—and be granted—access to media with sexual content (Wright et al., 

2001). Finally, as a greater percentage of their peers enter puberty, youth also are likely 

to be exposed to a greater number – and variety – of sexualized messages.  

 A third reason for the expected increase in internalized sexualization across age 

concerns the biological changes that arise as a function of pubertal development.  Puberty 

is associated with a rise in hormone levels that affect girls’ sexual desire and this 

increased sexual drive may lead them to show greater interest in sexualized messages 

(Boxer, Levinson, & Peterson, 1989).  Additionally, the secondary sex characteristics 

associated with puberty (e.g., breast development) attract attention from peers, making 

sexuality more salient among post- than pre-pubertal adolescents.  

 Importantly, there are very wide age variations in pubertal timing and thus age per 

se is likely to be a relatively weak marker of increased internalized sexualization; 

pubertal timing as an individual difference variable is likely to be a more powerful 

predictor of increases in internalized sexualization than age. Importantly, however, girls 

have some degree of control over the appearance of their pubertal timing. Padded bras, 
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for example, are now widely available and popular among young girls (Levin & 

Kilbourne, 2008), allowing many pre-pubertal girls to appear as if they have undergone 

breast development, and thereby eliciting treatment from others that may be similar to 

their post-pubertal peers. As a consequence, pre-pubertal girls may differ less from their 

post-pubertal peers in social experiences than other previous times in history. I now turn 

to outlining the development of internalized sexualization among girls. 

Exogenous risk factors 

 

 Exposure to sexualized media.  As reviewed earlier, all forms of media are 

responsible for portraying girls and women in a sexualized manner, including television, 

music, movies, cartoons, and magazines. Based on multiple, converging theoretical 

rationales (e.g., cultivation theory, social cognitive-developmental theory), I 

hypothesized that exposure to sexualized depictions of, and messages about, women 

contribute to girls’ tendency to believe that sexual attractiveness to males an important 

aspect of their identity (see Figure 1, top oval). Based on constructivist theories, I further 

hypothesized that the relation between sexualized media use and internalization of 

sexualized views of women is bidirectional.  I expected girls who have internalized such 

cultural messages to create an increasingly sexualized environment for themselves by, in 

part, seeking out sexualized media depictions of females.  The resulting increase in 

exposure to sexualized messages serves to further strengthen internalized sexualization, 

forming a recursive loop that exacerbates both exposure to sexualized media and 

internalization of sexualized beliefs.  

 Affiliation with sexualized peers.  Many domains of development show strong 

effects of peer groups, including aggression (Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Gest, & 
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Gariépy, 1988; Dishion, Andrews, & Crosby, 1995) and academic achievement 

(Kinderman, 1993; Wentzel & Caldwell, 1997). During the transition to adolescence, 

children spend markedly more time with peers than their families (Larson & Richards, 

1991), and peer effects in many domains intensify (Harris, 1999). As noted earlier, 

children’s gender-related attitudes and behaviors are strongly affected by “peer culture” 

(Harris, 1999; Maccoby, 1999). I hypothesized, therefore, that peers play a role in 

facilitating girls’ internalization of a sexualized sense of the self (see Figure 2, middle 

oval). 

 One way that peers contribute to internalized sexualization among girls is by 

placing importance on girls’ appearance.  During elementary school, the predictors of 

popularity among peers become different for males versus females. Among boys, popular 

individuals are especially likely to have good athletic abilities; among girls, in contrast, 

popular individuals are especially likely to be physically attractive (Adler, Kless, & 

Adler, 1992; Eder, Evans, & Parker, 1995).  In childhood, attractiveness is likely to be 

based on facial attractiveness (Langlois et al., 2000).  Although facial attractiveness 

remains an important predictor of popularity across the lifespan, the onset of puberty and 

its concomitant changes in girls’ body shape are likely to make “sexiness” an important 

component of attractiveness. Thus, girls’ popularity is likely to be determined by looking 

sexy and attracting the male gaze (Merten, 2004).  

 Although it is rarely studied in this age group, it is possible that girls’ sexual 

attractiveness is associated with power, as well as popularity, among peers, perhaps 

especially among male peers. During the elementary school years, girls have little power 

to affect boys’ behavior (e.g., Charlesworth & LaFreniere, 1983). Boys infrequently 
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respond to girls’ requests, which typically involve verbal rather than physical forms of 

persuasion. It is possible that, as boys enter puberty and become sexually interested in 

girls, they are susceptible to influence from those girls perceived as sexually desirable. 

Thus, pre- and early adolescents girls may perceive that acting in sexualized ways gives 

them power over boys (Levy, 2005; Oppliger, 2008). 

 Another way in which peers contribute to internalized sexualization is by 

discussing each other’s body types and their relation to sexual attractiveness.  Weight is 

an especially salient dimension, especially among European American girls (Nichter & 

Vuckovic, 1994). Skinniness is, however, only one dimension of sexually attractiveness; 

peers socialize each other to be aware of other facets of boys’ judgments of their bodies. 

African-American and Latina girls focus more on skin color and hair than weight as 

important aspects of sexiness (Parker et al., 1995). This racial discrepancy may result 

from cultural differences in the belief that large body types are sexually attractive (Parker 

et al., 1995); African American men find larger body types, especially curvaceous forms, 

to be more sexually appealing than European American men (Greenberg & LaPorte, 

1996). Nonetheless, African American women experience body dissatisfaction when they 

fail to meet African American men’s preferences concerning skin color, hair type, and 

body form (Parker et al., 1995). Thus, girls from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds 

typically aspire to achieve the appearance that their male ingroup members find most 

sexually appealing. 

 I hypothesized that sexualized peers contribute to internalized sexualization 

because of the importance that they place in their conversations and activities on 

developing a sexually attractive appearance.  Once again, I hypothesized that the relation 
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between sexualized peers and internalized sexualization is bidirectional and thus girls 

who have internalized the view that sexual attractiveness is an important aspect of the 

female gender role will choose to affiliate with peers who share their interest in—and 

valuing of—sexual attractiveness. 

 Presence of sexualized maternal model.  Bandura (1986) has claimed that most 

learning in childhood occurs as a result of observational learning. Models in children’s 

environment that are attractive and high status command children’s attention (Bandura, 

1986).  In addition to observing sexualized cues from media and peer models, it is likely 

that adolescent girls are susceptible to modeling by adult women in their environment.  

The degree to which a girl’s mother exhibits characteristics of internalized sexualization 

may be an especially important factor. 

 Indirect and direct parental socialization of child behaviors is well documented 

within a host of domains and provides insight into the influence of sexualized maternal 

models. For example, a meta-analysis of parental socialization of children’s physical 

activity levels found a moderate positive relation between parental modeling of physical 

activity and children’s physical activity levels (Pugliese & Tinsley, 2007).  Children 

whose parents smoke are at a greater risk for early onset of smoking than children whose 

parents abstain from smoking (Jackson & Henriksen, 1997), and conversely, children of 

parents who engage in antismoking socialization have lower rates of smoking onset than 

children whose parents do not discuss smoking (Jackson & Henriksen, 1997). Similarly, 

parental drinking is a significant predictor of heavy drinking in children (White, Johnson, 

& Buyske, 2000). Although the mechanisms responsible for the similarity between 
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parents and offspring is not always clear, these lines of research suggest parental behavior 

is associated with child behavior. 

 Research on the socialization of traditional gender roles provides the most 

relevant comparison to the socialization of sexualized gender roles. As in other domains, 

there is evidence that maternal gender role behavior affects children’s gender attitudes. 

Children of mothers who work outside of the home are more likely to hold egalitarian 

preferences, behaviors, and attitudes, than children whose mothers do not work outside of 

the home (Powlishta, Sen, Serbin, Poulin-Dubois, & Eichstedt, 2001; Ruble, Martin, & 

Berenbaum, 1998). Based on evidence that children often model their mother’s gender 

role behavior, I hypothesized that those girls whose mothers conform to the sexualized 

female gender role will be more likely to do so themselves (see Figure 1, bottom oval). 

Endogenous risk factors.  The exogenous risk factors described above are likely 

to be common among pre- and early adolescents, yet not all children who are exposed to 

such factors will develop high levels of internalized sexualization.  I hypothesized that 

several endogenous factors act as moderators of these factors, affecting the likelihood 

that youth develop internalized sexualization by strengthening the pathway between the 

exogenous risk factors and internalized sexualization. 

 Low academic success.  Children spend over 30 hours per week in school, 

accounting for a large portion of their waking time (Hofferth & Sandberg, 2001). Thus, 

the academic context is an important vehicle for socialization and academic competence 

is an important aspect of identity formation (Erikson, 1950). For example, Roeser and 

Lau (2002) argued that children acquire school-related behavioral event schemas (BES).  

School-related BES consist of “integrated internal representations of thoughts, feelings, 
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perceptions, actions, and relevant context information that are derived from repeated 

experience in [the school] context that are defined by specific activities, people, and goal 

pursuits” (Roeser & Lau, 2002, p. 97).  As a result of their experiences with academic 

success and failure, children develop school-related BES that fall along a continuum from 

strongly positive to strongly negative. 

 During early adolescence, children transition from elementary to middle school.  

Typically, this transition is associated with negative academic consequences.  For 

example, perceived academic competence and achievement levels drop after the 

transition from fifth grade (elementary school) to sixth grade (middle school; see 

Alspaugh, 1998; Anderman & Midgley, 1997). Thus, the transition to middle school 

generally serves as a challenge to the development and maintenance of girls’ positive 

school-related BES. 

 At the same time that children experience the increased academic challenges 

associated with transitioning to middle school, they embark on an important phase of 

identity development (e.g., Marcia, 1983).  Adolescents typically develop identities that 

are centered on domains in which they excel. So, for example, adolescents who excel in 

sports develop identities that highlight their athletic prowess (e.g., “jock”) and those 

adolescents who excel in academics develop identities that highlight their intellectual 

skills (e.g., “brain”).  Girls with a negative school-related BES are unlikely to develop 

identities tied to academics and instead look to other areas in which they excel as a basis 

of their identity.  I hypothesized that many such girls are susceptible to forming an 

identity that highlights their success at social relationships and, furthermore, a subset may 

focus on their success in cross-gender relationships. Because appearance is an important 



!

! 24 

predictor of popularity among girls (see below), and contemporary culture depicts 

sexualization as the means to achieving popularity among male peers, I hypothesized that 

low rates of academic success leaves girls susceptible to developing IS (see Figure 1, left 

octagon). 

Popularity contingent self-worth.  During the transition from childhood to 

adolescence, youth place increasing value on popularity and conformity, especially 

among girls (Eder, 1995; Gavin & Furman, 1989). Importantly, the transition to 

adolescence is marked by a change in the determinants of popularity.  Prosocial behavior 

is an important predictor of popularity in young childhood, but it becomes a less 

important determinant of peer status during adolescence (Xie, Li, Boucher, Hutchins, 

Cairns, 2006).  By adolescence, the determinants of popularity fall along gendered lines, 

with boys perceiving athleticism and girls perceiving attractiveness as important for peer 

status (Becker & Luthar, 2007; Closson, 2009; Eder et al., 1995; Xie et al., 2006).  Even 

the extracurricular activities associated with popularity are gendered: participating in 

athletics accrues social status among males, whereas participating in cheerleading (a 

notably sexualized activity) accrues social status among females (Eder & Kinney, 1995). 

 Given the importance of popularity for peer relations and social functioning, 

many adolescent girls choose peer relations as a primary domain in which they decide to 

excel.  Excelling in this domain is then likely to increase feelings of self-worth, thus 

making popularity a contingency of self-worth (CSW).  Although almost everyone 

pursues self-esteem, those individuals with CSW must excel in a certain domain to 

achieve state self-esteem (Crocker & Knight, 2005).  Success in this domain leads to an 

increase in positive affect (Crocker & Park, 2004).   
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 I propose that popularity contingent self-worth is an important moderator of the 

development of IS (see Figure 1, middle octagon).  Specifically, I propose that those girls 

with popularity CSW will seek to emulate those sexualized girls who have already gained 

social status. Additionally, celebrities popular with adolescent girls are typically 

sexualized (Andsager & Roe, 2003; Oppliger, 2008) and those girls wishing to be popular 

will emulate them as well. In other words, girls with popularity CSW must perceive 

themselves as popular to feel good about their worth, and during the adolescent years, 

they will be increasingly tempted to develop a strongly sexualized identity as a means of 

achieving popularity. 

Pubertal onset.  I posit pubertal status serves as a moderator of the effect of 

exogenous risk factors on internalized sexualization. Specifically, I theorize that the 

visible changes associated with puberty, especially the development of secondary sex 

characteristics (e.g., breast development), increase sexual attention and susceptibility to 

the male gaze (Summers-Effler, 2004) and thus, the onset of puberty is viewed as an 

endogenous risk factor that moderates the effects of internalized sexualization on 

developmental outcomes (see Figure 1, right octagon). 

 One of the most important and difficult tasks of puberty is to integrate the new 

mature, sexual self into one’s identity (Martin, 1996).  The manner by which girls do this 

has implications for their psychosocial functioning (Mendle, Turkheimer, & Emery, 

2007). I propose that the relation between internalized sexualization and puberty is likely 

to be complex and bi-directional.  As noted above, the onset of puberty is associated with 

bodily changes that typically increase attention to sexual issues, especially among girls 

whose pubertal development precedes her peers. At the same time, girls’ interpretations 
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of the changes associated with puberty are likely to differ based on one’s level of 

internalized sexualization.  Some girls will begin pubertal development having already 

developed high levels of internalized sexualization; other girls will begin pubertal 

development having only low levels of internalized sexualization. I proposed that girls’ 

level of internalized sexualization affects their reaction to the changes associated with 

puberty. 

 Consider, for example, the developmental trajectories of two hypothetical pre-

pubertal nine-year-old girls, one of whom shows high—and one of whom shows low—

levels of internalized sexualization. The nine-year-old with a high level of internalized 

sexualization is likely to believe that large breasts are important for getting sexual 

attention, especially from boys. In contrast, her peer with a low level of internalized 

sexualization is unlikely to believe that large breasts are important for getting attention.  

The experience of puberty is likely to differ significantly between these two girls. The 

girl with a low level of internalized sexualization is likely to view her own breast 

development with nonchalance. The girl with a high level of internalized sexualization, in 

contrast, will view her breast development as important, given its major role in her level 

of sexual attractiveness to males. The two girls will also differ in behavior, with the 

former dressing in ways that attract little attention to her breasts and the latter wearing 

outfits that reveal her cleavage.  The differences between these two girls’ attitudes and 

behavior are likely, in turn, to further shape levels of internalized sexualization, forming a 

recursive loop between the experience of puberty and internalized sexualization. 

Furthermore, I hypothesize that pubertal timing affects the developmental course 

of internalized sexualization.  Those girls who experience precocious puberty are at risk 
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of receiving sexual attention from males, especially older males; such attention serves to 

increase the salience of sexuality for early-maturing girls (Mendle et al., 2007). Many 

girls are unsure of how to handle this attention and react by self-objectifying or engaging 

in sexual behaviors (Mendle et al., 2007). Evidence consistent with this hypothesis comes 

from research on objectified body consciousness (OBC), or the “the tendency to view 

oneself as an object to be looked at and evaluated by other.” Lindberg, Grabe, and Hyde 

(2007) reported that earlier maturing girls experienced more self-surveillance than later 

maturing girls, at least in part because of the peer harassment that is associated with early 

pubertal status.  In her study, Summers-Effler (2004) asked early developing women to 

retrospectively describe their experience having large breasts in elementary school.  Most 

of them described constant teasing and curiosity from peers; a few even described their 

capitalizing on this attention to gain power and popularity over their peers. 

Another correlate of early pubertal status is increased sexual activity (Flannery, 

Rowe & Gulley, 1993; Miller, Norton, Fan & Christopherson, 1998).  Early menarche 

predicts early engagement in light sexual behaviors such as hugging and kissing 

(Williams, Connolly & Cribbie, 2008), as well as heavy sexual behaviors such as sexual 

intercourse (Udry, 1979; Williams et al., 2008).  Girls who experience early menarche 

begin to date at younger ages and have a larger number of dating partners than girls who 

experience average or late menarche (Kim & Smith, 1998).  Importantly, the mechanisms 

linking early pubertal onset to sexual activity are not well understood.  It is possible that 

early puberty exacerbates internalized sexualization among those girls exposed to 

exogenous risk factors, and that internalized sexualization promotes sexual behavior. 
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Psychological and behavioral consequences of internalized sexualization.  

Internalized sexualization is likely to have profound effects on development.  My model 

outlines four psychological—and related behavioral—consequences among girls (see 

diamonds and rectangles, respectively, in Figure 1). I first describe each psychological 

consequence, followed by its related behavioral consequence. The behavioral 

consequences are hypothesized to form a feedback loop with the exogenous risk factors. 

Specifically, the behaviors associated with internalized sexualization are hypothesized to 

lead girls to further seek out the exogenous risk factors of media and peer exposure, 

further increasing girls’ level of internalized sexualization. 

Decreased academic motivation and achievement.  As previously outlined, one 

of the endogenous risk factors that I hypothesize puts girls at risk for developing high 

levels of internalized sexualization is low academic success.  I also expect low academic 

motivation to be a consequence of internalized sexualization (see Figure 1, top diamond).  

Specifically, I hypothesize that those girls with high levels of internalized sexualization 

devalue their academic selves and, as a result, are unmotivated to invest time and 

resources in their academic skills.  As a consequence of their reduced academic 

motivation, girls with internalized sexualization will show declining academic success 

over time, thereby creating a cyclical relation between internalized sexualization and 

academic success (see Figure 1, top rectangle). Consistent with this hypothesis, 

McKenney & Bigler (2011) reported that middle school-aged girls with higher levels of 

internalized sexualization had lower grades and standardized test scores than girls with 

lower levels of internalized sexualization. 
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Increased self-objectification and other-focused sexual behavior.  As noted 

above, internalized sexualization is empirically related to self-objectification (McKenney 

& Bigler, 2010; see Figure 1, middle diamond).  When girls are objectified, their bodies 

are valued based on their ability to be used by others (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997).  I 

expect that self-objectification has serious implications for girls’ conceptualization of 

their sexuality. Specifically, girls’ with high levels of internalized sexualization are likely 

to view their sexuality through the lens of others’ (rather than their own) needs and 

desires (see Figure 1, middle rectangle).  In heterosexual pairings, the interplay between 

sexualized gender role expectations of the male partner and the girl’s own self-

objectification creates an environment in which girls’ desire is silenced.  When girls self-

objectify, an emphasis is placed on girls’ being sexual for boys’ use (Tolman, 2000). For 

example, Impett, Schooler, and Tolman (2006) found that self-objectification was related 

to lower sexual self-efficacy, which refers to girls’ belief that they can “act upon [their] 

own sexual needs in relationships” (p. 131). 

 Increased body image/self-worth concerns and efforts to alter appearance.  The 

APA Task Force (2007) authors suggested that one consequence of internalized 

sexualization is poor body image (see Figure 1, bottom diamond). The APA Task Force 

(2007) noted that girls wearing tight and skin-revealing outfits may experience 

appearance anxiety because they continually monitor their appearance (p. 23).  

Furthermore, body monitoring is likely to be accompanied by social comparisons of 

one’s appearance with the appearance of high status others. Girls with high levels of 

sexualization are more likely than their low sexualized peers to compare their appearance 

to sexually attractive peers and celebrities. Because of the prevalence of altering images 

of women in the media (e.g., airbrushing), girls will fail to compare favorably and, as a 
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result, will suffer damage to their body image. For example, Fredrickson et al. (1998) 

found that women experienced greater body shame while wearing a bathing suit (i.e., a 

skin-revealing outfit) versus wearing a sweater (i.e., a non-revealing outfit). 

Another relevant mental health consequence of becoming sexualized is a change 

in self-worth. Femininity, a construct defined by having an inauthentic self in 

relationships (and which McKenney and Bigler [2010] found to be related to internalized 

sexualization), is negatively correlated with self-worth (Tolman, Impett, Tracy, & 

Michael, 2006; Tolman & Porshe, 2000).  Over time, girls who continually bring an 

inauthentic self to their relationships will have an even higher decrease in self-worth 

(Impett, Sorsoli, Schooler, Henson, Tolman, 2008). 

At face value, these findings are incongruous with one of my proposed risk 

factors for internalized sexualization: popularity contingent self-worth.  I hypothesized 

that some girls that desire to be popular will look toward becoming sexualized as a way 

to fulfill their self-worth.  It may seem, then, that they are buffered from the self-esteem 

loss that plagues girls that self-objectify.  However, the research on contingencies of self-

worth suggests that this is not the case.  When a person succeeds in the domain of her 

contingency of self worth, she experiences an increase in state self-esteem.  This increase 

in self-esteem is therefore only temporary (Crocker, 2002; Crocker & Park, 2004) and the 

long-term consequence of becoming sexualized is to experience trait self-esteem loss. 

As a result of body image and self-worth concerns, girls with internalized 

sexualization are hypothesized to engage in behaviors aimed at “improving” their 

appearance to be consistent with the sexualized gender role (see Figure 1, bottom 

rectangle). Perhaps the most dramatic (i.e., expensive, long-lasting) behavior aimed at 

improving one’s appearance is plastic surgery use. Other behaviors aimed at increasingly 
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the sexual allure of one’s appearance include use of make-up, padded bras, and shaving 

one’s underarms, legs, and (increasingly) pubic hair. 

The Present Study 

The goal of my dissertation was to (a) describe the trajectory of internalized 

sexualization across the middle school years and (b) test theoretically derived hypotheses 

concerning the psychological and behavioral correlates of internalized sexualization. In 

my dissertation, I assessed internalized sexualization and ten constructs hypothesized to 

change as a function of internalized sexualization: (1) body surveillance, (2) body shame, 

(3) body satisfaction, (4) general perceived self-competence, (5) physical perceived self-

competence, (6) social perceived self-competence, (7) cognitive perceived self-

competence, (8) pubertal status, (9) sociometric popularity, and (10) academic 

achievement. Because the model proposes that popularity contingent self-worth is a risk 

factor associated with development of internalized sexualization, I also measured peer 

popularity.  I conducted assessments of these constructs at two time points across two 

years of middle school.  
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Chapter Three: Method 

Participants 

Participants were recruited from a private middle school in Austin. The school is 

private but serves an economically and racially diverse student body. All children 

enrolled in grades 5 through 8 in the fall of 2010 were asked to participate. Of the 215 

students invited, 151 (70%; 75 girls, 76 boys) received parental consent and themselves 

agreed to participate. For those students with parental consent, testing occurred in the 

early fall and late spring of two consecutive academic years. All students enrolled in the 

8
th

 grade in fall of 2010 (27 girls, 15 boys) left the school for high school the following 

year and were unavailable for testing. In addition, a small number of children in the 5
th

 

through 7
th

 grades (7 girls, 6 boys) dropped out of the study, largely as a result of leaving 

the school. 

A second cohort of children entering the middle school in the fall 2011 was 

recruited, which consisted of entering 5
th

 graders (17 girls, 11 boys) and 6
th

, 7
th

, and 8
th

 

graders who were new to the school (7 girls, 7 boys). Thus a total of 193 (99 girls, 94 

boys) students participated. A description of participants by grade and time of testing 

appears in Table 1. 

Overview of the Procedure 

 At each of four time points (fall year 1, spring year 1, fall year 2, spring year 2), 

participants completed the battery of measures in classrooms during the school day. Thus, 

original pool of participants completed four time points; participants added to the study in 

the second year completed two time points.  Girls completed measures of internalized 

sexualization, body surveillance, body shame, body satisfaction, general perceived self-
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competence, physical perceived self-competence, social perceived self-competence, and 

sociometric popularity; boys completed a measure of sociometric popularity as well as 

two distracter measures.  A complete list of measures and information about their 

reliability appears in Table 2. Girls’ pubertal status and grades were also obtained. 

Measures 

Internalized sexualization.  Girls completed the Internalized Sexualization Scale 

(ISS; McKenney & Bigler, 2010).  The scale has been reported to have very good internal 

and test-retest reliability when used with pre- and early adolescent girls. The 40-item 

scale represents a single construct (as indicated by factor analysis) and contains items that 

represent six domains: (1) preference for sexualized clothing items, (2) endorsement of 

sexualized beliefs about their own and other females’ bodies, (3) preferences for, and 

exposure to, sexualized media, (4) affiliation with sexualized peers, (5) endorsement of 

the notion that one’s appearance should be sexually appealing to males even at a cost to 

one’s own values or desires, and (6) endorsement of the notion that being sexually 

attractive gives them power. Participants responded using a 5-point Likert scale. Higher 

scores represent higher levels of internalized sexualization.  Scale items appear in 

Appendix A. 

Body surveillance. Girls completed the body surveillance subscale of the 

Objectified Body Consciousness Scale for Youth (OBC-Youth; Lindberg, Hyde, & 

McKinley, 2006). The subscale consists of four items (e.g. “During the day, I think about 

how I look many times.”), ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  

Scores were computed by averaging responses of items. Higher scores represent higher 

levels of body surveillance. Scale items appear in Appendix B. 
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Body shame. Girls completed the body shame subscale of the OBC-Youth 

(Lindberg, Hyde, & McKinley, 2006).  This subscale measures girls’ shame that arises 

from failing to meet cultural beauty standards. The subscale consists of five items (e.g, “I 

would be ashamed for people to know what I really weigh,” “I feel ashamed of myself 

when I haven’t made an effort to look my best.”), ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree).  Scores were computed by averaging responses of items. Higher scores 

represent higher levels of body shame.  Scale items appear in Appendix C. 

Body satisfaction. To assess satisfaction with specific body parts (as opposed to 

shame about one’s body in general), girls completed a modified version of the Body 

Image Satisfaction questionnaire (BIS; Rauste-von Wright, 1989).  The BIS asks 

participants to rate 17 parts of their body on a scale from 1 (dissatisfied) to 5 (satisfied). 

Body parts include “My legs,” “My weight,” “My hips,” and “My nose.” Seven of the 

original items omitted because of irrelevancy to sexualization (ex. “Shape of my head”), 

three items added (“My hair,” “My butt,” and “My stomach”), and one item modified 

(changed from “My skin” to “My skin color”).  The ratings of the 13 items were averaged 

to create a body satisfaction score, with higher scores representing greater body 

satisfaction. Scale items appear in Appendix D. 

Perceived self-competence. Girls completed the Perceived Competence Scale for 

Children (Harter, 1982).  The scale contains four subscales: general (i.e., self-worth; 

sample item: “Some kids are happy with the way they are. How true is this for you?”), 

physical (e.g., performing well at sports; sample item: “Some kids are good enough at 

sports. How true is this for you?”), social (e.g., being well-liked; sample item: “Some 

kids have a lot of friends. How true is this for you?”), and cognitive (e.g., academic 
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performance; sample item: “Some kids are just as smart as others. How true is this for 

you?”). Participants responded using a 4-point Likert scale with higher scores 

representing higher levels of perceived self-competence. The ratings of the 7 items within 

each subscale were averaged to create general, physical, social, and cognitive perceived 

self-competence scores. Scale items appear in Appendix E. 

Pubertal status. Girls’ observed pubertal status was rated by two independent 

coders who were blind to the participants’ level of internalized sexualization.  Observed 

pubertal status was rated on a scale from 1 (not at all developed) to 4 (fully developed), 

taking into account height, breast size, hip size, body fat distribution, and acne. 

Sociometric popularity.  Boys and girls completed sociometric ratings of other 

same-grade participants in the study (e.g. “How much do you like _____?”). Peers were 

rated using a 4-point Likert scale, with higher scores indicating greater liking.  Ratings of 

each participant were averaged within genders to produce “mean popularity among boys” 

and “mean popularity among girls” scores, as well as an overall peer popularity score. 

Academic achievement.  Girls’ achievement was assessed using a combined 

percentage score of participants’ math, science, English, and social science grades, which 

will be referred to as their grade point average (GPA). 
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Chapter Four: Results  

Overview 

 Data analyses occurred in three steps. In the first step, I examined the 

developmental trajectory of internalized sexualization using cross-sectional and 

longitudinal data analytic strategies.  In the second step, I used repeated measures 

ANOVAs to test for possible age-related changes in the 10 variables hypothesized to be 

associated with internalized sexualization. In the third step, I investigated the relations 

among internalized sexualization and its hypothesized correlates over time by employing 

correlational, structural equation modeling, and regression techniques. 

Internalized Sexualization: Descriptive Statistics and Change over Time 

 Overview.  I tested for possible age-related changes in internalized sexualization 

using three data analytic strategies. I first employed a regression analysis of cross-

sectional variations associated with age because this analysis (unlike the longitudinal 

analyses) allowed for use of the 8
th

 graders data. I next used a repeated-measures 

ANOVA using data from girls who participate at all four times of testing. Finally, I 

employed growth curve analyses, which allowed for tests of change over time among 

students within a single grade (e.g., 5
th

 graders). 

 Cross-sectional analysis. As a first strategy to examine age-related changes in 

internalized sexualization, I used a regression analysis in which age in months was 

entered as a predictor of internalized sexualization at time 1.  Results indicated that age in 

months was a significant predictor of internalized sexualization, r
2
 = .11, p = .001, with 

older girls showing higher levels of internalized sexualization than younger girls. Means 

and standard deviations for each age group appear in Table 3. 
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Longitudinal analysis: Repeated measures ANOVAS. To analyze change in 

internalized sexualization scores across time points, I first ran a 4 (time: 1, 2, 3, 4) X 3 

(grade at time 1: 5, 6, 7) repeated measures ANOVA. The analysis included only those 

girls with four time points of data.  Mauchley’s test of sphericity was significant, 

suggesting that sphericity cannot be assumed.  A Greenhouse-Geisser correction was thus 

employed, reducing the number of degrees of freedom. Results indicated no significant 

main effects or interaction, time: F(1.90, 70.40) = 1.42, p = .25; grade at time 1: F(2, 37) 

= 1.43, p = .25; time by grade at time 1: F(3.81, 70.40) = 0.82, p = .51. Means and 

standard deviations across time points and grades are presented in Table 4.  For archival 

purposes, graphs of internalized sexualization scores across time are presented in 

Appendix F. 

 Longitudinal analysis: Growth curve models. As an alternative test of 

longitudinal change in ISS scores, I employed unconditional growth curve models.  

Unlike repeated measures ANOVAS, these models allow for the calculation of the 

intercept (i.e., average ISS score at time 1) and slope (i.e., ISS growth rate) of the 

trajectory of ISS scores over time. The equation that I employed was: 

Level 1:  ISSti = !0i + !1i * Ati + eti 

Level 2:  !0i = B00 + r0i 

  !1i = B10 + r1i 

At Level 1 in this model, !0i represents the predicted ISS score at time 1 for individual i; 

!1i represents the predicted growth rate of ISS scores across four time points for 

individual i; Ati represents the time point; and eti represents random error in ISS score for 

individual i.   At Level 2, B00 represents average ISS score at time 1; r0i represents 
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random error in B00 for individual i; B10 represents the average growth rate of ISS scores 

across four time points, and r1i represents random error in B10 for individual i.   I 

employed five growth curve models; one model including all female participants, one 

model including all female participants who were enrolled in the study for the entire 

duration, and three models including only girls within a single grade (i.e., 5
th

, 6
th

, and 7
th

 

grade) at time 1. Growth curve modeling can only be employed with three or more 

longitudinal data points and thus 8
th

 graders at time 1 from the 2010 cohort and all 

participants from the 2011 cohort were excluded from these analyses.   

Results of the growth curve models are presented in Table 5. The slopes of all 

models did not differ from zero, suggesting no growth in ISS score across time for all 

groups studied.  

Correlates of Internalized Sexualization: Descriptive Statistics and Change over 

Time 

Overview.  I assessed 10 variables hypothesized to be related to internalized 

sexualization. In this next section, I tested for possible age-related changes in these 

variables using a series of 4 (time: 1, 2, 3, 4) X 3 (grade at time 1: 5, 6, 7) repeated 

measures ANOVAs. These analyses included only those girls who participated in four 

times of data collection. 

 Body surveillance. Results indicated no significant main effects, time: F(3, 105) 

= 1.59, p = .20; grade at time 1: F(2, 35) = 1.57, p = .22.  However, there was a time by 

grade at time 1 interaction, F(6, 105) = 2.72, p = .02. Means and standard deviations are 

presented in Table 6. Follow-up analyses indicated differing patterns of change as a 

function of grade at the start of the study. Follow-up paired samples t-tests indicated no 
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differences across time among girls in grade 5 at the start of the study. Body surveillance 

scores increased and then decreased over time among girls in grade 6 at the start of the 

study, and increased over time among girls in grade 7 at the start of the study. 

 Body shame.  Results indicated no significant main effects, time: F(3, 105) = 

2.00, p = .12; grade at time 1: F(2, 35) = 0.52, p = .60.  However, there was a significant 

time by grade at time 1 interaction, F(6, 105) = 2.53, p = .03. Means and standard 

deviations are presented in Table 7. Follow-up paired samples t-tests indicated no 

difference across time among girls in grade 5 or 7 at the start of the study, whereas body 

shame decreased across time among girls in 6 grade at the start of the study. 

 Body satisfaction. Mauchley’s test of sphericity was significant, suggesting that 

sphericity cannot be assumed.  A Greenhouse-Geisser correction was thus employed, 

reducing the number of degrees of freedom.  Results indicated no significant main 

effects, time: F(2.48, 86.61) = .87, p = .45; grade at time 1: F(2, 35) = 1.57, p = .22.  

However, there was a significant time by grade at time 1 interaction, F(4.95, 86.61) = 

3.83, p = .004. Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 8. Follow-up 

analyses indicated differing patterns of change as a function of grade at the start of the 

study. Body satisfaction scores increased over time among girls in grades 5 and 6 at the 

start of the study but decreased over time among girls in grade 7 at the start of the study. 

 Perceived self-competence – general.  Mauchley’s test of sphericity was 

significant, suggesting that sphericity cannot be assumed.  A Greenhouse-Geisser 

correction was thus employed, reducing the number of degrees of freedom.  Results 

indicated no significant main effects or interaction, time: F(2.25, 80.81) = 1.02, p = .37; 



!

! 40 

grade at time 1: F(2, 36) = .35, p = .71; time by grade at time 1: F(4.49, 80.81) = 1.06, p 

= .39. Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 9. 

Perceived self-competence – physical.  Mauchley’s test of sphericity was 

significant, suggesting that sphericity cannot be assumed.  A Greenhouse-Geisser 

correction was thus employed, reducing the number of degrees of freedom.  Results 

indicated no significant main effects or interaction, time: F(2.32, 83.60) = .23, p = .83; 

grade at time 1: F(2, 36) = 1.66, p = .21; time by grade at time 1: F(4.64, 83.60) = 1.45, p 

= .22. Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 10. 

Perceived self-competence – social. Mauchley’s test of sphericity was 

significant, suggesting that sphericity cannot be assumed.  A Greenhouse-Geisser 

correction was thus employed, reducing the number of degrees of freedom.  Results 

indicated no significant main effects or interaction, time: F(2.33, 83.94) = .66, p = .54; 

grade at time 1: F(2, 36) = .78, p = .47; time by grade at time 1: F(4.66, 83.94) = .72, p = 

.60. Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 11. 

Perceived self-competence – cognitive. Mauchley’s test of sphericity was 

significant, suggesting that sphericity cannot be assumed.  A Greenhouse-Geisser 

correction was thus employed, reducing the number of degrees of freedom.  Results 

indicated no significant main effects or interaction, time: F(2.36, 84.85) = 0.23, p = .83; 

grade at time 1: F(2, 36) = 1.05, p = .36; time by grade at time 1: F(4.71, 84.85) = 0.22, p 

= .95.  Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 12. 

Pubertal status. Results indicated a significant main effect of time, F(3, 90) = 

10.89, p < .001. Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 13. Participants 

received higher scores at time 4 than all previous time points, time 1: t(36) = -4.75, p < 
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.001; time 2, t(38) = -4.22, p < .001; time 3, t(38) = -2.77, p = .009. In addition, 

participants received higher scores at time 3 than time 1, t(34) = -2.53, p = .02.  There 

was also a main effect of grade at time 1, F(2, 30) = 10.52, p < .001; girls in grade 7 at 

the start of the study received higher scores than girls in grade 5 at the start of the study 

(but not girls in grade 6 at the start of the study). There was no significant time by grade 

at time 1 interaction, F(6, 90) = 1.02, p = .42.  

Sociometric popularity. Results indicated a significant main effect of time, F(3, 

108) = 11.77, p < .001. Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 14. Overall, 

popularity scores declined across testing times. Girls received higher scores at time 1, 

t(38) = 3.06, p = .004, and time 3, t(40) = 2.96, p = .005, than time 4, In addition, girls 

received higher scores at time 1 than time 2, t(44) = 2.30, p = .03. There was also a main 

effect of grade at time 1, F(2, 36) = 7.38, p = .002, with 7
th

 graders at time 1 holding 

higher ratings than 5
th

 graders at time 1 girls.  Finally, there was a significant time by 

grade at time 1 interaction, F(6, 108) = 22.12, p < .001. Follow-up paired samples t-tests 

indicated that sociometric popularity scores (1) decreased across time for girls in grade 5 

at the start of the study, (2) increased for girls in grade 6 at the start of the study, and (3) 

increased then decreased across time for girls in grade 7 at the start of the study. 

GPA. Mauchley’s test of sphericity was significant, suggesting that sphericity 

cannot be assumed.  A Greenhouse-Geisser correction was thus employed, reducing the 

number of degrees of freedom.  Results indicated no significant main effect of time, 

F(1.62, 56.55) = 1.40, p = .25, or grade at time 1, F(2, 35) = 0.43, p = .65.  However, 

there was a significant time by grade at time 1 interaction, F(3.23, 56.55) = 2.83, p = .04. 

Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 15.  Follow-up paired samples t-
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tests indicated no change in GPA for girls in grade 6 at the start of the study. GPA 

increased over time among girls in grade 5 at the start of the study; GPA decreased over 

time among girls in grade 7 at the start of the study.  

Relations Among Internalized Sexualization and Hypothesized Correlates   

Correlational analyses. I began by examining relations among internalized 

sexualization and those study variables hypothesized to be associated with internalized 

sexualization using correlational analyses. To do so, I calculated a mean score for each 

individual across the four testing times for each of the 11 variables. 

Intercorrelations among these variables appear in Table 16. Results indicated that 

girls with high levels of internalized sexualization expressed high levels of three body-

related psychological variables (body surveillance, body shame, and body 

dissatisfaction).  They also reported low levels of general self-worth and perceived 

academic competence.  In addition, they were rated as having high levels of pubertal 

development. 

Girls who expressed high levels of body surveillance, body shame, and body 

dissatisfaction had high ratings of pubertal development and perceived themselves as 

having low general self-worth.  Girls who perceived themselves as competent in the four 

domains assessed (general, physical, social, and cognitive) were well-liked by their peers 

and had high levels of academic achievement.  Finally, girls who were well-liked by their 

peers also had high levels of academic achievement. 

Intercorrelations among variables at times 1 through 4 demonstrate similar trends, 

and can be found in Tables 17, 18, 19, and 20, respectively. 
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Cross-lagged panel analyses.  To assess the longitudinal relations between 

internalized sexualization and each correlate (while controlling for prior levels of each 

construct), structural equation models were utilized. Sample size was, however, a 

concern.  One commonly used rule-of-thumb suggests that the ratio of number of cases 

(N) to number of model parameters that require statistical estimates (q) should 

approximately range from 10:1 to 20:1 (Kline, 2010).  To model the cross-lag and 

concurrent estimates of ISS and a given correlate for all four times, the N:q ratio would 

be approximately 40:8 or 5:1, which falls below the appropriate range. Thus, I chose to 

model the cross-lag (i.e. separate variables at consecutive time points) and concurrent 

(i.e., separate variables within one time point) estimates of the relation between 

internalized sexualization and a given correlate for the first two time points, which 

increases the sample size and decreases the number of model parameters.  The N:q ratio 

for these models would be approximately 25:1, which allows for the appropriate use of 

structural equation modeling. All models were fully saturated. To reduce the Type I error 

rate, the alpha level of each stability coefficient was set to p < .01.   

Body surveillance. Internalized sexualization and body surveillance were stable 

across time (see Figure 2). Girls with higher levels of internalized sexualization and body 

surveillance at time 1 also reported higher levels of these constructs at time 2.  

Internalized sexualization and body surveillance were significantly positively related to 

each other at both time 1 and 2, indicating that the variables are related within both time 

points.  There were, however, no cross-lag effects and thus neither variable predicted the 

other at an alternative time point. 
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Body shame. Internalized sexualization and body shame were stable across time 

(see Figure 3). Girls with higher levels of internalized sexualization and body shame at 

time 1 reported higher levels of these constructs at time 2.  Internalized sexualization and 

body shame were significantly related to each other at both time 1 and 2. There were, 

however, no cross-lag effects and thus neither variable predicted the other at an 

alternative time point. 

Body satisfaction.  Internalized sexualization and body satisfaction were stable 

across time (see Figure 4). Girls with higher levels of internalized sexualization and body 

satisfaction at time 1 reported high levels of these constructs at time 2.  Internalized 

sexualization and body satisfaction were marginally negatively related at time 1 (p = .02) 

but were not related at time 2. There were, however, no cross-lag effects and thus neither 

variable predicted the other at an alternative time point. 

General perceived self-competence. Internalized sexualization and general 

perceived self-competence were stable across time (see Figure 5).  Girls with higher 

levels of internalized sexualization and general perceived self-competence at time 1 

reported high levels of these constructs at time 2. Internalized sexualization and general 

perceived self-competence were significantly negatively related at time 1, but not at time 

2.  There was a cross-lag effect in this model; internalized sexualization at time 1 was 

negatively associated with general perceived self-competence at time 2, suggesting that 

increases in internalized sexualization temporally precede decreases in general perceived 

self-competence. 

Social perceived self-competence. Internalized sexualization and social perceived 

self-competence were stable across time (see Figure 6). Girls with higher levels of 
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internalized sexualization and social perceived self-competence at time 1 reported high 

levels of these constructs at time 2.  Internalized sexualization and social perceived self-

competence were not related at either time and there were no cross-lag effects, thus 

neither variable predicted the other at an alternative time point. 

Physical perceived self-competence. Internalized sexualization and physical 

perceived self-competence were stable across time (see Figure 7). Girls with higher levels 

of internalized sexualization and body satisfaction at time 1 reported high levels of these 

constructs at time 2.  Internalized sexualization and physical perceived self-competence 

were marginally positively related at time 2 (p = .04) but were not related at time 1.  

There were no cross-lag effects and thus neither variable predicted the other at an 

alternative time point. 

Cognitive perceived self-competence.  Internalized sexualization and cognitive 

perceived self-competence were found to be stable across time (see Figure 8).  Girls with 

high levels of internalized sexualization and cognitive perceived self-competence at time 

1 reported high levels of these constructs at time 2. Internalized sexualization and 

cognitive perceived self-competence were marginally negatively related at time 1, but not 

at time 2. There was a cross-lag effect in this model; internalized sexualization at time 1 

was negatively associated with cognitive perceived self-competence at time 2, suggesting 

that increases in internalized sexualization temporally precede decreases in cognitive 

perceived self-competence 

Pubertal status.  Internalized sexualization and pubertal were found to be stable 

across time (see Figure 9).  Girls with high of internalized sexualization and pubertal 

status at time 1 reported high levels of these constructs at time 2. Internalized 
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sexualization and pubertal status were significantly positively related at time 1, and these 

constructs were marginally positively related at time 2 (p = .07). There was a cross-lag 

effect in this model; pubertal status at time 1 was positively associated with internalized 

sexualization at time 2, suggesting that increases in pubertal status temporally precede 

increases in internalized sexualization. 

Sociometric popularity. Internalized sexualization and sociometric popularity 

were stable across time (see Figure 10). Girls with high levels of internalized 

sexualization and sociometric popularity at time 1 had high levels of these constructs at 

time 2.  Internalized sexualization and sociometric popularity were marginally negatively 

related at time 1 (p = .04) but were not related at time 2. There were, however, no cross-

lag effects and thus neither variable predicted the other at an alternative time point. 

GPA. Internalized sexualization and GPA were stable across time (see Figure 11). 

Girls with high levels of internalized sexualization and GPA at time 1 had high levels of 

these constructs at time 2.  Internalized sexualization and GPA were not related at times 1 

or 2. There was a cross-lag effect in this model; internalized sexualization at time 1 was 

negatively associated with GPA at time 2, suggesting that increases in internalized 

sexualization temporally precede decreases in GPA.  However, this effect was marginally 

significant (p = .07). 

Longitudinal relations: Testing possible causes of internalized sexualization.  

Although sample size prohibited me from modeling times 3 and 4 using SEM, I utilized 

regression analysis to investigate longitudinal associations among variables at the first 

and last times of data collection (i.e., time 1 and time 4).  I tested a priori hypotheses 
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about the direction of effects based on my theoretical model of the causes of internalized 

sexualization. 

Based on my theoretical model, I expected girls’ initial cognitive self-

competence, GPA, and pubertal status to predict later internalized sexualization. Time 1 

scores on these variables were entered as predictors of time 4 internalized sexualization 

scores. Results of the model are presented in Table 21. The overall model was not 

significant, F(3, 34) = 1.83, p  = .16, r
2
  = .15. Time 1 pubertal status emerged as a 

marginally significant predictor of time 4 internalized sexualization (p = .06).   

Longitudinal relations: Testing consequences of internalized sexualization.  I 

next ran regression models testing the utility of internalized sexualization at time 1 for 

predicting girls later (time 4) level of: (a) GPA, (b) body surveillance, (c) body shame, 

(d) body satisfaction, and (e) general perceived self-competence. Results of the model are 

presented in Table 21. Results indicated that time 1 internalized sexualization was a 

significant predictor of time 4 levels of (a) GPA (r
2
 = .30), (b) body surveillance (r

2
 = 

.14), (c) body shame (r
2
 = .11), and (d) general perceived self-competence (r

2
 = .13); it 

was not a significant predictor of body satisfaction at time 4 (r
2
 = .04). 

Exploratory analyses.  Although sociometric popularity was not outlined in my 

theoretical model, I performed exploratory analyses of the relations between internalized 

sexualization and sociometric popularity. Time 1 internalized sexualization was 

negatively related to time 1 sociometric popularity among female peers (ß = -.26, p = 

.01).  However, time 1 internalized sexualization was unrelated to concurrent (i.e., time 

1) popularity among male peers (ß = -.05, p = .62) or prospective (time 4) sociometric 

popularity among female peers (time ß = .11, p  = .51) or male peers (ß = -.08, p  = .60).   
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Chapter Five: Discussion 

 Sexualized images of girls and women are pervasive in popular American culture 

(APA Task Force, 2007).  To date, most work on the topic has focused on documenting 

the existence of sexualization within the culture.  Many popular news outlets have 

devoted space to decrying the sexualization of girls’ clothing, such The New York Times, 

CNN, and Time (Granderson, 2011; Ma, 2011; Olsen, 2012; Orenstein, 2010).  

Academics are also distressed about the sexualization of girls, and many have written 

books outlining the problem, with titles such as The Lolita Effect (Durham, 2008), Girls 

Gone Skank (Oppliger, 2008), and So Sexy So Soon (Levin & Kilbourne, 2008). The APA 

Task Force on the Sexualization of Girls (2007) outlined some cultural contributors to the 

sexualization of girls, such as popular media and toys. Importantly, little psychological 

research has investigated the psychological impact of sexualization.  In my prior work, I 

utilized cross-sectional methods to examine age-related differences in, and correlates of, 

internalized sexualization (McKenney & Bigler, 2010, 2011).  For my dissertation, I 

further explored the issue by conducting a longitudinal study aimed at examining the 

causes and consequences of internalized sexualization. 

 Statistical analyses of age-related changes in levels of internalized sexualization 

generated contradictory results.  Cross-sectional analysis at time 1 suggested that levels 

of internalized sexualization increased between ages 9 and 14. These findings are 

consistent with my prior work on the topic (McKenney & Bigler, 2010, 2011).  In 

contrast to the cross-sectional analyses, the longitudinal analyses did not support the 

hypothesis that internalized sexualization increases across time. It is possible that 

increments in internalized sexualization occur very slowly across the middle school years 
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and thus they are only possible to detect over fairly large age ranges. Because the girls in 

grade 8 at the start of this study were unavailable for testing in the second year, they 

could not be included in the longitudinal analyses, perhaps contributing the to failure to 

detect intra-individual change over time. Furthermore, following the girls for a longer 

period of time might have allowed greater opportunity for intra-individual growth in 

internalized sexualization to emerge. Although the unexpected longitudinal findings are 

difficult to explain, these findings highlight the importance of the use of longitudinal 

methods in developmental psychology to examine intra-individual change over time. 

An additional goal of my dissertation was to identify correlates of internalized 

sexualization, and to investigate the relations between internalized sexualization and its 

correlates over time.  Across all time points, internalized sexualization was most strongly 

correlated with body surveillance, which is a facet of self-objectification. The APA Task 

Force (2007) authors hypothesized these two constructs to be highly related, due to 

similar emphases on appearance.  It is important to note, however, that the two constructs 

differ conceptually. Unlike the measure of self-objectification, the ISS taps girls’ 

tendency to (a) seek out information concerning sexual attractiveness, (b) prefer clothing 

that are body-revealing and associated with sexuality (rather than being, for example, 

flattering or trendy), and (c) view sexual allure as affording power and thus worthy of 

self-sacrifice. That is, self-objectification refers to the act of being aware of what one 

looks like to others (i.e., viewing one’s body from a third-person perspective) but reveals 

little about women’s beliefs and values concerning sexual attractiveness.   

High levels of body shame, low levels of body satisfaction, and low levels of 

general perceived self-competence, also were found to be correlates of internalized 
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sexualization at all time points.  These negative psychological correlates of internalized 

sexualization may seem counterintuitive, because it is plausible that girls with 

internalized sexualization may view themselves and their bodies as sexually attractive, 

thus buffering them from harmful psychological effects.  However, all psychological 

correlates investigated in this study were related to internalized sexualization in the 

hypothesized directions (as outlined in my theoretical model).  A possible explanation for 

these findings is that girls with high levels of internalized sexualization may feel that they 

compare unfavorably to sexually attractive peers and models in popular culture.  Is it also 

possible that girls with poor mental health are likely to become sexualized in an effort to 

mitigate their negative self-cognitions; however, the structural equation models suggest 

this is not the case (and that, in fact, increases in internalized sexualization temporally 

precede decreases in general perceived self-competence, although inferences cannot be 

drawn about the causality of this relation).   

The relations among internalized sexualization and the academic variables (i.e., 

GPA, cognitive perceived self-competence) also provide some support for operation of 

some of the pathways in my theoretical model.  According to the model, low academic 

success is a risk factor for developing internalized sexualization, and low academic 

motivation and success are psychological and behavioral consequences, respectively.  

GPA and internalized sexualization were related at separate time points (although I did 

not find that GPA and internalized sexualization were related within time points).  Again, 

causal inferences cannot be drawn from these data; however, the findings are consistent 

with the notion that increased levels of internalized sexualization lead to decreased GPAs 

at later time points.  Due to the correlational nature of the data, I cannot directly infer the 
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mechanism behind the relation.  However, my prior research on the topic suggested that 

girls who have high levels of internalized sexualization place more time and effort into 

self-sexualizing behaviors (e.g., applying makeup) than academic behaviors (e.g., 

preparing for an academic task; McKenney & Bigler, 2011).  It is likely, for example, 

that girls with higher levels of internalized sexualization spend less time paying attention 

in class or completing their homework than girls with lower levels of internalized 

sexualization. 

In addition, I consistently found negative relations between internalized 

sexualization and cognitive perceived self-competence.  Structural equation modeling 

suggested that increases in internalized sexualization were associated with later decreases 

in cognitive perceived self-competence.  Although my theoretical model posited that low 

academic motivation (rather than perceived cognitive self-competence) was a 

consequence of high levels of internalized sexualization, these results suggest that 

internalized sexualization is indeed predictive of later negative outcomes for girls’ 

academic beliefs and behavior. 

I also ran exploratory analyses regarding the nature of the relation between 

internalized sexualization and sociometric popularity. The two constructs were 

marginally negatively related at time 1, a finding driven by the negative relation between 

internalized sexualization and sociometric popularity among female peers at time 1.  

These findings run contrary to my hypothesis about the positive relation between 

internalized sexualization and sociometric popularity.  The negative findings are likely 

due to my operationalization of the popularity construct.  Although I measured 

sociometric popularity (i.e., how well-like children are among their peers), it is possible 
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that internalized sexualization is instead positively related to perceived popularity, which 

assesses children’s views of which students are popular, or well liked by others, at their 

school.  In future research, I plan to study both constructs in relation to internalized 

sexualization.   

Importantly, the finding concerning popularity may be the result of the particular 

culture that characterizes the participating middle school.  All participants in the sample 

were recruited from the same private middle school. The school culture had a fairly 

strong focus on academic achievement, as reflected by the strong positive relation 

between students’ sociometric popularity and GPA in this sample. It is possible that 

schools whose cultures reflect less of a focus on academics would produce differing 

findings concerning the relations between girls’ internalized sexualization and 

sociometric popularity. Future research on the topic should recruit participants from 

multiple schools to test this notion. 

In addition to the limitations associated with the use of a single school, there are 

other limits to this work.  Perhaps most importantly, the sample of girls at each grade was 

relatively small. The sample size did not allow for full cross-lagged panel analysis across 

all four time points, which would have provided richer data regarding the temporal 

ordering of internalized sexualization and its correlates.  Furthermore, the sample size 

was further reduced among those girls who completed four time points, which likely 

resulted in difficulty detecting effects at time points 3 and 4.  The attrition rate for the 

sample contributed to the reduction in sample size.  The attrition rate, however, was 

unavoidable because I only obtained consent to enroll participants in the study while they 
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were attending the middle school, thus all 8
th

 graders at time 1 were dropped from the 

study after time 2. 

Despite its limitations, this study’s findings are important in suggesting that 

internalized sexualization is associated with negative outcomes among adolescent girls.  

As a future research goal, I intend to intervene to reduce sexualized beliefs among girls.   

Prior research has found media literacy programs to be effective for use with high school 

girls in reducing internalization of the thin ideal (i.e., the belief that one should be thin; 

Irving, DuPen, & Berel, 1998).  Media literacy programs aim to train participants in 

thinking critically about what they view in the media.  Such programs would be 

beneficial in reducing sexualized beliefs by encouraging critical analysis of, for example, 

sexually idealized bodies in the media or sexually exploitative lyrics in popular songs.  

Intervention programs might also encourage girls’ participation in sports.  Participation in 

athletic programs would promote girls to view their bodies as a source of strength and 

capability, instead of sexual attractiveness (APA Task Force, 2007).   Importantly, the 

sexualization of girls is a symptom of patriarchal structures present in American culture, 

which will mitigate the large-scale effectiveness of these interventions; however, such 

programs are crucial for reducing sexualized beliefs among individuals.  

In the present study, I focused on psychological correlates of internalized 

sexualization.  It is likely that, for some girls, developing internalized sexualization will 

also lead to behavioral consequences.  In my theoretical model, I outlined a pathway 

between internalized sexualization, self-objectification, and other-focused sexual 

behaviors.  Girls who place their sexual attractiveness above all else will be likely to view 

their bodies as an object.  When a girl views her body as an object, she is at risk for 



!

! 54 

mistreating it by, for example, engaging in risky sexual behaviors, becoming pregnant, or 

obtaining plastic surgery.  Further research is needed to provide empirical evidence for 

pathways in the model that were not investigated in this study. 

It is also important to understand the impact of the sexualization of popular 

culture among elementary school-age youth (e.g., 6-11 year olds). Although my focus in 

this study was on internalization of sexualized beliefs, it is possible that children who are 

too young to develop internalized sexualization nonetheless receive, and are affected by, 

messages about the sexualization of the female gender role.  For example, Levin and 

Kilbourne (2008) described a five-year-old boy who watched professional wrestling and 

noticed that the females on these programs have “big boobies,” suggesting that the 

sexualized aspects of female images are the most salient and notable ones for young 

boys.  They also described a five-year-old girl who likes to put on makeup for a “fashion 

show” with her Bratz dolls, which involves “walking around the room wiggling her hips 

and holding a doll, describing to her audience what each doll was wearing, just as an 

announcer might do” (Levin & Kilbourne, 2008, p. 32).  These anecdotes clearly 

demonstrate that some children learn about – and often imitate – sexualized behaviors, 

and research on this topic is greatly needed. 

Additionally, I measured internalized sexualization and its correlates only among 

girls. I have not investigated whether, or to what extent, boys come to view their sexual 

attractiveness to girls as an important aspect of their identity.  The effects of the 

sexualization of the female gender role on boys’ attitudes and beliefs are also 

understudied, although there is some evidence suggesting that viewing objectifying 
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portrayals of women leads adolescent boys to hold sexualized views of women (Daniels 

& Wartena, 2011). This is a topic that will be important to address in future work. 

Finally, my work has important policy implications, especially regarding 

sexualized portrayals of girls and women in the media.  Such images are prevalent (APA 

Task Force, 2007) and, as I have found, internalization of these portrayals is associated 

with negative developmental correlates.  Recent work by Daniels (in press) found that 

adolescent girls who viewed nonsexualized depictions of female athletes remarked on the 

athletes’ physical capabilities, whereas girls who viewed sexualized depictions of female 

athletes remarked on the athletes’ physical appearance.  Decreasing sexualized portrayals 

of girls and women in the media is thus of paramount importance in improving girls’ 

views about female bodies.  In 2011, Rep. Tammy Baldwin introduced H.R. 2513: 

Healthy Media for Youth Act, which seeks to provide funding for media literacy 

programs and research on the impact of sexualized media, suggesting that there is interest 

in this topic among policymakers.  I hope that my empirical contribution to the fledgling 

field of sexualization research will facilitate future research on internalized sexualization 

among pre- and early adolescent girls and encourage the enacting of policy aimed at 

reducing sexualized beliefs among girls and boys.   
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Table 1 

Participant Enrollment by Time 

  Girls Boys 

 Grade 

at  

First  

Time 

Time 1  Time 2  Time 3  Time 4  Time 1  Time 2  Time 3  Time 4  

5 16 

(21%) 

16 

(22%) 

13 

(33%) 

14 

(34%) 

16 

(21%) 

17 

(24%) 

12 

(23%) 

13 

(24%) 

6 15 

(20%) 

14 

(19%) 

13 

(33%) 

13 

(32%) 

25 

(33%) 

21 

(30%) 

25 

(47%) 

24 

(44%) 

7 17 

(23%) 

16 

(22%) 

14 

(35%) 

14 

(34%) 

19 

(25%) 

17 

(24%) 

16 

(30%) 

17 

(31%) 

2010 

(girls: 

n = 

75, 

boys:  

n = 

76) 8 27 

(36%) 

27 

(37%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 15 

(20%) 

15 

(21%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

5 17 

(77%) 

17 

(71%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 11 

(65%) 

11 

(61%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

6 2 (9%) 3 

(13%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 

(24%) 

5 

(28%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

7 3 

(14%) 

4 

(17%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 

(12%) 

2 

(11%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

2011 

(girls:  

n = 

24, 

boys:  

n = 

18) 8 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

5 33 

(34%) 

33 

(34%) 

13 

(33%) 

14 

(34%) 

27 

(29%) 

28 

(31%) 

12 

(23%) 

13 

(24%) 

6 17 

(18%) 

17 

(18%) 

13 

(33%) 

13 

(32%) 

29 

(32%) 

27 

(30%) 

25 

(47%) 

24 

(44%) 

7 20 

(21%) 

20 

(21%) 

14 

(35%) 

14 

(34%) 

21 

(23%) 

19 

(21%) 

16 

(30%) 

17 

(31%) 

Total 

(girls:  

n = 

99, 

boys:  

n  = 

94) 8 27 

(28%) 

27 

(28%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 15 

(16%) 

15 

(17%) 

0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
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Table 2 

Cronbach’s Alphas 

Measure Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 

ISS .90 .91 .93 .94 

OBCS .84 .85 .87 .91 

OBCB .73 .75 .69 .68 

BIS .90 .86 .87 .87 

PSC-General .83 .78 .86 .82 

PSC-Physical  .87 .85 .84 .89 

PSC-Social  .90 .82 .89 .93 

PSC-

Cognitive  

.84 .72 .75 .78 

Pubertal 

status
a
 

.80 .66 .63 .36 

a
Indicates Kappa 

Note: ISS = Internalized sexualization scale.  OBCS = Objectified body consciousness 

scale for youth – surveillance subscale. OBCB = Objectified body consciousness scale 

for youth – body shame subscale.  BIS = Body image satisfaction questionnaire.  PSC = 

Perceived self-competence scale for youth.  
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Table 3 

 

ISS Means and Standard Deviations by Age at Time 1 

 

Age 

group 

n Mean Standard deviation 

9-10 29 2.07 0.71 

11-12 40 2.35 0.62 

13-14 28 2.56 0.42 
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Table 4 

Internalized Sexualization Scores by Time Point and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 grade 2.11 (.73) 2.13 (.63) 2.00 (.55) 2.00 (.68) none 

6
th

 grade 2.31 (.61) 2.48 (.51) 2.49 (.71) 2.45 (.59) none 

7
th

 grade 2.38 (.62) 2.34 (.57) 2.25 (.61) 2.29 (.62) none 

Note: Scores range from 1-5, with higher scores indicating higher levels of internalized 

sexualization.
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Table 5 

Results of Growth Curve Models 

Fixed Effects Random Effects Group 

Para. Coef. SE t p Para. Var. "# df p 

B0 2.30 .09 26.38 <.001 R0 .33 390.65 45 <.001 5
th

 – 7
th

 

graders at 

time 1 B1 0.003 .03 .12 .91 R1 .02 124.92 45 <.001 

B0 2.13 .16 13.31 <.001 R0 .34 94.98 15 <.001 5
th

 graders 

at time 1 B1 -.05 .06 -.84 .41 R1 .03 36.34 15 <.001 

B0 2.37 .15 16.09 <.001 R0 .29 123.22 13 <.001 6
th

 graders 

at time 1 B1 .05 .04 1.37 .19 R1 .01 21.58 13 .06 

B0 2.39 .15 15.98 <.001 R0 .35 203.93 15 <.001 7
th

 graders 

at time 1 B1 .01 .05 .19 .86 R1 .03 72.12 15 <.001 

B0 2.36 .06 39.04 <.001 R0 .31 634.87 94 <.001 All 

participants B1 .001 .03 .03 .98 R1 .02 180.09 94 <.001 
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Table 6 

Body Surveillance Scores by Time and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 

grade 

3.52 (1.87) 3.54 (1.60) 3.88 (1.67) 3.48 (1.95) none 

6
th

 

grade 

3.73 (1.12) 4.77 (1.61) 4.25 (1.85) 4.08 (1.37) T2 > T1, T4 

7
th

 

grade 

4.21 (1.80) 4.49 (1.83) 4.66 (1.50) 5.46 (1.39) T1, T2 < T4 

Note: Scores range from 1-7, with higher scores indicating greater body surveillance.
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Table 7 

Body Shame Scores by Time and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 

grade 

2.41 (1.44) 2.58 (1.53) 2.47 (1.26) 2.15 (0.96) none 

6
th

 

grade 

2.75 (0.90) 3.21 (1.28) 3.03 (0.86) 2.54 (0.98) T2, T3 > 

T4 

7
th

 

grade 

2.41 (1.23) 2.55 (1.40) 2.67 (1.31) 2.99 (1.53) none 

Note: Scores range from 1-7, with higher scores representing higher levels of body 

shame.
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Table 8 

Body Satisfaction Scores by Time and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 

grade 

4.08 (0.73) 4.05 (1.02) 4.29 (0.89) 4.29 (0.79) T2 < T3, T4 

6
th

 

grade 

3.73 (0.96) 3.49 (0.83) 3.74 (0.76) 3.95 (0.73) T2 < T3, T4 

7
th

 

grade 

4.13 (0.54) 3.95 (0.75) 3.86 (0.79) 3.54 (0.82) T1 > T4 

Note: Scores range from 1-5, with higher scores indicating higher levels of body 

satisfaction.
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Table 9 

General Perceived Self-competence Scores by Time and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 

grade 

3.18 (0.70) 3.13 (0.81) 3.30 (0.57) 3.13 (0.80) none 

6
th

 

grade 

2.92 (0.77) 2.84 (0.73) 2.95 (0.65) 3.19 (0.59) none 

7
th

 

grade 

2.96 (0.73) 3.01 (0.73) 3.23 (0.56) 2.88 (0.59) none 

Note: Scores range from 1-4, with higher scores indicating higher levels of general 

perceived self-competence. 
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Table 10 

Physical Perceived Self-competence Scores by Time and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 

grade 

3.02 (0.73) 2.72 (0.88) 2.75 (0.74) 2.70 (0.99) none 

6
th

 

grade 

2.76 (0.84) 3.02 (0.54) 2.84 (0.68) 2.87 (0.80) none 

7
th

 

grade 

2.91 (0.88) 3.11 (0.61) 3.12 (0.60) 2.95 (0.87) none 

Note: Scores range from 1-4, with higher scores indicating higher levels of physical 

perceived self-competence. 
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Table 11 

Social Perceived Self-competence Scores by Time and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 

grade 

3.19 (0.80) 3.08 (0.85) 2.95 (0.90) 2.92 (1.14) none 

6
th

 

grade 

3.22 (0.69) 3.38 (0.42) 3.19 (0.70) 3.29 (0.64) none 

7
th

 

grade 

3.17 (0.68) 3.21 (0.63) 3.32 (0.51) 2.97 (0.66) none 

Note: Scores range from 1-4, with higher scores indicating higher levels of social 

perceived self-competence. 
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Table 12 

Cognitive Perceived Self-competence Scores by Time and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 

grade 

3.06 (0.74) 3.20 (0.64) 3.01 (0.73) 3.00 (0.77) none 

6
th

 

grade 

3.11 (0.61) 3.20 (0.54) 3.23 (0.42) 3.36 (0.52) none 

7
th

 

grade 

2.94 (0.74) 3.10 (0.66) 3.17 (0.57) 3.21 (0.49) none 

Note: Scores range from 1-4, with higher scores indicating higher levels of cognitive 

perceived self-competence. 
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Table 13 

Pubertal Status Scores by Time and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Combined 

5
th

 

grade 

1.67 (0.82) 1.94 (0.85) 1.92 (0.76) 2.21 (0.80) 1.88 (0.58) 

6
th

 

grade 

2.07 (1.00) 2.31 (0.75) 2.54 (0.78) 2.85 (0.80) 2.43 (0.80) 

7
th

 

grade 

2.71 (0.47) 2.80 (0.41) 3.15 (0.55) 3.57 (0.51) 3.08 (0.35) 

Note: Scores range from 1-4, with higher scores indicating more advanced pubertal 

status. 
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Table 14 

Sociometric Popularity Scores by Time Point and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 

grade 

2.72 (0.22) 2.19 (0.36) 2.25 (0.22) 2.13 (0.23) T1 < T2, T3, 

T4 

6
th

 

grade 

2.49 (0.24) 2.50 (0.29) 2.51 (0.26) 2.60 (0.25) T2 < T4 

7
th

 

grade 

2.56 (0.36) 2.62 (0.42) 2.66 (0.42) 2.46 (0.31) T1 < T2, T3 

> T4 

Note: Scores range from 1-4, with higher scores indicating higher levels of sociometric 

popularity. 
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Table 15 

GPA Scores by Time Point and Grade at Time 1 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4 Mean 

differences 

5
th

 

grade 

91.54 (3.54) 91.28 (3.85) 93.13 (3.02) 92.60 (3.39) T1, T2 < T3, 

T4 

6
th

 

grade 

92.55 (2.50) 92.01 (2.07) 92.00 (5.17) 91.36 (6.25) none 

7
th

 

grade 

92.71 (4.82) 92.06 (7.15) 92.71 (5.74) 91.80 (4.91) T2 > T4 

Note: Scores range from 0-100, with higher scores indicating higher levels of academic 

achievement. 
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Table 16 

Intercorrelations Among all Variables (Averaged Across Times) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. ISS --           

2. OBCS .73
*** 

--          

3. OBCB .52
*** 

.62
*** 

--         

4. BIS -.28
** 

-.40
*** 

-.57
*** 

--  
 

 
 

 
 

 

5. PSC-

General -.40
*** 

-.51
*** 

-.48
*** 

.55
*** 

--       

6. PSC-

Physical -.10 -.14 -.15 .25
** 

.62
*** 

--      

7. PSC-

Social -.08 -.19
†
 -.20

* 
.33 .62

*** 
.64

*** 
--     

8. PSC-

Cognitive -.24
** 

-.11 -.07
 

.15 .55
*** 

.50
*** 

.41
*** 

--    

9. 

Pubertal 

status .45
*** 

.45
*** 

.32
** 

-.18
†
 -.20

* 
-.01

 
-.08 .04 --   

10. 

Socio-

metric 

popu-

larity -.12 -.03 -.20
* 

.20
* 

.36
*** 

.38
*** 

.48
*** 

.27
** 

.15 --  

11. GPA -.06 .16 .09 .05 .23
** 

.18
† 

.18
†
 .48

*** 
.06 .32

*** 
-- 

Note: ISS = Internalized sexualization scale.  OBCS = Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – surveillance subscale. OBCB 

= Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – body shame subscale.  BIS = Body image satisfaction questionnaire.  PSC = 

Perceived self-competence scale for youth.  GPA = Grade point average.  
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Table 17 

Intercorrelations among Variables at Time 1 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. ISS --           

2. OBCS .74
***

 --          

3. OBCB .53
*** 

.61
*** 

--         

4. BIS -.24
* 

-.27
** 

-.43
*** 

--        

5. PSC-

General 

-.28
*** 

-.39
***

 -.40
***

 .48
*** 

--       

6. PSC-

Physical 

-.06 -.10 -.22
* 

.06 .56
***

 --      

7. PSC-

Social 

-.14 -.23
* 

-.06 .23
*
 .70

*** 
.64

*** 
--     

8. PSC-

Cognitive 

-.18
†
 -.07 -.08 .16 .71

*** 
.58

*** 
.55

*** 
--    

9. 

Pubertal 

status 

.26
* 

.35
** 

.08 -.09 -.07 .01 .07 .05 --   

10. 

Socio-

metric 

popu-

larity 

-.19
†
 -.19

†
 -.27

* 
.20

†
 .32

** 
.27

** 
.41

*** 
.16 .04 --  

11. GPA -.03 .07 -.01 .07 .17
 

.08 .06 .28
** 

.08 .21
*
 -- 

Note: ISS = Internalized sexualization scale.  OBCS = Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – surveillance subscale. OBCB 

= Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – body shame subscale.  BIS = Body image satisfaction questionnaire.  PSC = 

Perceived self-competence scale for youth.  GPA = Grade point average.  
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Table 18 

Intercorrelations among Variables at Time 2 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. ISS --           

2. OBCS .69
*** 

--          

3. OBCB .49
*** 

.59
*** 

--         

4. BIS -.29
** 

-.39
*** 

-.52
*** 

--        

5. PSC-

General 

-.36
*** 

-.38
*** 

-.43
*** 

.50
*** 

--       

6. PSC-

Physical 

.02 -.11 -.23
* 

.26
* 

.54
** 

--      

7. PSC-

Social 

.03 -.11 -.21
* 

.27
** 

.55
** 

.70
*** 

--     

8. PSC-

Cognitive 

-.27
** 

-.14 .09 .16 .53
** 

.39
*** 

.43
*** 

--    

9. 

Pubertal 

status 

.47
*** 

.40
*** 

.31
** 

-.09 -.18
†
 .02 .03 -.04 --   

10. 

Socio-

metric 

popu-

larity 

-.04 -.03 -.13 .25
*
 .29

** 
.34

** 
.38

*** 
.16 .23

* 
--  

11. GPA -.05 .16 .11 .04 .19
† 

.17
 

.19
†
 .48

*** 
.09 .35

*** 
-- 

Note: ISS = Internalized sexualization scale.  OBCS = Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – surveillance subscale. OBCB 

= Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – body shame subscale.  BIS = Body image satisfaction questionnaire.  PSC = 

Perceived self-competence scale for youth.  GPA = Grade point average. 
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Table 19 

Intercorrelations among Variables at Time 3 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. ISS --           

2. OBCS .79
*** 

--          

3. OBCB .60
*** 

.61
*** 

--         

4. BIS -.32
* 

-.32
* 

-.71
*** 

--        

5. PSC-

General 

-.61
***

 -.46
** 

-.63
*** 

.66
***

 --       

6. PSC-

Physical 

-.12 -.05 -.18 .31
* 

.48
** 

--      

7. PSC-

Social 

-.08 -.04 -.22 .32
* 

.53
*** 

.76
*** 

--     

8. PSC-

Cognitive 

-.22 -.11 -.23 .42
** 

.48
** 

.60
*** 

.46
** 

--    

9. 

Pubertal 

status 

.49
** 

.43
** 

.35
* 

-.24 -.29
†
 -.04 -.15 .01 --   

10. 

Socio-

metric 

popu-

larity 

.15 .22 -.05 -.002 .16 .46
** 

.55
*** 

.32
* 

.30
†
 --  

11. GPA -.25 -.16 -.19 .29
†
 .41

**
 .39

*
 .41

*
 .48

**
 -.18 .21 -- 

Note: ISS = Internalized sexualization scale.  OBCS = Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – surveillance subscale. OBCB 

= Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – body shame subscale.  BIS = Body image satisfaction questionnaire.  PSC = 

Perceived self-competence scale for youth.  GPA = Grade point average.
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Table 20 

Intercorrelations among Variables at Time 4 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. ISS --           

2. OBCS .73
*** 

--          

3. OBCB .50
** 

.44
** 

--         

4. BIS -.28
†
 -.39

* 
-.45

** 
--        

5. PSC-

General 

-.47
** 

-.53
*** 

-.48
** 

.53
*** 

--       

6. PSC-

Physical 

-.22 -.12 -.05 .29
†
 .56

***
 --      

7. PSC-

Social 

-.09 -.13 -.07 .32
* 

.58
*** 

.66
*** 

--     

8. PSC-

Cognitive 

-.33
* 

-.19 -.10 .05 .56
*** 

.73
*** 

.51
** 

--    

9. 

Pubertal 

status 

.38
* 

.50
** 

.44
** 

-.38
* 

-.37
* 

.03
 

-.10 .003 --   

10. 

Socio-

metric 

popu-

larity 

.18 .10 -.08 .05 .26 .42
** 

.57
*** 

.29
†
 .26

†
 --  

11. GPA -.16 .03 .12 .14 .19 .38
*
 .39

*
 .36

*
 -.07 .13  

Note: ISS = Internalized sexualization scale.  OBCS = Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – surveillance subscale. OBCB 

= Objectified body consciousness scale for youth – body shame subscale.  BIS = Body image satisfaction questionnaire.  PSC = 

Perceived self-competence scale for youth.  GPA = Grade point average. 
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Table 21 

Results of Regression Analyses 

 B SE B ß t 

Outcome: Internalized sexualization at T4 

PSC-Cognitive at T1 -.17 .18 -.18 -.98 

Pubertal status at T1 .24 .13 .32 1.93
†
 

GPA at T1 .04 .03 .27 1.49 

Outcome: GPA at T4  

Internalized sexualization at T1 -3.77 .95 -.54 -3.99*** 

Outcome: Body surveillance at T4  

Internalized sexualization at T1 .98 .38 .38 2.56* 

Outcome: Body shame at T4  

Internalized sexualization at T1 .60 .27 .34 2.23* 

Outcome: Body satisfaction at T4  

Internalized sexualization at T1 -.25 .19 -.21 -1.31 

Outcome: PSC-General at T4  

Internalized sexualization at T1 -.35 .15 -.36 -2.38* 
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Figure 1.  Developmental model of internalized sexualization 
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Figure 2.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization and 

body surveillance. 

 

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

Body 

surveillance 

 

T1 

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 

Body 

surveillance 

 

T2 

!

.65***(.06) 

.14(.10) 

-.05(.12) 

.68***(.11) 

.73***(.05) .61***(.07) 

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 
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 Figure 3.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization and 

body shame. 

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

Body shame 

 

T1 

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 

Body shame 

 

T2 

!

.83***(.09) 

-.14
†
 (.08) 

.05(.10) 

.50***(.10) 

.53***(.08) .54***(.08) 

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 
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 Figure 4.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization and 

body satisfaction. 

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

Body 

satisfaction 

 

T1 

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 

Body 

satisfaction 

 

T2 

!

.74***(.05) 

-.05(.07) 

-.10(.08) 

.68***(.06) 

-.25**(.10) -.10(.10) 

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 
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 Figure 5.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization and 

general perceived self-competence. 

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

General 

perceived self-

competence 

T1 

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 

General 

perceived self-

competence 

T2 

!

.75***(.05) 

.01(.07) 

-.29**(.09) 

.38***(.08) 

-.28**(.09) -.10(.10) 

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 
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Figure 6.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization and 

physical perceived self-competence. 

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

Physical 

perceived self-

competence 

T1 

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 

Physical 

perceived self-

competence 

T2 

.75***(.05) 

-.11(.07) 

-.05(.09) 

.50***(.08) 

-.06(.10) .21*(.10) 

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 
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Figure 7.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization and 

social perceived self-competence. 

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

Social 

perceived self-

competence 

T1 

!

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 

Social 

perceived self-

competence 

T2 

!

.75***(.05) 

-.01(.07) 

-.01(.09) 

.51***(.08) 

-.13(.10) .16(.10) 

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 
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Figure 8.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization and 

cognitive perceived self-competence. 

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

Cognitive 

perceived self-

competence 

T1 

!

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 

Cognitive 

perceived self-

competence 

T2 

!

.75***(.05) 

.02(.07) 

-.25**(.08) 

.45***(.08) 

-.18
†
(.10) 

!

-.04(.10) 

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 
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Figure 9.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization and 

pubertal status. 

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

Pubertal  

status 

 

T1 

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 

Pubertal 

status 

 

T2 

!

.69***(.05) 

.24***(.07) 

.08(.05) 

.86***(.03) 

.26**(.10) .19
†
(.10) 

!

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 
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Figure 10.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization 

and sociometric popularity. 

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

Sociometric 

popularity 

 

T1 

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 
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T2 

!

.75***(.05) 

-.01(.07) 

.03(.07) 

.72***(.05) 

-.21*(.10) .14(.10) 

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 
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 Figure 11.  Model testing longitudinal associations between internalized sexualization 

and GPA. 

  

Internalized 

sexualization 

 T1 

GPA 

 

T1 

Internalized 

sexualization 

T2 

GPA 

 

T2 

!

 

 

 

 

  

†
p < .10  

*p < .05  

**p < .01  

***p < .001 

.76***(.04) 

.10(.07) 

-.09
†
 (.05) 

.87***(.03) 

-.04(.10) -.14(.10) 
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Appendix A 

Internalized Sexualization Scale 

  Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

 

How much do 

you want to 

wear these 

shorts? 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

How much do 

you want to 

wear this bra? 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

How much do 

you want to 

wear this t-

shirt? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

How much do 

you want to 

wear this 

underwear? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

 

How much do 

you want to 

wear this 

bathing suit? 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

How much do 

you want to 

wear this tank 

top? 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

How much do 

you want to 

wear these 

shoes? 
1 2 3 4 5 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

If a woman has small breasts, it 

would be natural for her to want 

surgery to make them bigger. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I think that wearing make-up 

can improve the way a girl 

looks. 

1 2 3 4 5 

It is important to me to look hot 

everyday. 1 2 3 4 5 

How a girl looks is one of the 

most important things about 

her. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I like to wear clothing that 

makes me look hot. 1 2 3 4 5 

If a girl has large breasts, she 

should wear clothing that shows 

them off. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If I could, I would get surgery 

to improve my body. 1 2 3 4 5 

How much do you want to 

watch a show titled, “‘The 

Lives of Fashion Models’ – A 

reality show about fashion 

shows and the lives of fashion 

models?” 

1 2 3 4 5 

How much do you want to 

watch a show titled, “‘Tight 

Jeans and Prom Queens’ – A 

show about high school girls 

who want to be pretty, popular, 

and get boyfriends?” 

1 2 3 4 5 

How much do you want to read 

a magazine article titled, “How 

to get a boy to like you?” 

1 2 3 4 5 

How much do you want to read 

a magazine article titled, 

“Makeup tips for middle school 

girls?” 

1 2 3 4 5 

!
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

If I were to upload pictures of 

myself to the internet, I would 

make sure that I looked hot. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My friends are “boy-crazy.” 
1 2 3 4 5 

My friends often talk about 

which boys in our class like 

which girls. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My friends sometimes say 

mean things about girls who 

they think are unattractive. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My friends give each other tips 

on how to look cuter. 1 2 3 4 5 

My friends often talk about the 

appearance of other girls in our 

class. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My friends give each other tips 

on how to get a boyfriend. 1 2 3 4 5 

I would kiss a boy who is cute 

and popular even if I didn’t like 

him that much. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have dieted (or considered 

dieting) so that boys will think 

that I look hot. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would hang out with a boy I 

didn’t like if he were really 

popular 

1 2 3 4 5 

I wake up early to put on make 

up, even though I would rather 

sleep in. 

1 2 3 4 5 

If a boy I liked told me that he 

liked my hair a certain way, I 

would change it for him. 

1 2 3 4 5 

!
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

I would wear a shirt my friends 

say looks hot on me, even if I 

didn’t like how much skin was 

showing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I hate to exercise, but I do it 

anyway so that I look cuter to 

boys. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have spent my allowance 

money on makeup or clothing 

instead of other things that I 

want. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I want to look hot so that I can 

be popular. 1 2 3 4 5 

I can get boys to do what I want 

when I flirt with them. 1 2 3 4 5 

The best way to get a boy to 

like you is to look hot. 1 2 3 4 5 

It’s easier for girls who look hot 

to get people to like them than 

girls that don’t look hot. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The best way to get a boy to 

like you is to flirt with him. 1 2 3 4 5 

It can be good to have large 

breasts to get boys to do what 

you want. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have used my looks to get 

people’s attention. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix B 

Objectified Body Consciousness Scale for Youth – Surveillance subscale 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Sort of 

disagree 

Neutral Sort 

of 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

I often 

compare 

how I look 

with how 

other people 

look. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

During the 

day, I think 

about how I 

look many 

times. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I often 

worry about 

whether the 

clothes I am 

wearing 

make me 

look good. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I often 

worry about 

how I look 

to other 

people. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 



!

! 93 

Appendix C 

Objectified Body Consciousness Scale for Youth – Body Shame subscale 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Sort of 

disagree 

Neutral Sort 

of 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

I feel 

ashamed of 

myself when 

I haven’t 

made an 

effort to 

look my 

best. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I feel like I 

must be a 

bad person 

when I don’t 

look as good 

as I could. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I would be 

ashamed for 

people to 

know what I 

really 

weigh. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

When I’m 

not 

exercising 

enough, I 

question 

whether I 

am a good 

person. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

When I’m 

not the size I 

think I 

should be, I 

feel 

ashamed. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix D 

Body Image Satisfaction Questionnaire 

 Dissatisfied Sort of 

dissatisfied 

Neutral Sort of 

satisfied 

Satisfied 

My nose 1 2 3 4 5 

My lips 1 2 3 4 5 

My arms 1 2 3 4 5 

My breasts 1 2 3 4 5 

My hips 1 2 3 4 5 

My waist 1 2 3 4 5 

My legs 1 2 3 4 5 

My height 1 2 3 4 5 

My weight 1 2 3 4 5 

My hair 1 2 3 4 5 

My butt 1 2 3 4 5 

My stomach 1 2 3 4 5 

My skin 

color 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix E 

Perceived Self-competence Scale for Children 

General self-competence subscale 

 

Some kids _________. Is that true for you? 

 

YES NO  

Really 

true for 

me 

Sort of 

true for 

me 

Sort of not 

true for 

me 

Really not 

true for 

me 

Are sure of themselves 1 2 3 4 

Are happy with the way they 

are 

1 2 3 4 

Feel good about the way they 

act 

1 2 3 4 

Are good kids 1 2 3 4 

Are sure that they act right 1 2 3 4 

Want to stay the same (not 

change) 

1 2 3 4 

Do things fine 1 2 3 4 

 

 

Physical self-competence subscale 

 

Some kids _________. Is that true for you? 

 

YES NO  

Really 

true for 

me 

Sort of 

true for 

me 

Sort of not 

true for 

me 

Really not 

true for 

me 

Do well at sports 1 2 3 4 

Are better at sports than others 1 2 3 4 

Do well at new activities 1 2 3 4 

Are good enough at sports 1 2 3 4 

Are the first kids chosen for 

games 

1 2 3 4 

Like to play (not watch) 

games 

1 2 3 4 

Are good at new games 1 2 3 4 
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Social self-competence subscale 

 

Some kids _________. Is that true for you? 

 

YES NO  

 Really 

true for 

me 

Sort of 

true for 

me 

Sort of not 

true for 

me 

Really not 

true for 

me 

Have a lot of friends 1 2 3 4 

Are popular with kids 1 2 3 4 

Are easy to like 1 2 3 4 

Like to do things with other 

kids 

1 2 3 4 

Make friends easily 1 2 3 4 

Are important to their 

classmates 

1 2 3 4 

Are liked by most kids 1 2 3 4 

 

 

Cognitive self-competence subscale 

 

Some kids _________. Is that true for you? 

 

YES NO  

Really 

true for 

me 

Sort of 

true for 

me 

Sort of not 

true for 

me 

Really not 

true for 

me 

Are good at schoolwork 1 2 3 4 

Do well in school 1 2 3 4 

Are just as smart as others 1 2 3 4 

Can figure out answers 1 2 3 4 

Finish schoolwork quickly 1 2 3 4 

Remember things easily 1 2 3 4 

Understand what they read 1 2 3 4 
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Appendix F 

 

Graphs of Internalized Sexualization Scores Across Time Points 

 

 

 



!

! 98 

 

 



!

! 99 

 

 



!

! 100 

References 

Adler, P. A., Kless, S. J., & Adler, P.  (1992).  Socialization to gender roles: Popularity 

among elementary school boys and girls.  Sociology of Education, 65, 169-187. 

Alspaugh, J. W. (1998).  Achievement loss associated with the transition to middle 

school and high school.  The Journal of Educational Research, 92, 20-25. 

American Psychological Association Task Force on the Sexualization of Girls.  (2007).  

Report of the APA Task Force on the Sexualization of Girls.  Washington, DC: 

American Psychological Association.  Retrieved from 

www.apa.org/pi/wpo/sexualization.html. 

American Society of Plastic Surgeons. (2006). 2005 cosmetic surgery age distributions 

18 or younger.  Retrieved from 

http://www.plasticsurgery.org/d.xml?comp=x3094 

Anderman, E. A., & Midgley, C. (1997). Changes in achievement goal orientations, 

perceived academic competence, and grades across the transition to middle-level 

schools.  Contemporary Educational Psychology, 22, 269-298. 

Andsager, J. & Roe, K.  (2003). “What’s your definition of dirty, baby?”: Sex in music 

video.  Sexuality & Culture, 7, 79-97. 

A.P., M.T.V. Poll, September 11-25, 2009.  Poll questions retrieved from 

http://surveys.ap.org/data/KnowledgeNetworks/AP_Digital_Abuse_Topline_0922

09.pdf 

Bandura, A. (1986).  Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory.  

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Becker, B. E., & Luthar, S. S., (2007). Peer-perceived admiration and social preference: 



!

! 101 

Contextual correlates of positive peer regard among suburban and urban 

adolescents. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 17, 117-144. 

Bem, S. L. (1981).  Gender schema theory: A cognitive account of sex-typing.  

Psychological Review, 88, 354-364. 

Bennett, J. (2009, March 30).  Generation diva.  Retrieved from 

http://www.newsweek.com/2009/03/29/generation-diva.html 

Boxer, A., Levinson, R. A., & Peterson, A. C. (1989).  Adolescent sexuality.  In J. Worell 

& F. Danner (Eds.), The adolescent as decision-maker (pp. 209-244).  San Diego: 

Academic Press. 

Brown, L. M., & Lamb, S. (2005, December 21). Selling an ideal of lipstick and lace. 

Retrieved from 

http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2005/12/21/se

lling_an_ideal_of_lipstick_and_lace/ 

Bussey, K., & Bandura, A. (1999).  Social cognitive theory of gender development and 

differentiation.  Psychological Review, 106, 676-713. 

Cairns, R. B., Cairns, B. D., Neckerman, H. J., Gest, S. D., & Gariépy, J-L. (1988).  

Social networks and aggressive behavior: Peer support or peer rejection?  

Developmental Psychology, 24, 815-823. 

Charlesworth, W. R., & LaFreniere, P. (1983).  Dominance, friendship, and resource 

utilization in preschool children’s groups.  Ethology and Sociobiology, 4, 175-

186. 

Closson, L. M. (2009). Status and gender differences in early adolescents' descriptions of 

popularity. Social Development, 18, 412-426. 



!

! 102 

Crocker, J. (2002). Contingencies of self-worth: Implications for self-regulation and 

psychological vulnerability. Self and Identity, 1, 143-149. 

Crocker, J., & Knight, K. M. (2005).  Contingencies of self-worth. Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 14, 200-213. 

Crocker, J., & Park, L. E. (2004).  Costly pursuit of self-esteem.  Psychological Bulletin, 

130, 392-414. 

Daniels, E. A. (in press).  Sexy versus strong: What girls and women think of female 

athletes.  Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology. 

Daniels, E. A., & Wartena, H. (2011).  Athlete or sex symbol: What boys think of media 

representations of female athletes.  Sex Roles, 65, 566-579.  

Dines, G. (2010).  Pornland: How porn has hijacked our sexuality.  Boston, MA: Beacon 

Press. 

Dishion, T. J., Andrews, D. W., & Crosby, L. (1995).  Antisocial boys and their friends in 

early adolescence: Relationship characteristics, quality, and interactional process.  

Child Development, 66, 139-151. 

Durham, M. G. (2008). The Lolita effect: The media sexualization of young girls and 

what we can do about it.  Woodstock, NY: Overlook Press. 

Eder, D. (1995).  The cycle of popularity: Interpersonal relations among female 

adolescents.  Sociology of Education, 58, 154-165. 

Eder, D., Evans, C., & Parker, S. (1995).  School talk: Gender and adolescent culture.  

New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 

Eder, D., & Kinney, D. A. (1995). The effect of middle school extracurricular activities 

on adolescents' popularity and peer status. Youth & Society, 26, 298-324. 



!

! 103 

Else-Quest, N. M., & Hyde, J. S. (2009).  The missing discourse of development: 

Commentary on Lerum and Dworkin.  Journal of Sex Research, 46, 264-267. 

Fabrianesi, B., Jones, S. C., & Reid, A. (2008). Are pre-adolescent girls' magazines 

providing age-appropriate role models?  Health Education, 108, 437-449. 

Fink, J. S. & Kensicki, L. J. (2002).  An imperceptible difference: Visual and textual 

constructions of femininity in Sports Illustrated and Sports Illustrated for Women.  

Mass Communication & Society, 5, 317-339. 

Flannery, D. J., Rowe, D. C., & Gulley, B. L. (1993).  Impact of pubertal status, timing, 

and age on adolescent sexual experience and delinquency.  Journal of Adolescent 

Research, 8, 21-40. 

Fredrickson, B. L., & Roberts, T-A. (1997). Objectification theory: Toward 

understanding women's lived experiences and mental health risks. Psychology of 

Women Quarterly, 21, 173-206. 

Fredrickson, B. L., Roberts, T-A., Noll, S. M., Quinn, D. M., & Twenge, J. M. (1998). 

That swimsuit becomes you: Sex differences in self-objectification, restrained 

eating, and math performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 

269-284. 

Gavin, L. A., & Furman, W. (1989). Age differences in adolescents' perceptions of their 

peer groups. Developmental Psychology, 25, 827-834.  

Gerbner, G., Gross, L., Morgan, M., & Signorielli, N. (1994).  Growing up with 

television: The cultivation perspective. In J. Bryant & D. Zillman (Eds.), Media 

effects: Advances in theory and research (pp. 17-42).  Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 



!

! 104 

Greenberg, D. R. & LaPorte, D. J. (1996).  Racial differences in body type preferences of 

men for women.  International Journal of Eating Disorders, 19, 275-278. 

Harris, J. R. (1999). The nurture assumption: Why children turn out the way they do.  

New York, NY: Simon and Schuster. 

Harter, S. (1982).  The perceived competence scale for children.  Child Development, 

53(1), 87-97. 

Hofferth, S. L., & Sandberg, J. F. (2001).  How American children spend their time.  

Journal of Marriage and Family, 63, 295-308. 

Hoffman, J. (2011, March 26). A girl’s nude photo, and altered lives.  Retrieved from 

http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/27/us/27sexting.html?_r=1&pagewanted=all  

Howes, C.  (1988).  Same- and cross-sex friends: Implications for interaction and social 

skills.  Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 3, 21-37. 

Impett, E. A., Schooler, D., & Tolman, D. (2006). To be seen and not heard: Femininity 

ideology and adolescent girls’ sexual health.  Archives of Sexual Behavior, 35, 

129-142. 

Impett E. A., Sorsoli L., Schooler D., Henson J. M., Tolman D. L. (2008). Girls' 

relationship authenticity and self-esteem across adolescence.  Developmental 

Psychology, 44(3), 722-733. 

Irving, L. M., DuPen, J., & Berel, S. (1998). A media literacy program for high school 

females. Eating Disorders: The Journal of Treatment and Prevention, 6, 119-132. 

Jackson, C., & Henriksen, L. (1997). Do as I say: Parent smoking, antismoking 

socialization, and smoking onset among children.  Addictive Behaviors, 22, 107-

114.  



!

! 105 

Jensen, R. (2007).  Getting off: Pornography and the end of masculinity.  Brooklyn, NY: 

South End Press. 

Kaiser Family Foundation (2001).  Generation Rx.com: How young people use the 

internet for health information.  Retrieved from 

http://www.kff.org/entmedia/20011211a-index.cfm 

Kim, K. & Smith, P. K. (1998). Childhood stress, behavioural symptoms and mother–

daughter pubertal development. Journal of Adolescence, 21, 231-240. 

Kinderman, T. A. (1993). Natural peer groups as contexts for individual development: 

The case of children's motivation in school.  Developmental Psychology, 29, 970-

977. 

Kline, R. B. (2010).  Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York, 

NY: Guilford Press. 

La Freniere, P., Strayer, F. F., & Gauthier, R. (1984). The emergence of same-sex 

affiliative preferences among preschool peers: A developmental/ethological 

perspective.  Child Development, 55, 1958-1965. 

Lamb, S., & Brown, L. M. (2006).  Packaging girlhood: Rescuing our daughters from 

marketers’ schemes.  New York: St. Martin’s Press. 

Lampman, C., Rolfe-Maloney, B., David, E. J., Yan, M., McCermott, N., Winters, S., … 

Lathrop, R. (2002). Messages about sex in the workplace: A content analysis of 

prime-time television. Sexuality & Culture, 6, 3-21. 

Langlois, J. H., Kalakanis, L., Rubenstein, A. J., Larson, A., Hallam, M., & Smoot, M. 

(2000).  Maxims or myths of beauty? A meta-analytic and theoretical review.  

Psychological Bulletin, 126, 390-423. 



!

! 106 

Larson, R., & Richards, M. H. (1991). Daily companionship in late childhood and early 

adolescence: Changing developmental contexts.  Child Development, 62, 284-

300. 

Levin, D. E., & Kilbourne, J. (2008). So sexy so soon: The new sexualized childhood and 

what parents can do to protect their kids.  New York, NY: Random House.  

Levy, A. (2005).  Female chauvinist pigs: Women and the rise of raunch culture.  New 

York, NY: Free Press. 

Liben, L. S., & Bigler, R. S. (2002).  The developmental course of gender differentiation: 

Conceptualizing, measuring, and evaluating constructs and pathways.  

Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 67(2, Serial No. 

269).  

Lindberg, S. M., Grabe, S., & Hyde, J. S. (2007). Gender, pubertal development, and peer 

sexual harassment predict objectified body consciousness in early adolescence.  

Journal of Research on Adolescence, 17, 723-742. 

Lindberg, S. M., Hyde, J. S., & McKinley, N. M. (2006). A measure of objectified body 

consciousness for preadolescent and adolescent youth.  Psychology of Women 

Quarterly, 30(1), 65-76. 

Maccoby, E. (1999).  The two sexes: Growing up apart, coming together.  Cambridge, 

MA: Harvard University Press. 

Marcia, J. E. (1983). Some directions for the investigation of ego development in early 

adolescence.  The Journal of Early Adolescence, 3, 215-223. 

Martin, C. L., & Fabes, R. A. (2001). The stability and consequences of young children's 

same-sex peer interactions.  Developmental Psychology, 37, 431-446. 



!

! 107 

Martin, C. L., & Halverson, C. F. (1981). A schematic processing model of sex typing 

and stereotyping in children.  Child Development, 52, 1119-1134. 

Martin, K. A. (1996).  Puberty, sexuality, and the self: Boys and girls at adolescence.  

New York, NY: Routledge.   

Martin, M. C., & Kennedy, P. K. (1993).  Advertising and social comparison: 

Consequences for female pre-adolescents and adolescents.  Psychology & 

Marketing, 10, 513-530. 

Martino, S. M., Collins, R. L., Elliott, M. N., Strachman, A., Kanouse, D. E., & Berry S. 

H.  (2006).  Exposure to degrading and non-degrading music lyrics and sexual 

behavior among youth.  Pediatrics, 118, 430-441. 

McDonough, P. (2009).  TV viewing among kids at an eight-year high.  Retrieved from 

http://blog.nielsen.com/nielsenwire/media_entertainment/tv-viewing-among-kids-

at-an-eight-year-high 

McKenney, S. J. & Bigler, R. S. (2010, March). Development of the Internalized 

Sexualization Scale (ISS) for pre- and early adolescent girls. Poster presented at 

the biennial meeting of the Society for Research on Adolescence, Philadelphia, 

PA. 

McKenney, S. J. & Bigler, R. S. (2011, April). Conceptualizing and testing the 

consequences of internalized sexualization for girls' developmental outcomes 

during adolescence.  In L. M. Ward (Chair), Becoming sexualized: Causes and 

consequences among diverse youth. Symposium conducted at the Biennial 

Meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development, Montreal, QC. 



!

! 108 

McKinley, N. M., & Hyde, J. S. (1996).  The objectified body consciousness scale: 

Development and validation.  Psychology of Women Quarterly, 20, 181-215. 

McMahon, K. (1990).  The Cosmopolitan ideology and the management of desire.  

Journal of Sex Research, 27, 381-396. 

Mendle, J., Turkheimer, E., & Emery, R. E. (2007). Detrimental psychological outcomes 

associated with early pubertal timing in adolescent girls. Developmental Review, 

27, 151-171. 

Merskin, D. (2004). Reviving Lolita? A media literacy examination of sexual portrayals 

of girls in fashion advertising. American Behavioral Scientist, 48, 119-129.  

Merten, D. E. (2004).  Securing her experience: Friendship versus popularity.  Feminism 

and Psychology, 14, 361-365. 

Miller, B. C., Norton, M. C., Fan, X., & Christopherson, C. R. (1998). Pubertal 

development, parental communication, and sexual values in relation to adolescent 

sexual behaviors. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 18, 27-52. 

Moradi, B., & Huang, Y-P. (2008).  Objectification theory and psychology of women: A 

decade of advances and future directions.  Psychology of Women Quarterly, 32, 

377-398. 

Murnen, S. K., & Smolak, L.  (in press).  I’d rather be a famous fashion model than a 

famous scientist: The rewards and costs of internalizing sexualization.  In E. 

Zurbriggen and T.A. Roberts (Eds.),  The Sexualization of Girls and Girlhood.  

Oxford University Press. 



!

! 109 

Nichter, N. & Vuckovic, M.  (1994).  Fat talk: Body image among adolescent girls.  In N. 

L. Sault (Ed.), Many mirrors: Body image and social relations (pp. 109-131).  

New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 

Olfman, S. (2009).  The sexualization of childhood.  Westport, CT: Greenwood 

Publishing Group. 

Oppliger, P. A. (2008).  Girls gone skank: The sexualization of girls in American culture. 

Jefferson, NC: McFarland and Company Press. 

Orenstein, P. (2011). Cinderella ate my daughter: Dispatches from the front lines of the 

new girlie-girl culture.  New York, NY: HarperCollins. 

Overton, W. F. (2006). Developmental psychology:  Philosophy, concepts, methodology.  

In R. M. Lerner (Ed.) Theoretical models of human development.  Volume 1 of 

the Handbook of child psychology (pp. 18-88). (6th ed.), Editor-in-Chief: William 

Damon; Richard M. Lerner.  New York: Wiley. 

Paasonen, S., Nikunen, K., & Saarenmaa, L. (2007).  Pornification: Sex and sexuality in 

media culture.  Gordonsville, VA: Berg Publishers. 

Parker, S., Nichter, M., Nichter, M., Vuckovic, N., Sims, C., & Ritenbaugh, C. (1995). 

Body image and weight concerns among African American and White adolescent 

females: Differences that make a difference.  Human Organization, 54, 103-114. 

Paul, P. (2005). Pornified: How pornography is transforming our lives, our relationships, 

and our families.  New York, NY: MacMillan. 

Pew Research Center Poll, October 2009.  Poll questions retrieved from 

http://www.pewinternet.org/~/media//Files/Reports/2009/PIP_Teens_and_Sexting

.pdf 



!

! 110 

Pollet, A., & Hurwitz, P. (2004, January 12/19).  Strip til you drop.  The Nation, 20-21, 

pp. 24-25. 

Powlishta, K. K., Sen, M. G., Serbin, L. A., Poulin-Dubois, D., & Eichstadt, J. A. (2001).  

From infancy through middle childhood: The role of cognitive and social factors 

in becoming gendered.  In R. K. Unger (Ed.), Handbook of the psychology of 

women and gender (pp. 116-132).  New York: Wiley. 

Pugliese, J., & Tinsley, B. (2007).  Parental socialization of child and adolescent physical 

activity: A meta-analysis.  Journal of Family Psychology, 21, 331-343. 

Rauste-von Wright, M. (1989).  Body image satisfaction in adolescent girls and boys: A 

longitudinal study.  Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 18(1), 71-83. 

Roeser, R. W., & Lau, S. (2002).  On academic identity formation in middle school 

settings during early adolescence: A motivational-contextual perspective. In T. M. 

Brinthaupt and R. P. Lipka (Eds.), Understanding early adolescent self and 

identity: Applications and interventions (pp. 91-131).  Albany, NY: State 

University of New York Press. 

Ruble, D. N., Martin, C., & Berenbaum, S. (2006). Gender development. In W. Damon & 

R.M. Lerner (Series. Eds.) & N. Eisenberg (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of child 

psychology: Vol. 3. Social, emotional, and personality development (6
th

 ed., pp. 

858 – 932). New York: Wiley. 

Sarracino, C., & Scott, K. M. (2008).  The porning of America: The rise of porn culture, 

what it means, and where we go from here.  Boston, MA: Beacon Press. 

Seidman, S. A. (1992).  An investigation of sex-role stereotyping in music videos.  

Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 36, 209-216. 



!

! 111 

Serbin, L. A., & Sprafkin, C. (1986).  The salience of gender and the process of sex 

typing in three- to seven-year-old children.  Child Development, 57, 1188-1199. 

Silverman-Watkins, L. T., Sprafkin, J. N. (1983). Adolescents' comprehension of 

televised sexual innuendos.  Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 4, 

359-369. 

Smith, S. L., & Choueiti, M. (2011).  Gender inequality in cinematic content? A look at 

females on screen and behind-the-camera in top-grossing 2008 films.  Retrieved 

from University of Southern California Web site: 

http://annenberg.usc.edu/News%20and%20Events/News/~/media/PDFs/smith_rpt

_apr11.ashx. 

Summers-Effler, E. (2004). Little girls in women’s bodies: Social interaction and the 

strategizing of early breast development. Sex Roles, 51, 29-44. 

Tolman, D. L., Impett, E. A., Tracy, A. J., & Michael, A. (2006). Looking good, 

sounding good: Femininity ideology and adolescent girls’ mental health.  

Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30(1), 85-95. 

Tolman, D., & Porche, M. V. (2000).  The adolescent femininity ideology scale: 

Development and validation of a new measure for girls.  Psychology of Women 

Quarterly, 24, 364-376. 

Udry, J. R. (1979). Age at menarche, at first intercourse, and at first pregnancy. Journal 

of Biosocial Science, 11, 433-441. 

Ward, L. M. (1995).  Talking about sex: Common themes about sexuality in the prime-

time television programs children and adolescents view most.  Journal of Youth & 

Adolescence, 24, 595-615. 



!

! 112 

Wentzel, K. R., & Caldwell, K. (1997).  Friendships, peer acceptance, and group 

memberships: Relations to academic achievement in middle school.  Child 

Development, 68, 1198-1209. 

White, H. R., Johnson, V., & Buyske, S. (2000). Parental modeling and parenting 

behavior effects on offspring alcohol and cigarette use: A growth curve analysis.  

Journal of Substance Abuse, 12, 287-310. 

Williams, T., Connolly, J., & Cribbie, R. (2008). Light and heavy heterosexual activities 

of young Canadian adolescents: Normative patterns and differential predictors. 

Journal of Research on Adolescence, 18, 145-172. 

Wright, J. C., Huston, A. C., Vandewater, E. A., Bickham, D. S., Scantlin, R. M., Kotler, 

J. A., … Finkelstein, J. (2001). American children's use of electronic media in 

1997: A national survey. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 22, 31-

47. 

Xie, H., Li, Y., Boucher, S. M., Hutchins, B. C., Cairns, B. D. (2006). What makes a girl 

(or a boy) popular (or unpopular)? African American children's perceptions and 

developmental differences. Developmental Psychology, 42, 599-612. 

 


