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Dakanalis and colleagues [1] raise concern that our conclusion in Holmes et al. [2] of 

superiority of the dual pathway model [3] over competing models (escape from awareness [4] 

and objectification theory [5]) is biased by the fact that this model has more variables. We 

wholeheartedly agree that parsimony is an important consideration during model comparison. 

However, in this case, we argue on several bases that their concerns regarding parsimony and 

model fit are overstated. First, as each of the tested models were just-identified (as would be 

expected for these mediation models), commonly reported model fit statistics such as chi 

square, CFI, TLI, and RMSEA are not a meaningful basis for model evaluation [6]. Second, 

using the Bayesian Information Criteria, which is suitable for comparison of non-nested 

models [7] and can be reported for just-identified models, we find negligible differences in 

model appropriateness: BIC = 1713.61 for dual pathway model, BIC = 1710.33 for 

objectification theory, and BIC = 1709.34 for the escape from awareness model. Thus, any 

difference in complexity is offset by increased predictive utility of the more complex model. 

Third, while the dual pathway model is technically less parsimonious, it is doubtful that the 

imposition of this additional complexity (one additional variable, and three further parameters 

to estimate) would lead to difficulties in implementing findings into clinical practice. Indeed, 

finding that the dual pathway model explains almost twice as much variance in the IV-DV 

relationship as its nearest comparator, and also observing that both model-implied pathways 
(dietary restraint and negative mood) are predictive of binge eating, it would appear 

advantageous for clinicians to attend to these predictors in order to reduce the occurrence of 
binge eating. Furthermore, from a statistical standpoint, model misspecification (through 

omission of important variables) undermines accuracy of parameter estimation [6]. 

 

Although ultimately the critique of Dakanalis et al. [1] does not alter the conclusions of 

Holmes et al. [2], their suggestions to weigh a model’s predictive utility against model 

complexity is an important adjunct to standard model testing practices. We encourage the 

adoption of these practices, as demonstrated clearly elsewhere [e.g., 8]. Dakanalis et al.’s [1] 

suggestion to evaluate the effect of binge eating on subsequent body dissatisfaction is also 

worthy of investigation, but is well beyond the intended scope of Holmes et al. [2]. 
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