[bookmark: PageNumWizard_HEADER_Domyślny_styl_stro2]1
[bookmark: PageNumWizard_HEADER_Domyślny_styl_stron]0
[bookmark: PageNumWizard_HEADER_Domyślny_styl_stro1]14
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc17699_3872103911]Supplementary Material

Objectification of a romantic partner is differentially linked to dimensions of perceived relationship quality among women and men in heterosexual dyads
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[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc17711_3872103911][bookmark: _Toc232183040]1. Assessment of Validity of Romantic Partner Objectification Scale
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc13055_2139732366][bookmark: _Toc232183041]1.1. Reliability, Convergent and Discriminant Validity – initial validation

	The initial validation of the Romantic Partner Objectification Scale was provided by Kozłowska [1]. In a study conducted on a sample of N = 318 individuals (48.90% women), the reliability of the scale, estimated using Cronbach’s α, was .84, indicating high internal consistency.
	Convergent and divergent validity of the scale was assessed through its correlations with the IPIP-BFM-20 Big Five measure [2], the Dark Triad measure [3], the exploitativeness scale translated into Polish [4], and two subscales of the Personal Norm of Reciprocity questionnaire [5]. The positive reciprocity subscale measures the extent to which a person feels obligated to reciprocate benefits or favors received from others. The negative reciprocity subscale, in turn, measures the tendency to retaliate against others for losses or harms incurred.
	We assumed that convergent validity would be indicated by positive correlations with measures of exploitativeness, narcissism, Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and negative reciprocity, as well as negative correlations with agreeableness, conscientiousness, and positive reciprocity.  The effects were consistent with expectations and provide evidence for convergent validity of the scale. The absence of correlations between self-reported partner objectification and measures of extraversion, and emotional stability provide evidence for the scale’s divergent validity (Table S1).
Table S1. Descriptive statistics and correlations between partner objectification and personality variables (N = 314).
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	PO
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IPIP_E
	-.06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IPIP_A
	-.34***
	.36***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IPIP_C
	-.21***
	.14*
	.18**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IPIP_ES
	.08
	-.39***
	-.14*
	-.20***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IPIP_I
	-.25***
	.41***
	.40***
	.22***
	-.38***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D12_M
	.56***
	.03
	-.26***
	-.24***
	.06
	-.10
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D12_N
	.46***
	.10
	-.14*
	-.13*
	.01
	-.02
	.78***
	
	
	
	
	

	D12_P
	.52***
	-.02
	-.41***
	-.24***
	-.04
	-.18**
	.75***
	.61***
	
	
	
	

	EXPL
	.56***
	-.07
	-.36***
	-.21***
	.06
	-.22***
	.75***
	.62***
	.74***
	
	
	

	PRS
	-.28***
	.28***
	.43***
	.14*
	-.09
	.32***
	-.14*
	-.04
	-.29***
	-.17**
	
	

	NRS
	.39***
	-.02
	-.29***
	-.05
	.13*
	-.12*
	.36***
	.32***
	.34***
	.42***
	.09
	

	 Cronbach’s α
	.84
	.83
	.68
	.70
	.75
	.67
	.90
	.90
	.82
	.85
	.87
	.86

	McDonald’s ω
	.85
	.83
	.69
	.73
	.76
	.68
	.90
	.90
	.82
	.88
	.89
	.86

	Skeweness
	0.13
	-0.18
	-0.08
	-.025
	0.26
	-0.27
	1.17
	0.67
	0.87
	1.12
	-0.12
	-0.05

	Kurtosis
	-0.87
	-0.14
	-0.21
	-0.44
	0.33
	0.19
	0.53
	-0.51
	-0.10
	0.83
	0.78
	0.72

	 M (SD)
	25.8 (9.01)
	12.3 (3.43)
	14.4 (2.63)
	14.5 (2.98)
	12.2 (3.07)
	11.0 (2.02)
	7.18 (3.69)
	8.07 (3.86)
	7.56 (3.42)
	11.8 (4.83)
	46.6 (7.14)
	37.9 8.76)

	Men: M (SD)
	26.15 (8.67)
	12.81 (3.12)
	14.05 (2.49)
	14.4 (2.92)
	13.0 (3.17)
	11.1 (1.91)
	7.35 (3.83)
	8.19 (3.93)
	7.87 (3.48)
	12.2 (5.04)
	46.6 (6.76)
	38.8 (7.68)

	Women: M (SD)
	15.53 (9.37)
	11.85 (3.67)
	14.67 (2.75)
	14.5 (3.06)
	11.4 (2.74)
	10.08 (3.13)
	7.01 (3.53)
	7.93 (3.80)
	7.24 (3.34)
	11.4 (4.57)
	46.6 (7.53)
	37.0 (9.70)

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001;
PO = Partner Objectification; IPIP_E = Extraversion; IPIP_A = Agreeableness; IPIP_C = Conscientiousness; IPIP_ES = Emotional Stability; IPIP_I = Intellect; D12_M = Dirty Dozen Machiavellianism; D12_N = Dirty Dozen Narcissism; D12_P = Dirty Dozen Psychopathy; EXPL = Exploitativeness; PRS = Personal Norms of Positive Reciprocity; NRS = Personal Norms of Negative Reciprocity.





[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc2338_3367103188_kopia_][bookmark: _Toc232183042]1.2. Psychometric properties of Romantic Partner Objectification Scale – current study
	The results of the current study confirmed the scale’s high internal consistency 
Table S2. Scale Reliability Statistics
	
	Cronbach's α
	McDonald's ω

	
	
	0.880
	
	0.883
	


 
Table S3. Item Reliability Statistics
	
	If item dropped

	
	Item-rest correlation
	Cronbach's α
	McDonald's ω

	obj_1 ᵃ
	
	0.524
	
	0.875
	
	0.878
	

	obj_2
	
	0.671
	
	0.862
	
	0.867
	

	obj_3
	
	0.699
	
	0.860
	
	0.865
	

	obj_4 ᵃ
	
	0.540
	
	0.873
	
	0.877
	

	obj_5
	
	0.549
	
	0.876
	
	0.877
	

	obj_6
	
	0.751
	
	0.855
	
	0.860
	

	obj_7 ᵃ
	
	0.554
	
	0.873
	
	0.876
	

	obj_8
	
	0.643
	
	0.865
	
	0.869
	

	obj_9
	
	0.721
	
	0.858
	
	0.862
	

	Note. ᵃ reverse coded item





[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc4507_4084243184][bookmark: _Toc232183043]1.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of  Romantic Partner Objectification Scale – current study

	A one-factor CFA was conducted to examine the structure of the Romantic Partner Objectification Scale after reverse-coding the negatively worded items. To account for shared variance related to item wording, residuals of the reverse-coded items were allowed to correlate. The resulting model showed acceptable fit to the data, χ²(24) = 90.40, p < .001, CFI = .964, TLI = .946, SRMR = .032, RMSEA = .078, 90% CI [.061, .095]. 
	All items loaded significantly on the intended factor (Table S4). Standardized factor loadings ranged from .47 to .83, suggesting that all items contributed meaningfully to the latent factor. The reverse-coded items showed somewhat weaker loadings than the remaining indicators. 
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc13012_2139732366]Table S4. Unstandardized and standardized factor loadings for the one-factor CFA model of the  Romantic Partner Objectification Scale
	Item
	B
	SE
	z
	p
	β

	obj_1_r
	0.534
	0.053
	10.10
	< .001
	0.471

	obj_2
	1.285
	0.073
	17.60
	< .001
	0.735

	obj_3
	1.403
	0.074
	19.00
	< .001
	0.776

	obj_4_r
	0.667
	0.063
	10.50
	< .001
	0.488

	obj_5
	1.150
	0.086
	13.30
	< .001
	0.593

	obj_6
	1.389
	0.066
	21.10
	< .001
	0.832

	obj_7_r
	0.700
	0.062
	11.30
	< .001
	0.516

	obj_8
	1.215
	0.070
	17.40
	< .001
	0.730

	obj_9
	1.226
	0.067
	18.30
	< .001
	0.757


Note. Negatively worded items were reverse-coded prior to analysis. Residuals of the reverse-coded items were allowed to correlate to account for shared wording-related method variance. 
[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc17711_3872103911_kopia][bookmark: _Toc232183044]1.4. Measurement invariance of Romantic Partner Objectification Scale across sex – current study

	Measurement invariance across sex was tested using multigroup CFA. Reverse-worded items were recoded prior to analysis, and residuals of the originally reverse-worded items were allowed to correlate in all models. The configural model showed acceptable fit, χ²(48) = 145.46, p < .001, CFI = .948, TLI = .922, SRMR = .039, RMSEA = .094, 90% CI [.077, .112]. Constraining factor loadings to equality across groups did not worsen model fit, χ²(56) = 152.99, p < .001, CFI = .948, TLI = .934, SRMR = .048, RMSEA = .087, and the change in CFI was negligible (ΔCFI = .000). Adding equality constraints on item intercepts resulted in a statistically significant chi-square difference test, Δχ²(8) = 16.01, p = .042, but the decrease in CFI remained below the recommended cutoff (ΔCFI = .004), supporting scalar invariance. Constraining residual variances to equality did not meaningfully worsen fit, χ²(73) = 181.41, p < .001, CFI = .942, TLI = .943, SRMR = .053, RMSEA = .080, ΔCFI = .002. Overall, the results supported configural, metric, scalar, and residual invariance across sex. 


[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc17701_3872103911][bookmark: _Toc232183045]2. Actor-Patner Interdependece Models Analytical plan

	To address our research questions, we fit four Actor-Partner Interdependence Models (Kenny et al., 2006) using structural equation modeling (SEM). All APIM calculations were performed in R (version 3.5.1) using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012). Weighted Least Squares Mean and Variance adjusted (WLSMV) was used to estimate the models due to the non-normality of data. Dyad members were treated as distinguishable since partners were heterosexual. 
	The analytical procedure for each APIM analysis followed three steps (Fitzpatrick et al., 2016). First, we set up a saturated model and assessed its model fit indices. Next, we added the k parameters to estimate dyadic patterns (k1 = p12/a1 for the men and k2 = p21/a2 for the women, where a represents the actor effect and p represents the partner effect). Finally using bootstrap with 5000 iterations we estimated whether k’s confidence intervals contain 0, 1 or −1, and subsequently we modified the model according to a mathematical interpretation of the k parameter’s value. When the confidence interval for k includes the value 0 but not 1, this suggests an actor-only pattern, indicating that the partner effect is not statistically significant relative to the actor effect. Conversely, if the confidence interval for k includes the value 1 but not 0, it indicates there is no statistically significant difference between the actor effect and the partner effect. It is also possible for the confidence interval to include both the value 0 and the value 1. In this case, with the assumed probability for the confidence interval, the difference between the actor effect and the partner effect cannot be determined, as the confidence interval is consistent with both an actor-only and a couple-oriented pattern. Fitzpatrick et al. (2016) recommend that if the absolute standardized value of parameter a does not exceed .10, the k parameter should not be interpreted. 
	In the next step, based on the interpretation of the k parameters, modifications are introduced to the model to allow for the release of degrees of freedom and to yield a more parsimonious model. If the confidence interval for parameter k indicates no evidence for a statistically significant difference between the actor effect and the partner effect, the modified model assumes they are equal. If the confidence intervals for the k parameters were not consistent with the key interpretable values (0, 1, or −1), further model modifications were treated as separate model-comparison decisions rather than as direct consequences of the k parameter interpretation. 
	Importantly, equality constraints were treated as a parsimonious modeling decision due to lack of evidence for difference rather than as evidence that the corresponding parameters were identical in the population. Specifically, we examined whether (a) both the actor and partner effect parameters could be constrained to equality across women and men, (b) only the actor effects could be constrained to equality, or (c) only the partner effects could be constrained to equality. Then, we compared the model fit with the saturated model. Constrained models were retained only when they did not show a significant deterioration in fit compared with the saturated model. 


[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc17703_3872103911][bookmark: _Toc232183046]3. Actor-Partner Interdependence Models – expanded description
	Relationship Satisfaction APIM. The first APIM model examined the interdependence between objectification and partners’ relationship satisfaction. After computing the saturated model, the values and confidence intervals for the parameters k were estimated (k1 = 1.03, 95% CI: [0.19; 3.93]; k2 = 4.97, 95% CI: [-46.55; 60.65]. For k1, the confidence interval contained the value of 1, suggesting lack of a statistically significant difference between the magnitude of the actor effect for men and the partner effect from men to women. The confidence interval for k2 did not clearly indicate how the actor effect for women and the partner effect from women to men may be related. Given that the parameter a2 in the saturated model was -.14 (p = .41), it was determined that the actor effect for women was not statistically significant. Therefore, it was excluded from the modified model, allowing one degree of freedom. Subsequently, a model allowing actor effect for men and both partner effects was tested. The actor effect for men was statistically significant as well as both partner effects (see Figure 1). This indicates that women’s relationship satisfaction was only predicted by their partners’ objectification, whereas men’s relationship satisfaction was predicted by their partners’ as well as their own level of partner objectification. The model fit did not significantly deteriorate compared to the saturated model (CFI = 1.00, TLI = 0.99, SRMR = 0.015, RMSEA = 0.030, 90% CI: [0.000; 0.052], AIC = 2789.55; see: Table 3 in the main text). 
	Quality of alternatives APIM. The second APIM model explored the interdependence between objectification and partners’ perceived quality of alternatives. After computing the saturated model, actor and partner effect values were used to estimate the values and confidence intervals for the parameters k. The confidence intervals for both k parameters included the value 1 (k1 = 1.05, 95% CI: [0.33; 4.34]; k2 = 1.08, 95% CI: [0.33; 5.05]), suggesting lack of a statistically significant difference between the magnitude of actor and partner effects for women and men. Therefore, to free degrees of freedom, a modified model was estimated where the actor effect values were constrained to be equal to the partner effect values for women and men separately (see Figure 2). In other words, the actor effect for women was fixed to be equal to the partner effect from women to men, and also the actor effect for men was fixed to be equal to the partner effect from men to women. All actor and partner effects were statistically significant. As indicated by the fit indices, the modified model did not show any deterioration in fit compared to the saturated model.  (CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, SRMR = 0.020, RMSEA = 0.000, 90% CI: [0.000, 0.012], AIC = 2963.73; see: Table 3 in the main text). 
	Relationship investment size APIM. The third APIM model examined the interdependence between partner objectification and the size of partners’ investment in their relationship. In the saturated model, the actor effect for women did not exceed the threshold suggested by Fitzpatrick et al. (2016) for calculating the k2 parameter (a2 = -.034, p = .74). Therefore, the actor effect for women was excluded from the modified model, allowing for one degree of freedom. The confidence interval for k1 included both 0 and 1 (k1 = -0.23, 95% CI: [-0.70; 2.09]), indicating no clear relationship between the actor effect for men and the partner effect from men to women. Consequently, the modified model included the actor effect for men and both partner effects. Neither the partner effect from men to women (p = .079) nor from women to men (p = .529) was statistically significant. Despite this, the modified model fit the data well (CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, SRMR = 0.010, RMSEA = 0.000, 90% CI: [0.000, 0.021], AIC = 2771.35; see: Table 3 in the main text).
	Relationship commitment APIM. The fourth and final APIM model examined the interdependence between partner objectification and partners’ commitment. After computing the saturated model parameters, actor and partner effect values were used to estimate the values and confidence intervals for the k parameters (k1 = 0.29, 95% CI: [-0.07; 1.07]; k2 = 0.47, 95% CI: [0.02; 1.41]. The confidence interval for k1 included both 0 and 1, indicating no clear relationship between the actor effect for men and partner effects from men to women, whereas the confidence interval for k2​, did not include 0 but included 1. This suggests lack of a statistically significant difference between the magnitude of the actor effect for women and the partner effect from women to men. Consequently, we compared three alternative constrained models with one or two degrees of freedom. In one model we fixed actor effects to be equal in both partners as well as partner effects, treating the dyads as indistinguishable (CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.99, SRMR = 0.031, RMSEA = 0.050, 90% CI: [0.000, 0.149], AIC = 2609.78). In the next model, only actor effects were assumed to be equal (CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, SRMR = 0.012, RMSEA = 0.011, 90% CI: [0.000, 0.175], AIC = 2609.68), whereas in the last model, only partner effects were assumed to be equal (CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.01, SRMR = 0.003, RMSEA = 0.000, 90% CI: [0.000, 0.119], AIC = 2608.74). Although the fit indices for all three models were not substantially worse compared to the saturated model, the model with partner effects fixed to be equal but not actor effects fit the data best (see: Table 3 in the main text). The magnitude of actor effects for relationship commitment was significantly greater than that of partner effects (z = −5.58, p < .001 for men, z = −3.60, p < .001for women).


[bookmark: __RefHeading___Toc17707_3872103911][bookmark: _Toc232183047]4. Romantic Partner Objectification Scale 

The following statements refer to how you perceive your relationship with your partner. Please respond to the statements using the provided scale. There are no right or wrong answers; what matters is your personal perspective.
1 = Strongly disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Somewhat disagree
4 = Hard to say
5 = Somewhat agree
6 = Agree
7 = Strongly agree
1. I appreciate my partner, even when she/he does not contribute to achieving my personal goals.
2. I think more about what my partner can do for me than about what I can do for her/him.
3. What my partner feels or thinks does not matter much to me. What counts is that I need her/him.
4. I am often interested in what my partner feels because I want to be as close to her/him as possible.
5. If my partner were no longer needed, our relationship would come to an end.
6. My relationship with my partner is based on valuing each other as individuals, rather than on her/him being useful to me.
7. I believe that my relationship with my partner is important solely because it helps me achieve my goals.
8. I feel that I can treat my partner as I see fit.
9. I turn to my partner primarily when I need something from her/him.
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