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[bookmark: bookmark=id.1y810tw]Supplement A: Additional Study 1 Measures and EFA Results
[bookmark: bookmark=id.4i7ojhp]#MeToo familiarity
We measured familiarity with social media movements to bring awareness to the presence of sexual harassment, such as #MeToo. Participants reported whether they had 1) posted or 2) talked about the #MeToo movement and whether other women in their lives had 3) posted or 4) talked with them about these issues. However, there were no interactions between #MeToo familiarity and gender on perceptions of ISO frequency.
[bookmark: bookmark=id.2xcytpi]Objectified Body Consciousness
We measured body surveillance (using the Objectified Body Consciousness Scale) in both men (α=.94) and women (α=.90). However, there were no interactions between body surveillance and gender on perceptions of ISO frequency.
Results
We ran an exploratory factor analysis with principal axis factoring and both varimax and oblimin rotation on the total set of ISO behavior frequency ratings split by gender. We found a highly similar pattern of factor loadings when we ran the analyses with both men and women. 


Table S1
Exploratory Factor Analyses of ISOS items by Gender (Varimax Rotation)
	
	Men
n=54
	Women
n=56

	
	Factor 1
	Factor 2
	Factor 1
	Factor 2

	... been whistled at while walking down a street? 
	.786
	.255
	.868
	-.098

	... noticed someone staring at your breasts when you are talking to them? 
	.837
	-.016
	.762
	.307

	... felt like or known that someone was evaluating your physical appearance? 
	.766
	.292
	.77
	.261

	... felt that someone was staring at your body? 
	.721
	.113
	.794
	.396

	... noticed someone leering at your body? 
	.75
	.218
	.704
	.321

	... heard a rude, sexual remark made about your body? 
	.77
	.38
	.664
	.499

	... been honked at when you were walking down the street? 
	.772
	.213
	.652
	.523

	... seen someone stare at one or more of your body parts? 
	.582
	.223
	.728
	.347

	... overheard inappropriate sexual comments made about your body? 
	.703
	.282
	.468
	.703

	... noticed that someone was not listening to what you were saying, but instead gazing at your body or a body part? 
	.567
	.565
	.592
	.519

	... heard someone make sexual comments or innuendos when noticing your body? 
	.451
	.561
	.379
	.788

	... been touched or fondled against your will? 
	.362
	.715
	.232
	.817

	... experienced sexual harassment (on the job, in school, etc)? 
	.108
	.865
	.180
	.785

	… someone grabbed or pinched one of your private body areas against your will? 
	.191
	0.595
	.136
	.73

	… someone made a degrading sexual gesture towards you? 
	.042
	0.824
	.255
	.738





Table S2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Gender Differences between types of behaviors in Study 1
	
	Men
(n=54)
	Women 
(n=56)

	How Frequent - Overt behaviors 
	2.977 (0.662)
	2.591 (0.864)

	How Frequent - Covert behaviors
	3.659 (0.561)
	3.086 (0.803)

	How Positive – Overt Behaviors
	1.850 (1.224)
	1.899 (1.198)

	How Positive – Covert Behaviors
	1.946 (1.182)
	1.928 (1.190)

	How Negative – Overt Behaviors
	3.874 (1.050)
	3.617 (1.048)

	How Negative – Covert Behaviors
	3.251 (1.178)
	3.065 (1.186)


[bookmark: bookmark=id.1ci93xb][bookmark: bookmark=id.3whwml4]
Supplement B: Replication of Study 2 with an Online Sample
Methods
[bookmark: bookmark=id.2bn6wsx]Participants
We recruited 219 18–30-year-old participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk and Prolific Academic. We removed all participants with duplicate IP addresses, duplicate location coordinates, or location coordinates outside of the U.S. (35.16%), leaving us with 81 participants, 47 men and 34 women.
Procedure
The exact same procedure from Study 2 reported in the text was followed. Participants reported their ordinal ratings for each ISOS behavior and then were asked to provide a numeric frequency estimate.
[bookmark: bookmark=id.qsh70q]Results
As with Study 2, we found that men’s ordinal estimates of the amount of interpersonal sexual objectification experienced by women were significantly higher than women’s reported experiences for both overt , , d=1.67 and covert behaviors , , d=1.35.
In addition, we found that men’s numeric estimates were significantly higher than women’s reported experiences for both overt , d=1.62, and covert behaviors,  , d=1.32.
Table S3
Means, Standard Deviations, and Gender Differences in Replication Study
	
	Men 
(n=79)
	Women 
(n=38)
	Total 
(n=117)

	Overt behaviors – Ordinal Scale
	3.412 (0.823)
	2.137 (0.739)
	2.998 (0.994)

	Covert behaviors – Ordinal Scale
	3.656 (0.748)
	2.863 (0.674)
	3.398 (0.812)

	Overt behaviors – Count Scale
	78.974 (54.422)
	5.150 (11.769)
	57.679 (57.163)

	Covert behaviors – Count Scale
	208.650 (139.897)
	41.943 (75.129)
	154.625 (145.284)





Table S4
Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) in Study 3
	Model
	2 (df)
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	2 (df)

	Study 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  2 factors: Overt and Covert
	205.34 (76)
	**
	.88
	.10
	.07
	 - 
	

	  1 factor: ISOS Total
	2921.03(77)
	**
	.80
	.13
	.08
	85.7 (1)
	**





