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Abstract

Beauty standards shape self-perception and health through social comparison and
objectification1,2, while exposure to idealized imagery exacerbates body-image con-
cerns3,4. Media and fashion are central arbiters of these ideals5, yet long-term, quanti-
tative, intersectional studies on how representation has changed remain scarce. We as-
sembled a dataset of 793,199 records spanning 25 years of advertising, magazine covers,
runway shows, and editorials to quantify changes in anthropometric and demographic
representation. We find a paradox in the evolution of beauty ideals: while representa-
tional diversity has increased, the median model physique remains stable. This is driven
by selective plus-size inclusion at the upper tail, while the typical physique continues to
diverge from the US population6. Intersectionally, non-white models are 4.5 times more
likely to be plus-size, indicating that progress in size inclusivity falls disproportionately
on multiple underrepresented identities. Stratifying the industry via a data-driven pres-
tige hierarchy, we find that thinness is overrepresented at the top tier. Finally, comparing
two regulatory interventions7,8 we observe that numeric thresholds are more effective
at reducing underweight appearances. Our results quantify the cultural evolution in
media and fashion, revealing that inclusion has increased; however, gains are uneven
and intersectionally concentrated on size and ethnicity, whereas the prevailing thin ideal
remains largely unchanged.
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Introduction

The media and fashion industries promote narrow beauty ideals, emphasizing extremely
thin female bodies and lean, muscular male physiques3,9,10. Repeated exposure to these ide-
als in the contemporary hypermediated cultural landscape can have harmful consequences
for self-perception through social comparison and objectification1,2. Viewers evaluate them-
selves against models who embody unrealistic ideals and typically feel they fall short11,12.
As a result, body dissatisfaction increases, elevating the risk of psychological distress and
disordered eating symptoms3,13, which can lead to elevated mortality14. These effects are
consistent across genders and age groups15,16. Despite these consequences, industry prac-
tices have normalized unsafe body sizes among professional models10. However, standards
for beauty are not limited to body size alone. Modeling hiring practices have shown to
prioritize both thinness and racial exclusion9. More broadly, across media and cultural in-
dustries, skewed visibility normalizes the marginal status of underrepresented groups. This
legitimizes their exclusion from visibility, voice and opportunity in adjacent markets and in-
stitutions17. Media representation also operates as a signifying practice: casting, styling and
framing produce meaning by marking which bodies and identities are considered aspira-
tional or professional. This shapes hiring, taste formation and the allocation of attention and
capital18. Through cultivation, sustained exposure creates entrenched racial stereotypes19,
and shifts shared beliefs about what kinds of people are typical or desirable20. Together,
these processes allow narrow representational regimes to reinforce social stratification while
exporting psychological and health costs to the wider public. Despite the public salience
of these concerns, quantitative evidence capable of guiding policy and industry standards
remains limited. Prominent assessments rely on industry-commissioned audits21,22, while
academic studies are limited by small sample size9,23, region-specific focus24–26, and an in-
ability to track intersectional representation over time27,28. As a result, we lack system-level
estimates of how representation evolves across media channels and identities, and how far
model physiques deviate from those of the general population. We address this gap by
assembling a large, long-horizon dataset spanning the principal visual media sites where
ideals have been historically established and disseminated – advertisements, magazine cov-
ers, editorials and runway shows. The dataset comprises 793,199 work records spanning
25 years (2000-2024), linking anthropometric measurements, visible traits (e.g., skin tone,
hair/eye color), national-origin and images (see Methods Datasets) of models. We leverage
this dataset to quantify representation and body composition over time and across intersect-
ing identities. We provide system-level estimates that clarify where diversity has expanded,
where it has stalled, and how far model physiques remain from general population. Finally,
to assess the effectiveness of regulations in bringing body representation closer to popula-
tion norms, we compare the effects of two quasi-experimental policy interventions: the 2006
Milan BMI floor (≥ 18.5 kg m−2)7 and the 2017 French medical certificate law8.
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Figure 1: Evolution of representational diversity for female models (2000–2024). (a) Mean height, bust, waist,
hips, and RFM (see Methods: RFM) by work type (fashion shows, advertisements, magazine covers, and ed-
itorials). Anthropometric means remain stable across the period; only bust shows a modest decline. Shaded
areas indicate 95% confidence intervals. (b) Standard deviations of the same measures increase across all work
types, indicating growing variability in represented body sizes despite stable central tendencies. (c) Hair color
distribution shifts away from lighter phenotypes: blonde declines while darker shades gain share. (d) Eye color
distribution shows similar diversification, with blue eyes declining and brown increasing. (e) National origins
by world region: Eastern European representation peaks in the early 2000s then declines, while contributions
from Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia, and South Asia increase. See Fig. 5 for entropy trends and Supplementary
Sec. 1.1.1 for region definitions.

Body measurement means remain stable while diversity in size, origin and appearance
increases. Cross-sectional means for height, waist, hips, and Relative Fat Mass (Methods
RFM) are constant across all work types, i.e. fashion shows, advertisements, magazine cov-
ers, and editorials for females (Fig. 1a, Supplementary Results Male, Fig. S9a,b). Only the
bust circumference shows a consistent decline from an average of 85 cm to 82 cm. In contrast,
dispersion increases significantly (Fig. 1b, Supplementary Temporal trends). Since the early
2000s, the standard deviation of all measurements has roughly doubled (for example, hip
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circumference s.d. from 2 cm to 4 cm), with similar patterns across work types, indicating a
broader range of represented body sizes even as central tendencies remain stable. As weight
is not observed, we use RFM in place of body mass index (BMI); RFM is a better proxy for
body-fat level and avoids weight-height scaling biases29,30.

Appearances and origin traits diversify. Hair and eye color distributions shift away from
the dominance of lighter phenotypes: the prevalence of blonde hair and blue eyes declines
while darker shades gain share (Fig. 1c,d). This coincides with a rise in diversity of national
origins, as shown by increasing entropy over time (Fig. 5) with growing contributions from
Sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia, and South Asia (Fig. 1e). Eastern European origins peak in
the early 2000s and subsequently decline. Western Europe and North America remain the
largest sources, albeit with modest relative declines. These trajectories are consistent with
the gradual broadening of racialized features in fashion imagery reported in prior content
analyses31–33.

The increasing diversity is due to outliers, through the introduction of plus-size models.
Distributional diagnostics show that the increase in variability is concentrated in the upper
tail. The interquartile ranges for bust, waist, hips, and RFM remain essentially flat (Fig. 2a,
Supplementary Fig. S12), indicating stability in the median and bulk-physique. By contrast,
higher-moment statistics are increasing. Skewness is shifting from near zero to positive,
and excess kurtosis is rising for size measures (Fig. 2b,c; Supplementary Fig. S13,S14). This
indicates a heavier right tail with more large-size observations. These patterns are consistent
with a strategy of selective entry of plus-size models, which expands the tail while leaving
central quantiles unchanged (Fig. 6). Hence, body-size “diversity” reflects the inclusion of a
few outliers rather than a re-centering of the typical model body.

Male representation in media and fashion remains limited9,10, a condition mirrored in our
dataset, where male samples are smaller and more irregular than female ones (see Supple-
mentary Results Male). Despite this reduced coverage, the overall trend shows continu-
ity rather than change. Male models remain distinctly lean and muscular compared with
the general population, and no meaningful broadening of represented body types is visible
(Supplementary Fig. S9,S10). This stability aligns with the recent media and industry reports
noting the continued absence of size diversity in men’s advertising and runway imagery34,
and with psychological evidence that exposure to idealized physiques maintains narrow
appearance norms13,15,35.

Models remain physiologically distinct from the population. Comparisons with the gen-
eral population show a clear separation in RFM (body-fat levels). US-based female mod-
els cluster tightly around RFM of 18.4 ± 3.14% with comparatively low variance. In con-
trast, US women aged 16–29 in the NHANES study cluster near 38.5 ± 6.6% with a much
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Figure 2: Distribution shape and population benchmarking. (a) Interquartile ranges (IQR) for bust, waist, hips,
and RFM remain stable over time, indicating that the central 50% of the distribution is unchanged. (b) Skewness
shifts from near-zero to positive, indicating growing right-tail asymmetry (more large-size observations). (c)
Excess kurtosis increases over time, reflecting heavier tails; estimates are noisy due to sensitivity to outliers. (d)
RFM distributions for US-based female models and US women aged 16–29 (NHANES 6) show minimal overlap;
dashed lines indicate group means. (e) Annual gap ∆RFM = RFMNHANES −RFMModels with fitted trend (∼0.01
percentage points per year), showing no convergence over two decades. (f) PCA projection separates models
and population along RFM isolines, indicating selection primarily on body composition. (g) Component load-
ings: bust, waist and hips drive PC1; height dominates PC2. See Fig. 7 and Supplementary Multidimensional
Analysis.
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broader spread (Fig. 2d; see Supplementary General Population). The two distributions ex-
hibit minimal overlap, indicating that models remain concentrated at the low-RFM extreme
(underweight range). The annual gap, ∆RFM ≡ RFMNHANES − RFMModels is large (about 20
percentage points) and temporally stable, with only a negligible linear increase of ∼0.01 per-
centage points per year (Fig. 2e). Thus, the physiological distance between the models and
age-matched women has not meaningfully narrowed or widened over the past two decades.
To account for multivariate body shape, we perform principal components analysis (PCA)
using height, bust, waist and hips (Fig. 2f,g). In the PC1–PC2 plane, groups separate along a
direction orthogonal to RFM isolines, indicating selection primarily on RFM (body-fat level).
The decomposition shows that PC1 captures overall size (positive on height and circumfer-
ences), whereas PC2 indexes slenderness (positive on height, negative on circumferences)
(Fig. 7, Supplementary Multidimensional Analysis). Together, these results show a strong
selection; models exhibit an exceptionally lean, low-variance phenotype that differs signifi-
cantly from that of age-matched women. This disparity persists despite the diversity gains
documented in Fig. 1. Having established that diversity gains are concentrated in distri-
butional tails rather than central tendencies, we next examine whether these patterns are
uniform across the industry or stratified by institutional position.

Effects are heterogeneous across the industry. To test whether diversity evolves uniformly
across fashion and media, we stratify brands and magazines by prestige. We build a bipartite
collaboration network linking models to brands or magazines and compute centrality-based
influence scores to derive a data-driven hierarchy36,37. The distribution is partitioned into
ordered tiers (Elite, High, Mid, Low; see Methods Network Hierarchy ). This hierarchy cap-
tures sustained influence and aligns with expert assessments of brand and magazine status
(Fig. 8; Supplementary Network Hierarchy). Using these tiers, we compare the prevalence of
models at the extremes of RFM. The share of low-RFM appearances (bottom decile) declines
monotonically from Elite to Low, indicating stronger thinness selection at the top of the hier-
archy (Fig. 3a). By contrast, high-RFM appearances (top decile) follow a U-shaped pattern,
over-represented at both Elite and Low tiers, and least common in the middle tiers (Fig. 3b).
This suggests that, while brands and magazines in the middle tiers are not as thin-selective
as those in the Elite tier, they are also less willing to hire plus-size models.

Policy shocks reveal how regulation affects body-size representation. To evaluate the im-
pact of regulatory interventions on body-size representation, we study two quasi-experimental
policy shocks. In 2006, the Milan fashion week introduced a ban on female models with a
body mass index (BMI) below 18.57. In 2017, France introduced a medical-certificate re-
quirement for models, without specifying numeric cutoffs8. We estimate the effect of each
intervention using a two-way fixed-effects (TWFE) difference-in-differences event-study
framework (see Methods: Difference-in-differences policy analysis). For Milan, we compare
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Figure 3: Prestige-tier dependence and policy impacts on model Relative Fat Mass (RFM). (a–b) Industry
stratification by brand prestige. Brands are assigned to four tiers (Elite, High, Mid, Low) on the model–brand
bipartite network (see Methods: Network Hierarchy). (a) The share of low-RFM models (bottom decile of the
industry-wide distribution) declines monotonically from Elite to Low tiers, indicating that thinness selection
intensifies at the top of the hierarchy. (b) The share of high-RFM models (top decile) follows a U-shaped pattern:
over-represented at both Elite and Low tiers, with the smallest shares in the middle tiers—suggesting that mid-
tier brands are less willing to cast plus-size models than either elite houses or lower-prestige outlets. (c–f) Policy
impact analysis using difference-in-differences. (c) Mean RFM at Milan Fashion Week (green) versus control
cities (grey), 2002–2010. Following the 2006 BMI floor (≥18.5 kg/m2), Milan exhibits a discrete upward shift of
approximately 0.5 RFM units relative to the stable control trend. (d) Mean RFM at Paris Fashion Week (blue)
versus control cities, 2013–2022. The 2017 French medical-certificate law produces no visible discontinuity; both
Paris and control cities experience parallel increases coinciding with rising plus-size representation industry-
wide (cf. Fig. 4). (e) The 25th percentile of RFM at Milan jumps by more than one unit after 2006, confirming that
the policy effect is concentrated in the lower tail of the distribution. (f) The 25th percentile of RFM at Paris shows
no differential change relative to control cities following the 2017 law. Shaded bands indicate 95% confidence
intervals. Vertical dashed lines mark policy implementation.

RFM trends for female in the treated city to a control group comprising New York, Paris,
London, and other major fashion capitals over 2002–2010, with 2005 as the reference year.
For Paris, we use an analogous design over 2013–2022, with 2016 as the reference year.
Milan’s BMI floor produced measurable effects. Event-study coefficients reveal a discrete,
sustained increase in model body size following the 2006 intervention (Fig. 3c). The 2006
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post-policy coefficient indicates that the regulation increased mean RFM by 0.52± 0.045 unit
relative to the counterfactual trend (Fig. 10a). Crucially, this shift was concentrated in the
lower tail: quantile DiD estimates show that the 10th and 25th percentiles of RFM rose by
1.35 ± 0.052 and 1.33 ± 0.055 units, respectively ((Fig. 3e), Table 1; Fig. 10b-c). This pattern
indicates that the numeric threshold successfully reduced the prevalence of underweight
models rather than shifting the entire distribution. Pre-policy event-study coefficients are
small in magnitude and jointly indistinguishable from zero (Wald test: χ2 = 3.53, p = 0.317
for the mean; see Table 1), supporting the parallel-trends assumption. Placebo tests as-
signing treatment to non-intervention years (2004, 2008) yield null results (Supplementary
Policy Analysis). France’s medical-certificate law showed no detectable effect. By contrast,
the 2017 French regulation, which required health certificates but imposed no explicit BMI
threshold, produced no systematic deviation from control trends in the event-study pro-
files (Fig. 3d; Table 2). Quantile diagnostics show stable lower tails, indicating that any
mean increases in RFM during this period reflect the industry-wide rise in plus-size repre-
sentation ((Fig. 3f, Fig. 9e–h; Fig. 4) rather than policy-induced reductions in underweight
appearances. Taken together, these results suggest that explicit numeric thresholds are more
effective than flexible guidelines at reducing underweight representation38.
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Figure 4: Intersectional minorities carry visible diversity (a) Evolution of the proportion of non-White models
(Methods: Ethnicity Attribution). (b) Evolution of the proportion of plus-size model by ethnicity (White and
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between the proportion of plus-size model per ethnicity. Non-White models are almost always over-represented
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Intersectional minorities carry body diversity. We showed that body-size diversity has in-
creased through the selective inclusion of plus-size outliers. In the meantime, diversity in
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phenotypes and national origins has also expanded. We now examine whether these di-
mensions of inclusion are distributed independently or intersect on the same bodies. Rep-
resentation of non-White and plus-size models have increased substantially since the early
2010s. The share of non-White models rose from 13% in 2011 to 44% in 2024 (Fig. 4a). Plus-
size models, initially almost absent, expanded to 1% over the same period (Fig. 4b). How-
ever, gains in size diversity are disproportionately carried by non-White models. Starting
from similar levels in 2011, the gap in representation between White and non-White models
has since widened (Fig. 4b). Since 2017, the odds ratio of being a plus-size model is sig-
nificantly higher for non-White models. It averages 4.5 for the 2017-2024 period, meaning
that non-White models are 4.5 times more likely to be plus-size models (Fig. 4c-d, Table 3,
Methods: Odds ratio). This intersectional concentration shows that much of the industry’s
diversity is disproportionately borne by non-White models reflecting showcase inclusion
rather than systemic change27,33,39. This imbalance is not new. Slenderness and ethnicity
have long been decisive criteria in model selection, both within fashion9 and in the industry
as a whole40. Research on performative diversity argues that industries often favor intersec-
tional representation that maximize symbolic value while minimizing structural change41,42.
In this light, body-size inclusion is disproportionately borne by racialized models, allowing
brands to satisfy multiple representational pressures simultaneously by consolidating mul-
tiple markers of diversity within a single body.

Discussion

Our findings reveal a paradox in the cultural evolution of beauty standards. Although me-
dia and fashion representation has diversified in terms of visible traits and national origins,
physique ideals remain stable. Variation in body size reflects the selective inclusion of out-
liers rather than a redefinition of the standard model body type. This symbolic inclusivity
may accentuate, rather than diminish, the contrast between dominant thinness and marginal
diversity43,44. Diversity is also unevenly distributed. Increases in body-size representation
are disproportionately carried by non-White individuals, indicating that the labor of inclu-
sivity falls on groups already marginalized by ethnicity and region. This intersectional con-
centration provides quantitative evidence for critiques of superficial inclusivity and aesthetic
labor in fashion27,33,39. When benchmarked against the general population, this selective di-
versification reveals its limits: for two decades, the gap in body composition between US
models and US women has remained close to 20 percentage points, with no sign of con-
vergence. Symbolic diversification has not narrowed the divide between fashion’s ideals
and real bodies, a disconnect long associated with body dissatisfaction and disordered eat-
ing3,11. These results have practical implications. The Milan BMI rule produced a measur-
able rise in model body-fat levels, whereas the French medical-certificate law had no clear
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effect, suggesting that explicit numerical thresholds work better than flexible guidelines38.
Yet such measures address only the lowest end of representation. Rebalancing ideals re-
quires attention to the center as well as the tails, encouraging broader casting, transparent
reporting of body-measurement statistics, and independent monitoring of diversity com-
mitments. Policies that reward gradual shifts in typical physiques, rather than occasional
extremes, could move the industry toward more realistic and inclusive norms. Several limi-
tations should be acknowledged. For 23% of records where self-reported profile fields were
unavailable, gender and ethnicity were imputed using probabilistic classifiers (face-based),
which provide scalable but imperfect proxies for identity, the remaining 77% use labels self-
reported by models or agencies. These methods necessarily impose simplified categories.
Gender is reduced to a binary frame, and ethnicity is inferred from appearance rather than
self-identification. Such simplifications risk excluding or misclassifying transgender, non-
binary, mixed-ethnicity, and other marginalized groups, and they collapse distinct identities
into broad “White/non-White” categories. Although these tools enable systematic analysis
across a large dataset, they should not be read as capturing lived identity in its complexity.
While this dataset offers one of the most comprehensive records of model representation
to date spanning anthropometric, phenotypic, and demographic attributes, it remains in-
complete. Weight and age are disclosed only for a subset of models due to the industry’s
historical reluctance to disclose health-related metrics10. Lacking direct weight data, we use
Relative Fat Mass (RFM) as a proxy derived from height, waist, and sex. Although RFM is
generally more accurate than BMI for estimating body fat29, it is not equivalent to a clinical
measurement. The narrow beauty standards documented here are precisely those encoded
in generative AI training sets. As virtual and AI-generated models enter advertising and
editorial contexts45, these systems risk amplifying rather than correcting representational
bias46,47. Mitigating algorithmic harm will require systematic auditing of training corpora,
fairness benchmarks for generated outputs, and transparency standards governing synthetic
media in commercial contexts48.

Methods

Datasets

We compiled a dataset from professional pages on https://models.com and https://www.fash
ionmodeldirectory.com. These platforms aggregate portfolio data submitted by modeling agen-
cies and verified by industry professionals; profile attributes are typically self-reported by models
or provided by their representing agencies. After de-duplication at the name-agency-URL level, the
corpus comprises 793,199 records. Available attributes include anthropometrics (height, bust, waist,
hips, dress size, shoe size), identity fields (name, nationality; when available, country of origin, age,
weight, gender, ethnicity), Instagram handle, and profile photographs. All anthropometric mea-
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surements were standardized to SI units. The records are subdivided in the following categories:
Advertisements (92,283 records), Magazine Covers (86,382), Fashion Runways (413,265) and Edi-
torials (146,503). Each record includes the model identifier, job type, and at least one associated
image. These images are used for downstream annotations. When self-reported profile fields are
unavailable (23% of the record), gender and ethnicity are estimated using probabilistic classifiers
applied to profile photographs, these serve as scalable but imperfect proxies for identity (see Sup-
plementary Gender and Ethnicity Attribution)49. Instagram follower counts were downloaded from
https://www.instagram.com/ using model handles listed on the professional pages. To compare
body measurements of American models to a general population sample, we use data on demograph-
ics and body measurements from the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES)
cycle6 (2000-2023) (https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/). We select only individuals between 16
and 29 to approximate the age range of the models. We use the information on gender, height and
waist measurements to calculate the Relative Fat Mass (RFM) metric.

Relative Fat Mass (RFM)

Relative Fat Mass (RFM) is a body composition index that estimates an individual’s body fat percent-
age using height, waist circumference, and gender which was found to better predict whole-body
fat percentage among adult individuals than the body mass index (BMI)29. It has been found to be
a more accurate predictor of mortality and to reduce the risk of underdiagnosing obesity30. It is
defined as:

RFM = 64 − 20 ×
(

height
waist

)
+ 12 × sex, where sex =

0 for men

1 for women
(1)

Statistical methods

All error bars throughout this paper correspond to bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals. When
these bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals do not include the null value (typically 0), they indicate
a statistically significant difference at the α = 0.05 level.

Network analysis of media and fashion prestige hierarchy

We model the brand–model relation as a weighted bipartite graph G = (M,B, E), where M and B
denote models and brands (fashion houses and magazines), respectively. An edge emb ∈ E carries
weight wmb ∈ R+, the number of appearances of model m for brand b during the study period. The
weighted degree of node v is

kv = ∑
u∈N (v)

wvu,

and correspond to the number of works for a model or the number of event for a brand. To quantify
hierarchical influence, we compute eigenvector centrality on one-mode projections with fractional
co-appearance weights (each event contributes unit mass across co-participants)36. For the model
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projection GM,

w̃mm′ = ∑
b∈B

wmb wm′b

∑m′′∈M wm′′b
,

and centralities cv satisfy

cv = λ−1 ∑
u∈NM(v)

w̃vu cu, normalized so ∑
v∈M

cv = 1.

Brand prestige is computed analogously on the brand projection GB with

w̃bb′ = ∑
m∈M

wmb wmb′

∑b′′∈B wmb′′
.

Tiering by appearance-weighted percentiles. Because elite actors generate a disproportionate share
of appearances, tier cutpoints are defined on appearance-weighted (edge-weighted) centrality distri-
butions rather than on unweighted actor counts. Let sv := kv denote the appearance volume of actor
v. Define the weighted CDF

F(s)
c (t) =

∑v: cv≤t sv

∑v sv
,

and the weighted quantile Q(s)
p (c) = inf{t : F(s)

c (t) ≥ p}. Actors are assigned to four ordered tiers
by weighted percentile bands (share of total appearances):

TElite = {v : cv ≥ Q(s)
0.90(c)}, THigh = {v : Q(s)

0.50(c) ≤ cv < Q(s)
0.90(c)},

TMid = {v : Q(s)
0.10(c) ≤ cv < Q(s)

0.50(c)}, TLow = {v : cv < Q(s)
0.10(c)},

corresponding to 90-100 (Elite), 50-90 (High), 10-50 (Mid), and 0-10 (Low) percentiles by appearance
mass.

Difference-in-differences policy analysis

We estimate the impact of the 2006 BMI regulation in Milan using a two-way fixed-effects difference-
in-differences (DiD) design with Milan as the treated city and other major fashion capitals (New York,
Paris, London, and additional fashion weeks) as controls over the period 2002–2010. We apply an
analogous specification to the 2017 French medical-certificate law, with Paris as the treated city, 2016
as the reference year, and the analysis window 2013–2022 (see Supplementary Policy Analysis for full
sample definitions and robustness50–52). The outcomes are the mean Relative Fat Mass (RFM) and
the 10th and 25th percentiles of RFM (lower tail of the distribution). Although the Milan regulation
specified a BMI threshold, we use RFM because weight is unobserved for most models (see Methods:
RFM). Let c index cities, t index calendar years, and q ∈ {mean, 10, 25} index the outcome (mean, 10th
percentile, or 25th percentile of the RFM distribution). We define a treatment indicator 1{c = Milan}
and a post-policy indicator 1{t ≥ 2006}. The standard TWFE DiD model is,

Yctq = λcq + γtq + βq 1{c = Milan}1{t ≥ 2006}+ εctq, (2)

where Yctq is the outcome for city c in year t, λcq and γtq are city and year fixed effects, respectively,
and βq captures the average post-policy effect of the Milan regulation on outcome q under the usual
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parallel trends assumption. To allow for dynamic treatment effects and to assess pre-policy trends,
we estimate a two-way fixed-effects (TWFE) event-study specification,

Yctq = αq + ∑
τ ̸=2005

βqτ 1{c = Milan} 1{t = τ}+ λcq + γtq + εctq, (3)

where Yctq denotes the mean RFM or the qth percentile of the RFM distribution in city c and year t,
βqτ is the effect of the Milan regulation in year τ relative to the reference pre-policy year 2005, λcq

are city fixed effects, γtq are year fixed effects, and εctq is an idiosyncratic error term. The interaction
terms 1{c = Milan} 1{t = τ} form a saturated set of Milan-by-year indicators, so that the event-
study coefficients βqτ trace out the dynamic treatment profile for each outcome q. We estimate Eq. (3)
using weighted least squares (WLS), with analytic weights equal to the number of individual records
in each city-year-outcome cell, so that estimates can be interpreted as population-weighted average
treatment effects50–52. Inference is based on heteroskedasticity-consistent HC1 standard errors: we
start from the White (HC0) sandwich estimator and apply a small-sample degrees-of-freedom correc-
tion53–55. HC1 is widely used in applied econometrics and simulation evidence shows that, relative to
HC0, it typically improves finite-sample size control54,55. Given the small number of clusters (G = 5
cities), we report heteroskedasticity-robust rather than cluster-robust standard errors, as asymptotic
cluster inference is unreliable with few clusters56. To assess the plausibility of the DiD identifying
assumption of parallel pre-policy trends, we implement a standard pre-trend test in the event-study
framework57,58. Specifically, for each outcome q we test the joint null hypothesis that all pre-policy
Milan-by-year coefficients are zero,

H0 : βqτ = 0 for all τ < 2006, τ ̸= 2005, (4)

using a Wald test constructed from the HC1 covariance matrix of β̂qτ . Let β̂
pre
q denote the vector col-

lecting all pre-policy coefficients {β̂qτ : τ < 2006, τ ̸= 2005} and let V̂ar(β̂
pre
q ) be the corresponding

HC1 covariance submatrix. The Wald statistic is

Wq = β̂
pre ′
q

[
V̂ar(β̂

pre
q )

]−1
β̂

pre
q , (5)

which under H0 is asymptotically distributed as a chi-squared random variable with Kpre degrees of
freedom, where Kpre is the number of pre-policy coefficients tested57,58. Following recent guidance,
we use the pre-trend Wald test as a diagnostic tool rather than as a mechanical model-selection rule,
because conditioning post-treatment inference on prior pre-trend tests can lead to distorted coverage
and p-values59. All models are estimated in Python using the WLS estimator from the statsmodels
package, with city and year fixed effects included as sets of indicator variables, analytic weights
equal to the number of underlying observations in each city-year cell, and HC1 heteroskedasticity-
consistent standard errors54,55.

Odds ratio and intersectionality analysis

To quantify the association between ethnicity and plus-size status, we compute odds ratios compar-
ing non-White to White models. We classify models as plus-size if their converted US dress size is
≥ 12, following industry standards22. All non-White categories are collapsed into a single group due
to sparse plus-size counts in individual categories. For each year t, let at, bt, ct, dt denote the counts
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of plus-size non-White, non-plus-size non-White, plus-size White, and non-plus-size White models,
respectively. We apply a continuity correction of 0.5 to all cells to handle sparse counts. The odds
ratio is

ORt =
(at + 0.5)(dt + 0.5)
(bt + 0.5)(ct + 0.5)

. (6)

Confidence intervals are computed on the log scale using the standard error

SE(log ORt) =

√
1

at + 0.5
+

1
bt + 0.5

+
1

ct + 0.5
+

1
dt + 0.5

, (7)

with 95% CI given by exp(log ORt ± 1.96× SE). Statistical significance is assessed using a two-sample
z-test for proportions. Let pnw and pw denote the plus-size proportions for non-White and White
models, with sample sizes nnw and nw. Under the null hypothesis of equal proportions, the pooled
proportion is p̂ = (at + ct)/(nnw + nw), and the test statistic is

z =
pnw − pw√

p̂(1 − p̂)(n−1
nw + n−1

w )
, (8)

with two-sided p-values computed from the standard normal distribution. Yearly odds ratios, con-
fidence intervals, and p-values are reported in Table 3; sample sizes and plus-size proportions by
ethnicity are reported in Table 4.

Data availability

Model and work-level datasets are available in the Zenodo repository ‘Cultural evolution of hu-
man beauty standards’ https://zenodo.org/records/17638160. The general-population benchmark
dataset of the US National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES), is available at
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/.

Code availability

Code is available at GitHub (https://github.com/LCB0B/evolution-beautystd)
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Figure 5: Temporal evolution of diversity across body measurements and demographic characteristics En-
tropy measures quantify diversity for nine variables across four career event types: fashion shows, advertise-
ments, magazine covers, and editorials (2000-2024). (a-c) Body size measurements (height, bust, waist) show
stable differential entropy with modest temporal variation. (d-e) Hip and RFM entropy trends reveal consistent
diversity patterns across all fashion contexts. (f) Hair color Shannon entropy demonstrates stable categorical di-
versity over time. (g) Eye color diversity shows slight increasing trends in recent years for some event types. (h)
Geographic diversity (world region) exhibits distinct patterns between event types, with fashion shows main-
taining higher entropy than other contexts. (i) Ethnicity diversity shows temporal increases across all event
types.
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Figure 6: Temporal Evolution of Body Measurement Quantiles (2000–2024). This figure displays the temporal
trends of seven quantiles (99th, 95th, 90th, 75th, 50th, 25th, and 10th percentiles, from top to bottom) across four
body measurements (bust, waist, hips in cm, and Relative Fat Mass index) for female fashion models. Each panel
shows the values calculated across fashion shows, advertisements, magazine covers, and editorials. Solid dark
lines represent the year-by-year quantiles. Dashed lines indicate linear regression fits, colored green for positive
slopes (increasing trends) and red for negative slopes (decreasing trends).
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Figure 7: Temporal evolution of body measurements in PCA space (a) Main trajectory: PC1-PC2 showing
yearly means from 2000-2024 with directional arrows and RFM isolines (17.0-18.0%). Colormap indicates tem-
poral progression from early (blue) to recent years (pink). (b-c) Secondary projections: PC2-PC3 and PC2-PC4
reveal additional temporal patterns beyond the primary PC1-PC2 plane. (d) Career event averages: distinct
positioning of fashion shows, advertisements, magazine covers, and editorials in PC1-PC2 space demonstrates
body measurement variation across fashion and media contexts. (e-g) Complementary PC combinations (PC1-
PC3, PC1-PC4, PC3-PC4) showing consistent temporal trajectories across all principal component dimensions.
(h) Explained variance: PC1-PC4 account for cumulative variance with PC1 and PC2 dominating. (i-l) Compo-
nent loadings: waist and hips drive PC1 (body composition), height dominates PC2 (stature), bust and waist
contribute to PC3-PC4 (secondary shape variation). (see Supplementary Multidimensional Analysis).
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Figure 8: Network structure and prestige stratification in the fashion industry. (a) Bipartite network em-
bedding of models, brands, and magazines using node2vec then t-SNE. (b) Brands and magazines colored by
prestige (centrality score). (c) Top 10 brands/magazines per prestige tier (Elite, High, Mid, Low). (d) Female
models colored by RFM (see Methods; RFM). (e) Male models colored by RFM (see Methods; RFM). (f) Model
prestige vs. Instagram followers (log–log scale; Pearson r = 0.89). (g) Model prestige vs. appearance count
(log–log scale; Pearson r = 0.83). (h) Female model prestige vs. RFM (Pearson r = −0.03), colors as in (g). (i)
Brand prestige vs. number of show records (log–log scale; Pearson r = 0.30).
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Figure 9: Quantile effects of policy shocks on model RFM (body-fat levels). (a-d) Milan (2002–2010). Quantile
trends at Q10, Q25, Q75 and Q90 compare Milan Fashion Week (MFW) with the rest of the industry, with the
2006 policy marked. The discontinuity is concentrated in the lower quantiles (Q10, Q25), which jump upward
at the policy date, while upper quantiles (Q75, Q90) show little change-consistent with lower-tail pruning. (e-h)
Paris (2012-2022). Quantile trends around the 2017 Paris Fashion Week (PFW) medical-certificate rule show that
lower quantiles continue to decline after the policy, whereas upper quantiles rise. Both Paris and the rest of the
industry shift upward, with the industry-wide increase exceeding that of Paris, indicating that mean gains in
RFM are driven by growth in the number of high-RFM models (greater plus-size representation) rather than a
decrease of low-RFM models.
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Figure 10: Event Study (a-c) Milan (2002–2010). Difference in RFM between control and Milan (treated city) for
mean, Q10 and Q25. We compare Milan Fashion Week (MFW) with the rest of the industry, with the 2006 policy
marked. The discontinuity is concentrated in the lower quantiles (Q10, Q25), which jump upward at the policy
date. (d-f) Paris (2012-2022). Difference in RFM between control and Paris (treated city) for mean, Q10 and Q25.
After the 2017 medical-certificate rule, there is no significant difference between in mean or lower quantiles,
indicating no clear policy-driven shift relative to the industry.
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Year Coefficient SE CI (low) CI (high) Ncontrol Ntreated p

Outcome: Mean
2002 -0.217 0.145 -0.502 0.068 4,889 542 0.148
2003 -0.111 0.116 -0.339 0.117 5,812 615 0.348
2004 -0.132 0.140 -0.407 0.142 6,984 529 0.354
2005 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 8,273 655 -
2006 0.522 0.045 0.435 0.609 9,294 699 2.0 × 10−11

2007 0.712 0.043 0.628 0.795 10,441 621 1.1 × 10−14

2008 1.133 0.055 1.024 1.241 10,395 665 1.1 × 10−16

2009 0.816 0.082 0.654 0.977 11,607 784 5.7 × 10−10

2010 0.891 0.093 0.708 1.074 13,322 1,257 1.2 × 10−9

Outcome: Q10
2002 -0.057 0.097 -0.248 0.133 4,889 542 0.561
2003 -0.003 0.084 -0.168 0.162 5,812 615 0.972
2004 -0.169 0.085 -0.335 -0.002 6,984 529 0.058
2005 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 8,273 655 -
2006 1.352 0.052 1.250 1.455 9,294 699 5.1 × 10−19

2007 1.364 0.056 1.255 1.474 10,441 621 1.9 × 10−18

2008 1.330 0.057 1.219 1.442 10,395 665 5.1 × 10−18

2009 1.105 0.110 0.889 1.321 11,607 784 4.7 × 10−10

2010 0.993 0.071 0.853 1.132 13,322 1,257 5.2 × 10−13

Outcome: Q25
2002 0.046 0.132 -0.213 0.305 4,889 542 0.731
2003 -0.138 0.135 -0.403 0.127 5,812 615 0.317
2004 -0.284 0.160 -0.599 0.030 6,984 529 0.089
2005 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 8,273 655 -
2006 1.325 0.055 1.217 1.433 9,294 699 2.6 × 10−18

2007 1.303 0.062 1.181 1.424 10,441 621 5.6 × 10−17

2008 1.306 0.071 1.167 1.445 10,395 665 1.2 × 10−15

2009 0.959 0.073 0.815 1.102 11,607 784 2.0 × 10−12

2010 1.262 0.114 1.039 1.485 13,322 1,257 6.2 × 10−11

Table 1: Event Study Result for Milan (2002-2010) For each year and outcome (Mean, Q10, Q25), the table
reports the estimated coefficient, standard error (SE), 95% confidence interval (CI), the number of observations
in the control group (Ncontrol) and treated group (Ntreated), and the p-value. The results indicate a significant
positive effect in the treated group relative to the control group starting in 2006. We formally test the validity of
the research design using a Wald test on the joint significance of the pre-treatment coefficients (2002–2005); the
parallel trends assumption cannot be rejected for any outcome: Mean (χ2 = 3.53, p = 0.317), Q10 (χ2 = 4.41, p =

0.220), and Q25 (χ2 = 4.26, p = 0.235).
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Year Coefficient SE CI (low) CI (high) Ncontrol Ntreated p

Outcome: Mean
2013 0.072 0.089 -0.102 0.247 7,547 2,649 0.420
2014 -0.002 0.075 -0.148 0.145 7,374 3,330 0.984
2015 0.023 0.060 -0.095 0.141 7,389 3,492 0.706
2016 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 5,426 2,436 -
2017 0.110 0.082 -0.052 0.271 3,627 1,531 0.190
2018 -0.075 0.067 -0.207 0.056 2,470 1,094 0.268
2019 -0.140 0.056 -0.249 -0.031 6,494 4,344 0.016
2020 -0.024 0.053 -0.129 0.080 5,605 3,348 0.653
2021 -0.122 0.149 -0.413 0.169 540 423 0.416
2022 -0.171 0.256 -0.672 0.331 2,831 1,602 0.508

Outcome: Q10
2013 0.007 0.166 -0.319 0.333 7,547 2,649 0.966
2014 -0.269 0.104 -0.473 -0.064 7,374 3,330 0.014
2015 -0.194 0.097 -0.384 -0.004 7,389 3,492 0.052
2016 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 5,426 2,436 -
2017 -0.381 0.137 -0.649 -0.113 3,627 1,531 0.008
2018 -0.088 0.138 -0.358 0.182 2,470 1,094 0.526
2019 -0.189 0.067 -0.320 -0.057 6,494 4,344 0.008
2020 -0.208 0.067 -0.340 -0.076 5,605 3,348 0.004
2021 0.044 0.138 -0.226 0.314 540 423 0.749
2022 -0.218 0.069 -0.353 -0.083 2,831 1,602 0.003

Outcome: Q25
2013 0.102 0.105 -0.105 0.308 7,547 2,649 0.340
2014 -0.028 0.059 -0.144 0.088 7,374 3,330 0.643
2015 -0.043 0.073 -0.185 0.100 7,389 3,492 0.561
2016 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 5,426 2,436 -
2017 0.043 0.070 -0.093 0.180 3,627 1,531 0.537
2018 -0.003 0.052 -0.106 0.099 2,470 1,094 0.948
2019 -0.194 0.112 -0.415 0.026 6,494 4,344 0.090
2020 -0.069 0.072 -0.210 0.071 5,605 3,348 0.339
2021 0.342 0.154 0.041 0.643 540 423 0.031
2022 -0.206 0.055 -0.315 -0.098 2,831 1,602 5.7 × 10−4

Table 2: Event Study Results for Paris (2013-2022). For each year and outcome (Mean, Q10, Q25), the table
reports the estimated coefficient, standard error (SE), 95% confidence interval (CI), the number of observations
in the control group (Ncontrol) and treated group (Ntreated), and the p-value. We formally test the validity of the
research design using a Wald test on the joint significance of the pre-treatment coefficients; the parallel trends
assumption cannot be rejected for Mean (χ2 = 0.94, p = 0.817) and Q25 (χ2 = 2.13, p = 0.546), but shows
evidence of differential pre-trends for Q10 (χ2 = 8.44, p = 0.038).
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Year n Odds ratio OR CI (low) OR CI (high) z p

2017 31,810 2.6 1.5 4.4 3.5 0.00046

2018 32,615 1.9 1.1 3.1 2.5 0.012

2019 39,137 2.3 1.5 3.6 3.7 0.00019

2020 27,784 3.7 2.5 5.5 7.0 1.9e-12

2021 18,592 6.9 4.9 9.7 13 5.7e-37

2022 24,794 4.4 3.3 5.8 11 2.1e-28

2023 25,326 3.4 2.5 4.6 8.1 5.1e-16

2024 21,448 4.1 2.9 5.8 8.7 3.4e-18

2017-2024 221,506 4.5 3.9 5.1 25.1 1.3e-54

Table 3: Odds ratio of plus-size representation by ethnicity, 2017-2024. For each year, the table reports the
total number of models (n), the odds ratio (or) (non-White vs. White), its 95% confidence interval (CI), the
corresponding z-statistic, and p-value. Since 2017, non-White models are consistently more likely to be plus-
size, with odds ratios increasing sharply after 2020 and remaining highly significant throughout the period. The
value in bold is the value reported in the abstract.
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Year nNon-White nWhite n % plus Non-White % plus White

2017 7983 23827 31810 0.301 0.118

2018 9841 22774 32615 0.274 0.145

2019 13205 25932 39137 0.310 0.135

2020 9889 17895 27784 0.769 0.207

2021 7355 11237 18592 2.379 0.347

2022 10680 14114 24794 1.882 0.432

2023 11047 14279 25326 1.276 0.378

2024 9338 12110 21448 1.424 0.347

2017–2024 79338 142168 221506 0.735 0.152

Table 4: Sample size and proportion of plus-size representation by ethnicity, 2017-2024. For each year, the
table reports the total number of models (n), Non-White models (nNon-White), White models (nWhite), the share
of plus-size models in the two groups of models (% plus Non-White,% plus White).
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1 Data

We compiled a dataset from professional pages on https://models.com and https://www.fash
ionmodeldirectory.com. These platforms aggregate portfolio data submitted by modeling agen-
cies and verified by industry professionals; profile attributes are typically self-reported by models
or provided by their representing agencies. After de-duplication at the name-agency-URL level, the
corpus comprises 793,199 records. Available attributes include anthropometrics (height, bust, waist,
hips, dress size, shoe size), identity fields (name, nationality; when available, country of origin, age,
weight, gender, ethnicity), Instagram handle, and profile photographs. Figure S1 shows the count of
records over time. Figure S2 shows the distribution of work categories over time. Figure S3 shows
the evolution of the number of records per gender per year, the dataset contains 1,753 male models
and 13,430 female models.
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Figure S1: Number of records per year (2000-2024) in the work dataset.

1.1 Origin and phenotypic classification

1.1.1 Regional classification

Figures S4 and S5 illustrate the mapping of nationalities across broader world regions and the cate-
gories of the Global North and Global South. This classification follows common practice in develop-
ment studies and international relations, where the terms Global North and Global South are used as
shorthand to describe patterns of socioeconomic development and geopolitical positioning60–62.
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Figure S2: Number of records per year (2000-2024) in the work dataset by work categories.
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Figure S3: Number of records per year (2000-2024) in the dataset by gender.
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(A) Americas and Europe Region Global
American North America Global North
Canadian North America Global North
Mexican North America Global South
Dominican Caribbean Global South
Cuban Caribbean Global South
Jamaican Caribbean Global South
Bahamian Caribbean Global South
Puerto Rican Caribbean Global South
Haitian Caribbean Global South
Trinidadian Caribbean Global South
Martinican Caribbean Global South
Aruban Caribbean Global South
Caymanian Caribbean Global South
Curaçaoan Caribbean Global South
Antiguan Caribbean Global South
Bermudian Caribbean Global South
Honduran Central America Global South
Guatemalan Central America Global South
Costa Rican Central America Global South
Panamanian Central America Global South
Brazilian South America Global South
Argentinian South America Global South
Colombian South America Global South
Chilean South America Global South
Peruvian South America Global South
Venezuelan South America Global South
Uruguayan South America Global South
Guyanese South America Global South

British Western Europe Global North
British (English) Western Europe Global North
British (Northern Irish) Western Europe Global North
British (Scottish) Western Europe Global North
British (Welsh) Western Europe Global North
German Western Europe Global North
French Western Europe Global North
Dutch Western Europe Global North
Belgian Western Europe Global North
Swiss Western Europe Global North
Austrian Western Europe Global North
Irish Western Europe Global North
Luxembourger Western Europe Global North
Spanish Southern Europe Global North
Italian Southern Europe Global North
Portuguese Southern Europe Global North
Greek Southern Europe Global North
Maltese Southern Europe Global North
Cypriot Southern Europe Global North
Swedish Northern Europe Global North
Danish Northern Europe Global North
Norwegian Northern Europe Global North
Finnish Northern Europe Global North
Icelandic Northern Europe Global North
Russian Eastern Europe Global North
Polish Eastern Europe Global North
Czech Eastern Europe Global North
Slovakian Eastern Europe Global North
Ukrainian Eastern Europe Global North
Romanian Eastern Europe Global North
Bulgarian Eastern Europe Global North
Hungarian Eastern Europe Global North
Croatian Eastern Europe Global North
Serbian Eastern Europe Global North
Slovenian Eastern Europe Global North
Estonian Eastern Europe Global North
Latvian Eastern Europe Global North
Lithuanian Eastern Europe Global North
Belarusian Eastern Europe Global North
Montenegrin Eastern Europe Global South
Moldovan Eastern Europe Global North
Bosnian Eastern Europe Global South
Albanian Eastern Europe Global South
Macedonian Eastern Europe Global South
Kosovar Eastern Europe Global South

Figure S4: Mapping of nationalities to regions and Global North/Global South (Panel A: Americas and Europe).
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(B) Africa, Asia, Middle East, and Oceania Region Global
Chinese East Asia Global South
Japanese East Asia Global North
South Korean East Asia Global North
Taiwanese East Asia Global North
Mongolian East Asia Global South
Thai Southeast Asia Global South
Indonesian Southeast Asia Global South
Malaysian Southeast Asia Global South
Singaporean Southeast Asia Global South
Vietnamese Southeast Asia Global South
Filipino Southeast Asia Global South
Burmese Southeast Asia Global South
Indian South Asia Global South
Sri Lankan South Asia Global South
Nepali South Asia Global South
Afghan South Asia Global South
Israeli Middle East Global South
Lebanese Middle East Global South
Turkish Middle East Global South
Syrian Middle East Global South
Armenian Middle East Global South
Uzbekistani Central Asia Global South
Kazakhstani Central Asia Global South
Nigerian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
South African Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Senegalese Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Ghanaian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Kenyan Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Somalian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
South Sudanese Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Sudanese Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Angolan Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Burundian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Ivorian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Malian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Rwandan Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Mozambican Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Cape Verdean Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Ethiopian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Ugandan Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Guinean Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Gambian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Sierra Leonean Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Beninese Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Tanzanian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Burkinabe Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Congolese Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Namibian Sub-Saharan Africa Global South
Moroccan North Africa Global South
Algerian North Africa Global South
Tunisian North Africa Global South
Egyptian North Africa Global South
Georgian Caucasus Global South
Australian Oceania Global North
New Zealander Oceania Global North
French Polynesian Oceania Global South

Figure S5: Mapping of nationalities to regions and Global North/Global South (Panel B: Africa, Asia, Middle
East, and Oceania).
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1.1.2 Gender and ethnicity attribution

Figure S6: Self-reported gender coverage over time for records.

The data coverage on self-reported gender and ethnicity is partial, over the study period (2000-2024)
64.3% of the record have a self reported gender and 66.2% have a self-reported ethnicity (77.0%
self reported ethnicity for female for female). Figure S6 shows the evolution of the proportion of
records with self-reported gender. Figure S7 shows the evolution of the proportion of records with
self-reported ethnicity for female models. For the remaining records where self-reported attributes
are unavailable, we rely on image-based predictions to ensure comprehensive demographic cover-
age. We acknowledge that the gender binary classification oversimplifies the complex spectrum of
gender identities and may inadvertently exclude or misclassify transgender, non-binary, and gender-
nonconforming individuals. Categorizing models by gender is crucial for analyzing changing beauty
standards, as female and male models generally display distinct body measurement characteristics.
To infer gender, we use an image-based classification via the FairFace deep learning model, which
predicts perceived gender from facial images49. Race is classified based on visual appearance rather
than nationality, as nationality does not necessarily reflect racialized representation in fashion im-
agery. This approach allows for a more direct measurement of visible diversity in the modeling in-
dustry. We use the FairFace model49, a convolutional neural network trained on a balanced dataset
across seven race categories: White, Black, East Asian, South East Asian, Latino, Indian, and Middle
Eastern. Following the authors’ implementation guidelines, we employ the dlib face detection model
from the dlib-models repository to detect faces in profile images from the model dataset. Detected
faces are cropped and aligned according to the FairFace preprocessing pipeline, ensuring consis-
tency with the model’s training setup. The processed images are then passed through the model to
obtain predicted race categories. For the main analysis, all non-White categories are collapsed into
a single “non-White” group to account for the limited representation of plus-sized models in some
racial subcategories. Models with an “Unknown” classification or with no detected face are excluded

31



Figure S7: Self-reported ethnicity coverage over time for female record.

from the analysis.

Validation Task Precision Recall F1 Score Accuracy N
Gender (Man/Woman) 0.97 0.94 0.95 0.93 4,378
Ethnicity (non-White/White) 0.89 0.91 0.90 0.85 4,428

Table S1: Validation results for gender and ethnicity classification. The table reports weighted-average Preci-
sion, Recall, F1 Score, and unweighted Accuracy, along with the number of observations (N).

We validated the accuracy of the gender and ethnicity attribution procedures by comparing the com-
bined name- and image-based classifications with a subset of models for whom self-reported gender
and ethnicity were available (respectively N = 4,378 and N = 4,428). The results, summarized in
Table S1, show high agreement between sources. The gender classification achieves an F1 score of
0.95, and the ethnicity (White vs. non-White) classification reaches a weighted F1 score of 0.90. These
results show that both attribution procedures perform reliably. The validation for ethnicity aligns
with the range reported by the authors of the FairFace model (75.5% to 97%, depending on the eth-
nic group and dataset)49. Gender and ethnicity attribution could be further improved by aggregating
predictions across multiple images per model and assigning the final label via majority voting across
the detected categories.

1.1.3 Plus-size attribution

The information on models comes from their self-described dress size. We adopt the standard fashion
industry definition of plus-size, defined as models with a U.S. dress size ≥ 12. Each model record
contains two dress size measures, one in EU sizing and one in U.S. sizing. The raw size information
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appears in heterogeneous string formats that may mix conventions across regions, for example:

• Single numeric values (e.g., 38 or 10),

• Size ranges (e.g., 36–38 or 8–10),

• Text strings with non-numeric characters (e.g., “EU 38”, “Size 12”).

We process these values through two coordinated parsers, one for U.S. sizes and one for EU sizes,
that follow a set of deterministic rules:

1. Remove all non-numeric characters except hyphens.
2. Split ranges on the hyphen and convert each element to an integer.
3. For U.S.-sized entries:

• If all values are ≤ 18, treat as U.S. sizes and take the highest value, rounding up to the
nearest even number (as standard dress sizes are typically even-numbered).

• If all values are > 18, treat as EU sizes and convert using the EU→U.S. mapping below.

• If a mix of EU and U.S. values appears (some ≤ 18, some > 18), use the lower (U.S.)
value.

4. For EU-sized entries:

• Take the highest EU value, round up to the nearest even number, and convert to the
corresponding U.S. size.

The EU→U.S. conversion follows the standard industry mapping shown below:

EU size 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50 52 54
U.S. size 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24

To ensure reliability, we retain only observations where the independently parsed EU and U.S. sizes
are consistent. All other cases (including missing or inconsistent conversions) are excluded from the
analysis (N = 173). Finally, we define a binary variable, plus_sized, equal to 1 for models with a
U.S. dress size ≥ 12 and 0 otherwise.

1.2 Reference population and body metrics

1.2.1 General population data

To compare body measurements of American models with the general population, we use demo-
graphic and anthropometric data from the 2021-2023 cycle of the National Health and Nutrition Ex-
amination Survey (NHANES)6. NHANES provides a nationally representative sample of the U.S.
population, making it suitable for benchmarking model body metrics against general population
averages. To approximate the age range of the models, we restrict the sample to individuals aged
16-29. Using gender, height, and waist measurements, we compute the Relative Fat Mass (RFM) met-
ric (see Relative fat mass), which provides a more accurate estimate of body fat percentage than the
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traditional body mass index (BMI)29,30. Figure S8 summarizes the anthropometric variability in the
NHANES reference sample across survey years, illustrating stable mean and median measurements
for the restricted age group (16-29).

a

d

cb

e f

Figure S8: Anthropometric distributions over time for NHANES females (ages 16-29). Violin plots show the
distribution of (a) height, (b) waist circumference, (c) hip circumference, (d) relative fat mass (RFM), and (e) age
across years. Dots indicate yearly means and horizontal lines mark medians. Panel (f) shows the number of
unique individuals contributing data per year.

1.2.2 Relative fat mass

Relative Fat Mass (RFM) is a body composition index that estimates an individual’s body fat percent-
age using height, waist circumference, and gender, which was found to better predict whole-body fat
percentage among adult individuals than the body mass index (BMI)29. It more accurately predicts
mortality risk and reduces underdiagnosis of obesity30. It is defined as:

RFM = 64 − 20 ×
(

height
waist

)
+ 12 × sex, where sex =

0 for men

1 for women
(9)
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2 Statistical estimation

2.1 Higher-moment estimators and empirical quantiles

Let x1, . . . , xn denote a sample of n observations, with sample mean

x̄ =
1
n

n

∑
i=1

xi.

We use the unbiased sample variance,

s2 =
1

n − 1

n

∑
i=1

(xi − x̄)2, s =
√

s2.

Skewness is the standardized third central moment, corrected for finite-sample bias:

g1 =
n

(n − 1)(n − 2)

n

∑
i=1

(
xi − x̄

s

)3
.

Excess kurtosis is the standardized fourth central moment, also corrected for finite-sample bias:

g2 =
n(n + 1)

(n − 1)(n − 2)(n − 3)

n

∑
i=1

(
xi − x̄

s

)4
− 3(n − 1)2

(n − 2)(n − 3)
.

By convention, a normal distribution has g2 = 0.

For distributional summaries we also report empirical quantiles at selected probabilities q ∈
{0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 0.90, 0.95, 0.99}, defined by the order statistics with linear interpolation between
sample points.

2.2 Error bars and uncertainty estimation

To quantify statistical uncertainty we report error bars for the estimators. For a sample of size n, the
standard error of the mean is

SE(x̄) =
s√
n

,

where s is the unbiased sample standard deviation. The standard error of the sample standard devi-
ation is approximated by

SE(s) ≈ s√
2(n − 1)

,

which follows from the χ2 distribution of the sample variance. For skewness and kurtosis, closed-
form standard errors assume Gaussian data and are not appropriate in our setting. Instead, we esti-
mate their uncertainty using nonparametric bootstrap resampling: from the original sample, we draw
B bootstrap replicates with replacement, compute the statistic of interest for each replicate, and take
the standard deviation of these bootstrap replicates as the error estimate. For quantiles Q̂(q) at prob-
ability levels q ∈ {0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 0.90, 0.95, 0.99}, variability likewise depends on the unknown
density at the quantile. We therefore use the same bootstrap procedure to obtain error bars. Unless
otherwise noted, error bars in our figures correspond to ±1 bootstrap standard error for skewness,
kurtosis, and quantiles, and to the analytic formulas above for the mean and standard deviation.
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2.3 Trend analysis

To assess temporal trends in body measurements across different media types, we employed non-
parametric statistical methods that do not assume linearity or normality in the underlying data dis-
tribution. All analyses were conducted on the 25-year time series spanning 2000 to 2024 (n = 25
observations per measurement-media combination).

2.3.1 Mann-Kendall trend test

The Mann-Kendall test63,64 was used as the primary method for detecting monotonic trends in the
time series data. This non-parametric test evaluates whether there is a statistically significant trend
without making assumptions about the functional form of the relationship. The Mann-Kendall statis-
tic S is calculated as:

S =
n−1

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=i+1

sgn(xj − xi) (10)

where xi and xj are data values at times i and j respectively (j > i), n is the number of data points,
and sgn is the sign function:

sgn(x) =


+1 if x > 0

0 if x = 0

−1 if x < 0

(11)

The variance of S under the null hypothesis of no trend is:

Var(S) =
n(n − 1)(2n + 5)− ∑t t(t − 1)(2t + 5)

18
(12)

where t represents the number of tied values in each tied group. The normalized test statistic Z is
calculated as:

Z =


S−1√
Var(S)

if S > 0

0 if S = 0
S+1√
Var(S)

if S < 0

(13)

The two-tailed p-value is computed as p = 2[1 − Φ(|Z|)], where Φ is the cumulative distribution
function of the standard normal distribution. Kendall’s tau (τ), a measure of correlation strength,
was calculated as:

τ =
S
(n

2)
=

2S
n(n − 1)

(14)
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2.3.2 Sen’s slope estimator

To quantify the magnitude of detected trends, we employed Sen’s slope estimator65, which provides
a robust estimate of the rate of change that is insensitive to outliers. Sen’s slope is defined as the
median of all pairwise slopes:

Sen’s slope = median
{ xj − xi

j − i
: i < j

}
(15)

The corresponding intercept was calculated as:

intercept = median(xi − slope × ti) (16)

where ti represents the time point corresponding to observation xi. Confidence intervals for Sen’s
slope were constructed using a rank-based approach. For a given significance level α, the confidence
interval bounds are determined by:

Cα = round

[
Z1−α/2

√
n(n − 1)(2n + 5)

18

]
(17)

where Z1−α/2 is the (1 − α/2) quantile of the standard normal distribution.

2.3.3 Statistical significance and effect size

Statistical significance was assessed at α = 0.05. Trends were classified as "increasing," "decreas-
ing," or "no trend" based on the sign of the Mann-Kendall S statistic and the corresponding p-
value. To assess practical significance, we calculated the total change over the study period: ∆ =

Sen’s slope × time span, and the relative change: ∆rel = ∆
baseline median × 100%, where the baseline

median represents the median value across all time points for each measurement-media combina-
tion.

3 Results

3.1 Male sample (2010-2025)

Male representation in fashion and media remains limited9,10, and this imbalance is reflected in the
smaller and more variable male sample (see Data). Mean height and body measures (chest, waist,
hips) remain stable from 2010 to 2025 across all work types, with no directional trend (Fig.S9a). The
male physique consistently approximates a balanced 90-70-90 cm contour, with only minor broaden-
ing after 2020 (Fig. S9b). Relative fat mass (RFM) remains below population levels but rise slightly
over time, suggesting limited relaxation of thinness standards. Hair and eye color distributions are
dominated by darker tones, and regional origins remain concentrated in Western Europe and North
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Figure S9: Evolution of representational diversity for male (2010-2025). (a) Means of height, chest, waist,
hips, and RFM by work type (fashion shows, advertisements, magazine covers, and editorials). Values are in
centimeters; shaded areas show confidence intervals. (b) Standard deviations remain largely stable, with slight
widening after 2020. (c) Stacked shares of hair colors over time. (d) Stacked shares of eye colors over time. (e)
Stacked shares of national origins by world region (see Regional classification).

America (Fig. S9c-e). These proportions indicate low phenotypic and geographic diversity among
male models compared with the female sample.

Relative fat mass (RFM) distributions place male models well below the U.S. male population base-
line, indicating persistent thinness standards (Fig. S10a). Principal component analysis reveals a
clear separation between model and population samples, primarily along adiposity-related axes
(Fig. S10b). The annual RFM gap (∆RFM) shows a modest convergence toward population aver-
ages (∼ −0.15 per year; Fig. S10c), while the principal component loadings (Fig. S10d) confirm that
waist and hip circumference dominate variation in PC1, with height contributing to PC2. Overall,
male models remain markedly leaner than the general population, but their body measurements ex-
hibit greater variability and overlap with population norms than observed for female models. This
broader spread suggests a comparatively weaker selection pressure on male body types in media and
fashion representation.
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Figure S10: Distribution shape and population benchmarking for male models. (a) Density distributions of
relative fat mass (RFM) for U.S.-based male models and U.S. men aged 16-29 (NHANES 2021-2023), showing
limited overlap. (b) Principal component analysis (PCA) reveals clear separation between model and population
samples, primarily along the adiposity dimension. (c) Annual RFM gap (∆RFM; NHANES - models) with fitted
linear trend (≈ −0.15 per year) indicates only slight convergence toward the population average. (d) PCA
loadings show that waist and hips dominate PC1, while height drives PC2.

3.2 Temporal trends in female body measurements

The Mann-Kendall trend analysis reveals statistically significant increases in female body measure-
ments across most media types between 2000 and 2024. Of the 20 measurement-media combinations
analyzed, 18 showed significant positive trends (p < 0.05), with only height measurements in fash-
ion shows and magazine covers not statistically significant. Table S2 summarizes the full results, and
Figure S11 visualizes the corresponding slope estimates and confidence intervals. Trend magnitudes
differ across measurements and media, with Sen’s slopes spanning from 0.013 for height in magazine
covers (non-significant) to 0.154 for bust size in advertisements. Height shows the most variable pat-
tern across media types. While advertisements and editorials display significant increasing trends
(Sen’s slopes of 0.085 and 0.066, respectively; both p < 0.001), fashion shows and magazine covers
show no significant temporal changes (p = 0.362 and p = 0.183, respectively). The relative changes
over the study period are substantial for the significant trends, with advertisements showing a 66.4%
increase and editorials a 57.2% rise from baseline values. All body size measurements (bust, waist,
and hip sizes) exhibit consistent and significant increasing trends across all media types. Bust size
shows particularly strong trends, with p-values ranging from 1.38× 10−8 to 1.91× 10−7 and Kendall’s
τ values between 0.75 and 0.89, indicating robust monotonic increases. Relative changes range from
82.8% (magazine covers) to 92.1% (editorials) over the 24-year period. Waist size demonstrates sim-
ilar consistency, with all media types showing significant increases (p-values from 2.91 × 10−5 to
2.59 × 10−9). Fashion shows record the largest relative change (97.2%), while editorials showed the
smallest but still considerable increase (73.1%). Hip size follows the same universal upward trend
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Figure S11: Standard deviation trends and slope estimates for body measurements (2000-2024).

across media types (p-values 9.61 × 10−5 - 2.38 × 10−8), with the strongest relative change in ad-
vertisements (95.9%) and the weakest in fashion shows (59.9%). Relative fat mass measurements
show significant increasing trends across all media types, with p-values between 2.91 × 10−5 and
7.99 × 10−9. The relative changes were more moderate compared to body size measurements, rang-
ing from 53.9% (fashion shows) to 72.4% (advertisements), but remained substantial across the two
decades. The strength of detected trends, expressed by Kendall’s τ, varied moderately across mea-
surements and media. The strongest correlations (τ > 0.8) occur for bust size in magazine covers
and advertisements (τ = 0.89 and 0.88, respectively), waist size in magazine covers (τ = 0.85), and
RFM in magazine covers (τ = 0.83). These high τ values indicate very strong monotonic relation-
ships between time and the measured quantities. The consistency of significant increases across body
dimensions and media types points to a systematic, industry-wide shift in female body representa-
tion. Rather than isolated exceptions, these parallel upward trends suggest a structural evolution in
fashion imagery toward slightly fuller physiques, while the overall ideal remains narrow relative to
population norms.

3.3 The influence of outliers

Distributional diagnostics (Figs. S12–S14) provide a detailed view of how the shapes of body mea-
surement distributions evolve over time across media types.

Slope estimates for interquartile range (IQR) trends are generally close to zero across bust, waist,
hips, and RFM (Fig. S12). This indicates that the central 50% of values remain relatively stable over
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Figure S12: Interquartile range trends and slope estimates.

time, regardless of source (fashion shows, advertisements, magazine covers, or editorials). A few
measurement-media combinations show small positive slopes (e.g., bust and waist in magazine cov-
ers), but confidence intervals are wide and mostly overlap zero, supporting the conclusion that the
typical range of body sizes has not broadened. By contrast, skewness shows consistent positive slopes
for bust, waist, and hips (Fig. S13), reflecting heavier right tails. These effects are particularly pro-
nounced in fashion shows and advertisements, suggesting that the upper extremes of body measure-
ments have become more prominent over time. RFM skewness trends are weaker and often close
to zero, confirming that proportionality measures remain largely symmetric. Kurtosis slopes are also
predominantly positive for bust, waist, and hips (Fig. S14), indicating the emergence of heavier-tailed
distributions. The strongest increases are again seen in fashion shows and advertisements, while ed-
itorials show more muted or uncertain changes. For the RFM index, most slopes remain near zero or
only slightly positive, consistent with the notion that proportional measures are less affected by out-
liers. Taken together, these diagnostics demonstrate that the apparent rise in diversity is not due to
an overall widening of the central distribution but rather to changes in the tails. Outliers, particularly
larger body measurements, increasingly shape the distributions in fashion media, whereas indices of
proportionality remain comparatively stable.
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Figure S13: Skewness trends and slope estimates.

3.4 Multidimensional analysis: principal component analysis

To account for multivariate body shape, we perform a principal components analysis (PCA) using
height, bust, waist and hips. Figure S15 shows the trajectories of the yearly mean value in the PC1-
PC2 space. We observe that from 2000 to 2020 the mean of all measurements evolves roughly or-
thogonally to the RFM isolines, in the same way as the US models and US general population are
separated by RFM isolines in Figure 2 of the manuscript. These results show that the RFM is a partic-
ularly relevant quantity as it emerges as the main variable of evolution and separation. We can also
interpret the principal components. The first principal component (Fig. S15i) measures the volume
of models. Indeed, all base variable loadings are positive but height has a smaller value as it is a one-
dimensional variable compared to the three others, which are two-dimensional circumferences (bust,
waist, hips). The second principal component primarily captures height and explains the direction
of the RFM isolines. Figure S15e,f,g illustrate the increased representation of plus size models since
2020.

42



0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
Slope Estimate (Kurtosis change per year)

Bust - Fashion Shows
Bust - Advertisements

Bust - Magazine Covers
Bust - Editorials

Waist - Fashion Shows
Waist - Advertisements

Waist - Magazine Covers
Waist - Editorials

Hips - Fashion Shows
Hips - Advertisements

Hips - Magazine Covers
Hips - Editorials

RFM Index - Fashion Shows
RFM Index - Advertisements

RFM Index - Magazine Covers
RFM Index - Editorials

Figure S14: Kurtosis trends and slope estimates.
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Measurement/Media Type Sen’s Slope P-value Kendall’s τ Change (%)
Height (cm)

Fashion Shows 0.025 3.62 × 10−1 0.13 30.3
Advertisements 0.085 1.15 × 10−7 0.76 66.4
Magazine Covers 0.013 1.83 × 10−1 0.19 11.0
Editorials 0.066 1.01 × 10−5 0.63 57.2

Bust Size (cm)
Fashion Shows 0.097 1.91 × 10−7 0.75 84.4
Advertisements 0.154 8.13 × 10−10 0.88 84.1
Magazine Covers 0.121 4.50 × 10−10 0.89 82.8
Editorials 0.140 1.38 × 10−8 0.81 92.1

Waist Size (cm)
Fashion Shows 0.079 2.91 × 10−5 0.60 97.2
Advertisements 0.148 8.31 × 10−7 0.71 76.8
Magazine Covers 0.099 2.59 × 10−9 0.85 82.3
Editorials 0.110 8.17 × 10−6 0.64 73.1

Hip Size (cm)
Fashion Shows 0.055 9.61 × 10−5 0.56 59.9
Advertisements 0.123 2.38 × 10−8 0.80 95.9
Magazine Covers 0.076 6.85 × 10−8 0.77 70.1
Editorials 0.091 1.69 × 10−6 0.69 80.4

Relative Fat Mass
Fashion Shows 0.069 2.91 × 10−5 0.60 53.9
Advertisements 0.101 2.38 × 10−8 0.80 72.4
Magazine Covers 0.083 7.99 × 10−9 0.83 67.6
Editorials 0.093 8.31 × 10−7 0.71 68.0

Table S2: Mann-Kendall trend test with Sen’s slope estimator over 24 years (2000-2024), n=25 observations.
Change (%) represents relative change from baseline (2000) to final year (2024).
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Figure S15: Temporal evolution of body measurements in PCA space. (a) Main trajectory: PC1-PC2 showing
yearly means from 2000-2024 with directional arrows and RFM isolines (17.0-18.0%). Colormap indicates tem-
poral progression from early (blue) to recent years (pink). (b-c) Secondary projections: PC2-PC3 and PC2-PC4
reveal additional temporal patterns beyond the primary PC1-PC2 plane. (d) Career event averages: distinct
positioning of fashion shows, advertisements, magazine covers, and editorials in PC1-PC2 space demonstrates
body measurement variation across fashion and media contexts. (e-g) Complementary PC combinations (PC1-
PC3, PC1-PC4, PC3-PC4) showing consistent temporal trajectories across all principal component dimensions.
(h) Explained variance: PC1-PC4 account for cumulative variance with PC1 and PC2 dominating. (i-l) Compo-
nent loadings: waist and hips drive PC1 (body composition), height dominates PC2 (stature), bust and waist
contribute to PC3-PC4 (secondary shape variation). (see Supplementary: Section 3.4).
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3.5 Network Analysis

We model the brand–model relation as a weighted bipartite graph G = (M,B, E), where M and B
denote models and brands (fashion houses and magazines), respectively. An edge emb ∈ E carries
weight wmb ∈ R+, the number of appearances of model m for brand b during the study period. The
weighted degree of node v is

kv = ∑
u∈N (v)

wvu,

it corresponds to the number of works for a model or the number of events for a brand. To quantify
hierarchical influence, we compute eigenvector centrality on one-mode projections with fractional
co-appearance weights (each event contributes unit mass across co-participants)36. For the model
projection GM,

w̃mm′ = ∑
b∈B

wmb wm′b

∑m′′∈M wm′′b
,

and centralities cv satisfy

cv = λ−1 ∑
u∈NM(v)

w̃vu cu, normalized so ∑
v∈M

cv = 1.

Brand prestige is computed analogously on the brand projection GB with

w̃bb′ = ∑
m∈M

wmb wmb′

∑b′′∈B wmb′′
.

Tiering by appearance-weighted percentiles. Because elite actors generate a disproportionate share
of appearances, tier cutpoints are defined on appearance-weighted (edge-weighted) centrality distri-
butions rather than on unweighted actor counts. Let sv := kv denote the appearance volume of actor
v. Define the weighted CDF

F(s)
c (t) =

∑v: cv≤t sv

∑v sv
,

and the weighted quantile Q(s)
p (c) = inf{t : F(s)

c (t) ≥ p}. Actors are assigned to four ordered tiers
by weighted percentile bands (share of total appearances):

TElite = {v : cv ≥ Q(s)
0.90(c)}, THigh = {v : Q(s)

0.50(c) ≤ cv < Q(s)
0.90(c)},

TMid = {v : Q(s)
0.10(c) ≤ cv < Q(s)

0.50(c)}, TLow = {v : cv < Q(s)
0.10(c)},

corresponding to 90-100 (Elite), 50-90 (High), 10-50 (Mid), and 0-10 (Low) percentiles by appearance
mass. Unless stated otherwise, downstream analyses condition on these tiers while retaining the
continuous cv as covariates in regression-based robustness checks.
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3.6 Intersectionality

In this paragraph we show that the intersectionality we observe (non-White models being over-
represented in the population of plus-size models) is robust to the definition of the plus-size group.
Instead of using the dress size (US dress size >12), we use the RFM (see Section Relative Fat Mass).
Here, We define plus-size models as those falling within the top 1% of the RFM distribution. . We
find that the intersectional pattern persists under this alternative metric (Fig. S16). From 2015 to 2024,
odds ratios consistently exceed 1, confirming that non-White models maintain a significantly higher
likelihood of being classified as plus-size.
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Figure S16: Intersectionality results with plus-size model defined with RFM (a) Evolution of the proportion
of non-White models. Methods: Ethnicity Attribution. (b) Evolution of the proportion of plus-size model per
ethnicity (White and non-White) (here plus-size is define as Top 1% RFM values). (c) Odds ratio of being a plus-
size model for the two populations. It represents how much more likely non-White models are to be plus-size
compared to White models. (d) Difference between the proportion of plus-size model per ethnicity. non-White
models are almost always over-represented among the plus-size models.

Figure S17 shows the distribution of non-White and White models by continent.

To assess the geographic generalizability of the intersectional patterns documented in the main text,
we decompose plus-size prevalence by continent and ethnicity (Figures S19 and S18). The over-
representation of non-white models in plus-size categories holds consistently across continents with
sufficient sample sizes. In North America, non-white models exhibit plus-size rates of 2.15% (dress
size method) and 3.54% (RFM method) compared to 0.38% and 1.65% for white models respectively,
based on 126,721 model-work records. Europe shows similar patterns (n=309,957), with non-white
rates of 0.39% and 0.58% versus white rates of 0.04% and 0.34%. The consistency of these disparities
across major fashion markets—despite different overall prevalence levels—demonstrates that the in-
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Figure S17: Ethnicity distribution by continent

tersectionality of race and body size operates as a global industry pattern rather than a region-specific
phenomenon.
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Figure S18: Proportion of plus-size model per ethnicity and continent
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Figure S19: Proportion of plus-size model per ethnicity and continent
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3.7 Distributional Evidence of Policy Impact

In this section, we provide additional information regarding the policy interventions, presenting raw
distributional shifts and time series data to characterize changes in model body composition. In Mi-
lan, the introduction of the BMI threshold (≥ 18.5 kg m−2) coincided with a large change of the
body-size distribution. Comparing the pre-policy (2002–2005) and post-policy (2006–2009) periods,
we observe a large rightward shift in the Relative Fat Mass (RFM) distribution (Supplementary Fig-
ure S20). The density difference reveals a distinct pruning effect: the probability mass in the extreme
lower tail (RFM < 15) is reduced, while density increases in the 16 − 20 RFM range. This indicates
that the policy mechanism effectively targeted underweight outliers rather than merely shifting the
population mean through a general trend.
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Figure S20: Distributional impact of the 2006 Milan BMI floor on model body composition. (Left) RFM
distributions at Milan Fashion Week before (2002–2005, n = 350) and after (2006–2009, n = 651) the policy in-
tervention. Dashed lines indicate period means. The distribution shifts rightward, with mean RFM increasing
from 16.36 to 17.36. (Right) Density difference (post-policy minus pre-policy). Red indicates decreased density;
green indicates increased density. The policy reduced the prevalence of very low RFM values (left tail) while in-
creasing density at moderate RFM levels, consistent with lower-tail pruning rather than a uniform distributional
shift.

Conversely, the 2017 French regulation, which required medical certificates without specifying nu-
meric cutoffs, produced no detectable distributional shift. The RFM distributions for Paris Fash-
ion Week before (2014–2017) and after (2018–2021) the policy implementation are statistically indis-
tinguishable (Supplementary Figure S21). The mean RFM remained effectively constant (16.77 vs.
16.69), and the density difference fluctuates around zero with no systematic reduction in the lower
tail. This suggests that non-numeric health requirements did not alter casting practices regarding
underweight models.

To contextualize these shifts, we analyze the temporal evolution of RFM statistics (Mean, Q25, Q10)
across major fashion capitals (Supplementary Figure S22). The time series confirm that the 2006
discontinuity is specific to Milan. While New York, London, and Paris (Control) exhibit stable or
declining RFM trends during the mid-2000s, Milan shows a sharp divergence in 2006, particularly in
the 10th and 25th percentiles. In contrast, during the 2017 intervention period, Paris tracks closely
with the "Other" cities, exhibiting no differential break in trend. This comparative view reinforces

50



10 15 20 25 30 35
RFM (Relative Fat Mass)

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y D
en

sit
y

2014-2017 (n=10,789)
2018-2021 (n=9,209)
2014-2017 mean: 16.77
2018-2021 mean: 16.69

10 15 20 25 30 35
RFM (Relative Fat Mass)

0.20

0.15

0.10

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

De
ns

ity
 D

iffe
re

nc
e

(P
os

t-P
oli

cy
 

 P
re

-P
oli

cy
)

Increase (Post > Pre)
Decrease (Post < Pre)

Figure S21: Distributional impact of the 2017 French medical-certificate law on model body composition.
(Left) RFM distributions at Paris Fashion Week before (2014–2017, n = 10,789) and after (2018–2021, n = 9,209)
the policy intervention. Dashed lines indicate period means. The distributions are nearly identical, with mean
RFM unchanged (16.77 vs. 16.69). (Right) Density difference (post-policy minus pre-policy). Unlike Milan
(Fig. S20), the density difference shows no systematic pattern: changes are small in magnitude and do not con-
centrate in the lower tail, indicating that the medical-certificate requirement without explicit numeric thresholds
produced no detectable effect on body-size representation.

the finding that numeric thresholds (Milan) successfully decoupled local casting standards from the
global industry trend towards thinness, whereas administrative requirements (Paris) did not.
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Figure S22: Temporal evolution of model RFM by city during regulatory interventions. Evolution of the
Mean, 25th percentile (Q25), and 10th percentile (Q10) of Relative Fat Mass (RFM) across major fashion capitals.
(a-c) Trends around the 2006 Milan BMI floor. Milan (pink) exhibits a distinct upward discontinuity in 2006,
diverging from the stable or declining trends of control cities (New York, Paris, London). The effect is most
pronounced in the lower quantiles (Q10, Q25), confirming the policy’s efficacy in addressing the lower tail of the
distribution. (d-f) Trends around the 2017 Paris medical certificate law. Paris (blue) shows no deviation from the
general industry trend (Other, green), with lower quantiles remaining stable or declining, indicating a null effect
of the policy relative to the control group.
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