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ABSTRACT

MOTIVATIONS FOR MATE CHOICE DISCRIMINATION IN AN
INTERGROUP DATING CONTEXT

By

Melissa McDonald

Social psychological approaches to understanditeggroup bias often assume that the
motivations underlying intergroup bias are the s&n&oth men and women (e.g. Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). An interdisciplinary perspectivettimegrates social psychological perspectives
with evolutionary theory provides a framework foaking predictions about instances in which
the motivations for intergroup bias may differ beam men and women. Over the course of
human evolutionary history men and women have facegue adaptive challenges in their
interactions with outgroups, particularly with otdagpmen Many intergroup interactions occur
during times of intergroup conflict. For men, th@steractions are typically characterized by
aggressive and competitive striving for accesgsources, but women'’s interactions often take
the form of sexual victimization at the hands & thvading group. These distinct adaptive
challenges likely gave rise to different psychobtafjimechanisms for processing and responding
to information about members of different groupatigularlymenof the outgroup. Given the
importance of reproductive choice in female mastrgtegies, women may have evolved
psychological mechanisms for avoiding outgroup mneihe service of protecting reproductive
choice. Previous research has documented prelignevatlence for such mechanisms, finding
that women'’s bias against outgroup men increases Wireats to reproductive choice would be

most costly, such as when women are in the festihelow of their menstrual cycle, when they



appraise themselves as particularly vulnerablexoa coercion, and when they assess the
outgroup as physically formidable or threateninige present research builds on these findings
by examining the influence of these mechanismsiimeergroup mating context. Specifically,
the research examines gender differences in regpaasinsolicited dating requests made by
experimentally manipulated opposite-sex ingroup @mgroup members, with a particular
emphasis on the unique motivations that underlimergs intergroup dating preferences.
Results indicate that men are more willing to sey t date requests overall, but neither men nor
women show a strong ingroup dating preference. Meweonsistent with predictions, women
that appraise themselves as being particularlyaralie to sexual coercion and who are also in
the fertile window of their menstrual cycle aresléig&ely to say yes to date requests from
outgroup members, but not ingroup members. Thsares builds on a growing body of
literature providing evidence for a suite of psylogical adaptations in women to protect

reproductive choice.
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INTRODUCTION

In 2008, the United Nations Security Council (UNS&@panimously voted to pass a
resolution that would permit rape and other forrhsexual violence to be considered war
crimes, crimes against humanity, or acts of gerecithe resolution was prompted by the fact
that, during armed conflict, “women and girls aegtigularly targeted by the use of sexual
violence” and that “such acts...in some situatioamse become systematic and widespread,
reaching appalling levels of brutality” (UNSC Resabn 1820, p. 1-2). Although wars and
conflicts between groups are primarily fought bynjn@omen are often the victims of sexual
aggression at the hands of the invading group. Mae anthropological evidence suggests that
group raiding and warfare are significant predistof rape frequency across a diverse sample of
tribal societies (Sanday, 1981).

These findings suggest a historical pattern ofgrtaup interactions that differ between
men and women. Whereas men’s interactions withroufgmen during times of conflict have
typically been characterized by aggressive and ebithge striving for access to resources,
women’s interactions with outgroup men have ofesulted in sexual victimization. From an
evolutionary perspective, this suggests that melmamen may have faced unique adaptive
challenges with respect to intergroup contact.ddd@ht adaptive challenges likely gave rise to
different psychological mechanisms for processimgj i@sponding to information about
members of different groups, particulanhenof the outgroup (McDonald, Navarrete, &
Sidanius, 2011). As a result, men and women arectzg to differ in the underlying motivations
that drive prejudiced behavior against outgroupsni prejudice is expected to be motivated by
the goal of obtaining increased access to resoudeseas women'’s prejudice is expected to be

motivated by the goal of protecting reproductiveich.



Recent research has found preliminary, but comnmge#vidence in support of these
predictions (Chang, Lu, Li, & Li, 2011; McDonaldsher, Kerr, & Navarrete, 2011; Navarrete,
McDonald, Molina, & Sidanius, 2010; Van Vugt, Dee@rer, & Janssen, 2007). Yet, much of
this research has either focused primarily on jptextis regarding the motivations underlying
men’sintergroup biases, or has not tied these motivatioractual behavioral outcomes. Here,
the focus is on how the female psychology of inteug relations may have been shaped by an
evolutionary history of sexual violence during mgeup conflict, and how this evolved
psychology is reflected in biased attitudes andhbri in an intergroup mating context.

The Role of Parental Investment and Sexual Selectian Sex-Differentiated Reproductive
Strategies

Although research suggests that men and womemane similar than they are different
(Hyde, 2005), the ways in which men and women diffay have significant consequences.
Parental investment theory (Trivers, 1972) provideseful framework for understanding such
sex differences. This theory begins with the obetonm that males and females differ quite
dramatically in the minimum level of parental intraent that is required to produce offspring.
Males’ obligatory investment ends after fertilizatj but females bear the costs of placentation,
gestation, birthing, and lactation. As the loweresting sex, males benefit to a greater extent
than females from the monopolization of mating apyadties. This incentivizes competition
among men for mating access to females (Triverg2)l8nd may have led to the use of sexually
coercive and aggressive mating tactics to increggm®ductive success (Thornhill & Palmer,
2000).

In non-human animals, male reproductive stratepasinclude the use of forced

copulation are quite common and can be found aemissals, including insects, fish, reptiles,



birds, and mammals (Lalumiére, Harris, Quinsey,i&R2005). In some species, males have
evolved specialized physical traits that increaser tability to force copulation on resisting
females. For example, in an insect species of vattieler, G.odontogastermales have evolved
a grasping apparatus that is used exclusively dumating, the length of which (naturally and
when experimentally manipulated) is associated witheased copulatory success (Arnqvist,
1989Db; Arngvist, 1992b). In the few examples ohaali species in which males invest more in
offspring, such as the pipefish, these roles arersed, such that there is greater competition
among females for access to mating opportunitietu¢hiére, et al., 2005).

As the sex with higher levels of obligatory paedmvestment, females have less to gain
than males from increased access to mating oppbesir-emale’s reproductive fitness is better
optimized by seeking out high-quality mates in ortdeincrease the reproductive fithess and
success of offspring. This reproductive strateggriiizes reproductive choice. Females benefit
when they are able to select mates of high gegeadity and/or mates that signal a willingness
to invest resources in shared offspring. Subversfdhis choice via sexually coercive mating
tactics would have detrimental consequences foalesreproductive fitness. Additionally,
males that engage in coercive mating tactics alikalyto provide the resulting offspring with
the resources needed to increase offspring suranlfitness. Female victims of sexually
coercive mating attempts may also be at an incdeasie of being abandoned by their partner in
order to avoid the costs of cuckoldry (ThornhilR&almer, 2000). Given the potential
reproductive advantaged gained by the use of slgxe@drcive mating tactics among men, such
tactics may have been a persistent enough thréatiales throughout human evolutionary
history that selection would have favored mechasifimavoiding individuals and situations

that pose a threat of sexual coercion.



In non-human animals, physical traits and behaVvistrategies have been observed that
reduce the success or likelihood of forced copoesittempts by males. For example, females of
the insect species of water stridersjr@ognitos have elongated spines along their abdomen
that appear to serve the function of increasingfiace between the female’s abdomen and that
of males attempting to force copulation (ArngvisR&we, 1995). In orangutans /gmaeuk
females exhibit a preference for mating with laagelt males. This preference may be, in part,
to garner protection from smaller adult males tftgn use forceful mating tactics to copulate
with females (Fox, 2002).

Recent research suggests that human females s@mpeakquipped with adaptations for
avoiding and preventing sexual coercion. Usingdigec described above, threats to
reproductive choice are most costly for femalesmihey result in conception. The risk of
conception for females is not constant across thestnual cycle, rather, conception risk peaks in
the days immediately preceding and following ovola{Wilcox, Dunson, Weinberg, Trussell,

& Baird, 2001). Given this fluctuation, mechanisfosavoiding sexual coercion would be most
useful when conception risk is elevated. Outsidewhindow of increased threat, such avoidance
mechanisms may impose unnecessary costs on tiveduali, such as lost opportunities for
foraging and social exchange.

Evidence for the existence of psychological memas designed to avoid sexual
coercion has been found in a variety of domains.ekample, women in the ovulatory window
of the menstrual cycle have been shown to displeseased hand grip strength after being
exposed to cues of sexual coercion, but no suectediccurred for women in the other phases of
the menstrual cycle (Petralia & Gallup, 2002). Waoraee also more likely to avoid activities

that may put them at increased risk of sexual dssach as going to a party alone in the



evening or walking alone in a park or forest, wikenception risk is elevated (Chavanne &
Gallup, 1998; Brdoder & Hohmann, 2003). Additionalyomen in the fertile window of the
menstrual cycle exhibit a greater tendency to inéarcive intent among male strangers than
women in other phases of the menstrual cycle (Gapgar, Gangestad, & Simpson, 2007). All
of these findings converge in support of the hypsihthat women may be equipped with
mechanisms for avoiding threats to their reprodecthoice, when those threats pose the
greatest potential cost.

Given the evidence described above, the likelihafdaking raped should decline during
the fertile window of the menstrual cycle. Howeubge available data suggest that modern rape
frequencies do not significantly vary across tHéedent phases of the menstrual cycle (Fessler,
2003). A number of potential explanations couldoacd for this finding. For example, research
has documented increased attraction among menrtewa the fertile window of their
menstrual cycle (Doty, Ford, Preti, & Huggins, 19@uéguen, 2012; Miller, Tybur, & Jordan,
2007; Pipitone & Gallup, 2008; Roberts et al., 2004is increased attraction when conception
risk is elevated may lead to an increased likelkthobusing sexually coercive mating tactics.
Failure to consider this potential variation in these rates of sexual coercion across the
menstrual cycle would make it difficult to draw @tusions about the effectiveness of anti-
coercion mechanisms. Researchers have also hypmtiesat women in the fertile window of
the menstrual cycle may exert greater effort regysdexual assailants (Thornhill & Palmer,
2000). This may lead to an increased likelihootehg injured and subsequently reporting the
sexual assault via hospital records. This potemtighbility in reporting rates across the
menstrual cycle could obscure any actual decrememégpe frequency when risk of conception

is heightened. Differences between ancestral antenogporary environments, such as the



increased use of alcohol and drugs, may also aetiace the effectiveness of rape-avoidance
mechanisms in modern environments. Despite evidenggesting that rates of sexual assault do
not decline during the fertile window of the mensircycle, it is still an open question as to
whether psychological mechanisms for avoiding skgo@rcion are effective in contemporary
environments.

Starting from the simple observation that males f@males differ in their obligatory
levels of parental investment, it is possible ttea the logic of the theories of parental
investment and sexual selection to provide a destplanation for why men sometimes resort to
the use of sexually coercive mating tactics, angl wamen are inclined to avoid individuals and
situations that pose a threat of sexual coerciotheé next section, with the addition of research
from anthropology, this logic is extended furthestiggest that outgroup men may have
historically posed a greater threat of sexual doarthan ingroup men. And that, as a result,
women may be equipped with specific psychologicatinanisms for avoiding sexually coercive
threats fronoutgroupmen in particular.

Intergroup Conflict and Threats to Reproductive Chdce

Throughout history, intergroup conflict has praddgreater affordances for sexual
violence to be perpetrated against women, espgtiglmen of the invading group (Lalumiére,
Harris, Quinsey, & Rice, 2005). Reviewing histotiegidence on the association between war
and rape, Lalumiere and colleagues (2005) summ#na@eMass rape has been perpetrated by
American soldiers in Vietnam, Pakistani soldier8angal, German soldiers on the Eastern front
in the Second World War, [and] Soviet soldiers dgrihe invasion of Germany...” (p. 25).
During the Japanese occupation of the then cagfit@hina, Nanking, historians have suggested

that 20,000 women were raped (Chang, 1998; Ro0M@l7). The Warburton Commission,



established to investigate the treatment of Mushomen during the Bosnian War, estimated
that between 10,000 and 60,000 Muslim women wereddBuss, D.E., 1998). Using data from
Murdock & White's (1969) Standard Cross-Culturahfpde, Sanday (1981) examined correlates
of rape frequency in 75 tribal societies. ResultBdated four significant predictors of rape
frequency: degree of interpersonal violence, idgplaf male toughness, raiding other groups for
wives, and war. The Yanomamo tribes of SouthemeZaela and Northern Brazil provide a
perfect illustration of the association betweemiigtoup raiding and rape. Based on the
anthropological work of Napoleon Chagnon (1988)akid¢tham and Peterson (1996) describe the
intergroup raids of the Yanomamo: “The stated dipéa raid is to kill one or possibly two men
and escape. If the raiders can do so without riglosses, however, they may abduct a woman
from the enemy village. The abducted woman wiltdq@ed by all the raiders, taken to their
village, raped by the remaining men in the villaged then given as a wife to one man. She can
expect to spend the rest of her life with her newpanions” (p. 67). Though it is difficult to
provide precise estimates of the frequency of dapeng military and tribal conflicts, the weight
of evidence suggests that, throughout human hisitaigrgroup conflict has sharply increased a
woman’s risk of becoming the victim of sexual viote (Brownmiller, 1975; Epp, 1997;
Lawson, 1989; Mezey, 1994; Niarchos, 1995; Rosen@@@0; Seifert, 1996).

Proximally, many features of warfare may leadrniorerease in sexual violence,
including the absence of consenting heterosexutihghaptions, antagonistic attitudes toward
the victims’ group, and a reduced likelihood of @iiment or retaliation (Smuts, 1996). Distally,
the ultimate function of intergroup conflict may toeextract reproductive resources. This
includes the direct acquisition of females from dlgroup, as well as the acquisition of

resources that indirectly increase one’s matingoapipities, such as increased social status as a



soldier or warrior, or greater access to territmmng food resources. This association between
mating and warring has been demonstrated empyitalesearch showing that men, but not
women, are more likely to endorse statements stipgoxar after they are primed with

attractive members of the opposite sex as oppaseddttractive members of the opposite sex or
national flags (Chang et al., 2011).

Given that violent intergroup conflict may haveehesven more common in prehistoric
societies than has been the case in modern oribatsocieties (see e.g., Keeley, 1996; Pinker,
2012), the association between sexual coercioroatgtoup men may have been quite strong
for women throughout human evolutionary history.aA®sult, outgroup men may have posed a
more probable threat of sexual assault than ingnoemp, controlling for the time women spent in
proximity to members of each group (Navarrete, Mcéld, Molina, & Sidanius, 2010;
Wrangham & Peterson, 1996). For these reasons, womag have evolved more specific
psychological mechanisms for protecting reprodectiioice within intergroup contexts.

This theoretical framework lends itself to the getion of a number of predictions
regarding the motivations underlying intergroupstaaong women. For example, women
should exhibit greater levels of bias against augrmen than outgroup women, given that
outgroup men have historically posed a greateathitewomen’s safety and reproductive choice.
Women'’s bias against outgroup men should incredmssthreats to reproductive choice are
most costly, that is, when conception risk is elesdlaWomen who appraise themselves as being
particularly vulnerable to threats to their reproilee choice, or who are most fearful of sexual
coercion, are expected to exhibit heightened levkistergroup bias. Outgroup men that are
perceived as a greater threat to reproductive ehesca function of heightened physical

formidability are also likely to be the target atreased bias given that such men would be more



capable of effectively constraining a woman and @anmising her reproductive choice.
Research in support of each of these predictiopsoded below.
Empirical Support for a Gendered Psychology of Prajdice

In recent years, research has accumulated prgvadipport for the notion that women’s
intergroup bias reflects, at least in part, a naiton to protect reproductive choice. In a serfes o
studies, Navarrete, McDonald, Molina and SidanB@sQ; Studies 3 and 4) showed that
women’s racial bias is elevated among women whoaagp themselves as being particularly
vulnerable to, or fearful of, sexual coercion, ewdren controlling for domain-general
fearfulness. Importantly, this elevated bias wasdaled primarily againgiutgroupmalesand
not outgroup females or ingroup members. Thesegsdcomplement a large literature
originating within Social Dominance Theory finditttat intergroup bias is primarily directed at
minority menacross a large variety of samples (reviewed in baddd, Navarrete, & Sidanius,
2011).

Biases against outgroup members also appearrdied to fertility, as research has
shown that White women in the fertile window of thenstrual cycle exhibit heightened levels
of racial bias against Black males. This effect easn stronger among women who reported a
greater fear and vulnerability to sexual coercidaVarrete et al., 2009). These findings suggest
that women'’s bias against outgroup men may fundbgorotect reproductive choice by avoiding
individuals that may have historically posed a tgethreat of sexual coercion, particularly when
those threats would be most costly, and among womenare most vulnerable to such threats.

Recent research has expanded on these findingséstigating how women'’s prejudice
varies as a function of fertility as well as nomsociously held perceptions of the threat posed by

men of the outgroup (McDonald et al., 2011). Irsttiudy, women'’s implicit evaluations of



outgroup men using both Black and White women ssakch participants, was examined.
Results indicated that women’s implicit racial biess significantly predicted by their risk of
conception, but only among women who associateddtial outgroup with physicality
(McDonald, Asher, Kerr, & Navarrete, 2011). Spexfly, women who were in the fertile
window of the menstrual cycle, and who also pemgithe outgroup as physically threatening,
exhibited more implicit prejudice than women whargvaot fertile or who did not view the
outgroup as physically threatening. From a fun@ligrerspective, women may be more biased
against outgroup men who pose a physical threausecthose men are more capable of
effectively constraining a woman’s behavior andoépctive choice.
The Role of Social Categorization in Intergroup Bia

Modern-day intergroup conflict is often definedra racial or ethnic lines, however, for
most of our evolutionary history the geographidrdisition of different racial groups would
have made it very unlikely that an individual wollave encountered a member of a different
racial group (Stringer & McKie, 1997). Instead, hams lived in small bands, or coalitions, of
between 10 and 50 individuals that often came gotdlict with neighboring bands. Rather than
being defined by race or ethnicity, coalitional gps were likely identified by features such as
style of dress, shared dialect, and the displagpafitional badges or markings (Kurzban, Tooby,
& Cosmides, 2001). Given this evolutionary histatys unlikely that the human mind evolved
cognitive mechanisms to process information speadlff about racial groups, instead, it is much
more likely that humans evolved to process inforamaabout coalitional groups. As a result, the
human mind may use simple categorization processasheuristic for identifying members of
ingroups and outgroups. Indeed, researcmommal groupshas demonstrated that individuals

assigned to a novel group on the basis of arbitatgria (e.g. whether you are an
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underestimator or overestimator of dots; Tajfelli@iBundy, & Flament, 1971) still exhibit an
intergroup bias, that is, they allocate more rewaodfellow ingroup members than outgroup
members. Even though group membership is largedieirant to the task, the simple act of
categorization is sufficient to produce intergrduigs. These findings can be understood within
the context of a coalitional group psychology iniethany cues that aid social categorization,
however arbitrarily formed, provide an index of @neoalitional group membership. More than
just a random group of individuals, coalitions eapable of engaging in coordinated action and
therefore represent a greater threat to the ingrowgieed, research suggests that groups of
similar individuals are perceived by others as nar@gonistic (Dasgupta, Banaji, & Abelson,
1999). From this perspective, racial bias may bgmoduct of a more basic coalitional bias in
which skin tone is used as an indicator of coalgioggroup membership. Subsequently, the same
mechanisms that produce intergroup bias in a raoialext should also produce intergroup bias
in a coalitional context without the presence afahcues.

In a critical test of this idea, McDonald and ealjues (2011) conducted a follow-up
study to that described above, where women oftlatiieities were assigned to one of two
minimalgroups(Tajfel, et al., 1971) on the basis of a colorgegtion task. After this
assignment, participants were asked to wear atttblat matched the color of their minimal
group for the rest of the experimental sessiontidigants then completed measures assessing
their implicit bias against the outgroup (individkiavearing the opposing color t-shirt) and the
extent to which they implicitly associated thoségooup members with physicality. Despite the
fact that the groups had been divided along aritmaes, the same pattern of effects emerged as

with racial groups. That is, fertile women who asated the minimal outgroup with physicality
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exhibited more bias against them—even though tlaeyrio previous experience with the
outgroup, and group categories were clearly trivial

These results provide compelling evidence thatrieehanisms by which women'’s
evaluations of outgroup men become more negatitieincreasing fertility do not depend on a
specific racial context, and may instead be tied toore general psychological system that
evolved to detect and respond to coalitional grotipss system likely relies on more basic
categorization processes that respond to even rairmues of group membership.

In summary, previous research suggests that wamete€rgroup bias is, at least in part,
driven by an unconscious motivation to protectodpctive choice. Evidence for this claim
includes the finding that women'’s intergroup bggiimarily directed at outgroup men, and that
this bias is elevated among women that would be mdeerable to threats to their reproductive
choice. This includes women who are in the fedtiiedow of their menstrual cycle, women who
appraise themselves as being particularly vulnerosexual coercion, and women who
perceive the target outgroup to be physically folabie. Importantly, these mechanisms are not
specific to a racial group context. Rather, thgchslogical mechanisms appear to operate at a
broader level that responds to simple cues indigadicoalitional group membership.

The Current Research

Women'’s intergroup bias is thought to functionleaist in part, to motivate women to
avoid targets that have historically posed a sicgnit threat to their reproductive choice. Yet,
research in this area has not yet linked this natitwm to a behavioral outcome. Previous
research has taken as an assumption that womepligiinbiases against outgroup men will lead
to discriminatory behavior, but these assumptiansemot yet been tested. Discriminatory

behavior should be most apparent in contexts wiveraen’s reproductive choice is most
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readily threatened, such as contexts that prondet-germ mating opportunities. To address
these questions, the present research compareandemomen’s responses to intergroup mating
requests. Given the goal of protecting reproduativa@ice and the potential threat to this goal
that outgroup men pose, women are predicted tedsevilling than men to accept dating
requests from outgroup members. This should bécp&atly true when threats to reproductive
choice are most costly, that is, when women atddeand when they appraise themselves as
particularly vulnerable to sexual coercion or asghe outgroup member to be physically
formidable or threatening. Previous research hasady documented that women exhibit a
stronger ingroup dating preference, but only witk-existing group memberships, such as race
(Fisman, lyengar, Kamenica, & Simonson, 2006; SpecSullivan, & Hatfield, 1994). The
present research uses minimal groups so that gnampbership can be randomly assigned. This
enables conclusions to be drawn about intergroap foom a coalitional perspective, without
contamination from pre-existing stereotypes abawuid, biases against, racial groups. The present
research also examines the role of conception vidkerability to sexual coercion, and
perceptions of outgroup target formidability in mating intergroup bias among women.

To assess mating decisions, the present reseagoys a modified version of the
research paradigm on dating propositions develbyedlark and Hatfield (1989). In their
classic study, research confederates approachadtatt students on a college campus and said,
“I have been noticing you around campus. | find y@ibe very attractive.” Then the confederate
made one of three possible requests: (1) “Wouldgmout with me tonight?” (2) “Would you
come over to my apartment tonight?” or (3) “Wouttliygo to bed with me tonight?” Across two
studies (collected in 1978 and 1982), results meid that the rates of acceptance for the latter

two requests differed significantly between maleg iemales (Table 1). Specifically, men were
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much more likely to respond positively to requéstgo back to the requestors apartment (Study
1: 69% versus 6%; Study 2: 69% versus 0%) amddoests to go to bed with the requestor
(Study 1: 75% versus 0%; Study 2: 69% versus 0¥gse findings were also replicated in a
later study (Clark, 1990). The large gender diffiees in positive responses are consistent with
an evolutionary perspective in which women, assaltef their larger parental investment, have
less to gain than men from securing access to mslaont-term mating opportunities and tend to
have higher standards for selecting short-term snate

For the present research, the original paradigsimeadified slightly. Participants signed
up to participate in a psychological study purpdistenvestigating “Personality and Online
Communication.” After completing a series of questiaires, participants interacted with
another participant (actually a confederate) onliilaeSkype chat. Participants were not able to
see their chat partner in real-time, but they vedeo believe that a Skype profile photograph of
an attractive member of the opposite-sex was tinet partner. They were also told that their
own photograph was being displayed to their chethpa After brief introductions, the
confederate followed a nearly identical scripttest ised in the original studies to make one of
the three requests. Each participant’s conversatitinthe confederate was saved and coded for
whether the participant said yes or no to the rejaes well as how willing they were to respond
positively.

These changes to the original paradigm provicefexr €nvironment for both the
participant and the research confederate. Thigdedso permits the collection of individual
difference measures prior to the interaction, so tihe role of personality in predicting responses
can be examined. Although some of these changes thaksetting less naturalistic (participants

know they are taking part in a psychological stutly¢ manipulation is structured so that
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participants are led to believe the request igaat of the experiment. Much of recent research
attempting to replicate the findings of Clark anatfi¢ld use vignette studies that simply ask
participants to indicate how they think they wotddpond to the three requests (e.g. Conley,
2010). This approach may be more susceptible tgpsesentation biases and, as a result, may
not align with true behavioral responses. The nagtamopted for the present study attempt to
strike a balance between the naturalistic approdthe original study and the purely-
hypothetical approach of vignette studies.

Given the departures from the original paradigmd$ 1 attempts to conceptually
replicate the results reported by Clark & Hatfi€l@89). Specifically, the prediction is that men
will be more likely than women to agree to thedativo requests (i.e., going to the requestors’
apartment and having sex with the requestor). Stualgo serves the purpose of evaluating
which of the requests produces the most variabilityomen’s responses, so that individual
difference predictors can be used to examine thievaimns underlying women'’s intergroup
dating biases. Using this request, Study 2 expmslparadigm to an intergroup context;
participants interact with a member of the oppos#be that has ostensibly been assigned to the
same minimal group as the participant or a diffeggaup from the participant. The hypotheses
for this study are as follows: (H1) Overall, merliwe more likely than women to say yes to the
request, (H2) women will show a stronger ingrouprdgpreference (or outgroup bias) than
men, (H3) the ingroup dating preference will bevated among women with heightened
conception risk and who appraise themselves asxalbte to sexual coercion, and (H4) the
ingroup dating preference will be elevated amongweo with heightened conception risk and

who perceive the male requestor as physically fdatnlie or threatening.
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STUDY 1

Study 1 was conducted as a conceptual replicafitime original Clark and Hatfield
study (1989). This paradigm allows the evaluatibmen and women’s responses to mating
requests along a continuum of short-term matingests. In the original study, women were
very unlikely to respond positively to the more salxrequests, but approximately half of the
women responded positively to the date requesulBesom the current study will be used to
select a dating request for Study 2 that providéiscgent variability in women’s responses. The
date request could be used given that it produoed gariability in the original study, however,
those data were collected over 30 years ago, gndisant changes have been made to the
experimental procedure. As such, it is importarfirs examine the response rates of men and
women in this modified version of the Clark and fi¢ddl (1989) paradigm.

Method

Participants

Participants were 133 Michigan State Universitidsnts recruited through the
Psychology Participant Pool. The composition ofsample was 58% female and 84% White,
with an average age of 19.38[3= 1.46). Participants were excluded from the feeahple if
they reported a non-heterosexual sexual orientétien7) or if they elected to have their data
withdrawn following the debriefing that informedetin of the use of deception (n = 1). This left
a final sample size of 125.
Procedure

Participants signed up to participate in a psyatjchl study ostensibly about personality
and online communication. Prior to their scheddesision participants were instructed to submit

a recent photograph of themselves that did notidecbther individuals. Participants were not
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permitted to participate if they did not submitleofo in advance. Upon arrival, participants were
told that that the purpose of the study was toueatal how people get to know each other during
online interactions, and that they would be chgttnline with another participant located in
another lab.

After completing a set of personality questionesiithe participant was permitted to
begin chatting with the other participant (actualgonfederate of the study). Once the
interaction started, the research assistant exdusedr herself to use the bathroom and
remained outside of the lab until 5 minutes hagsdd. This was done to ensure that the
participant did not try to notify the research a&sit about the nature of the request during the
online interaction (the research assistant wasllbbrexperimental condition).

Participants engaged in the typed-conversatiosSkige chat; all video communication
was disabled. However, an attractive photograghadiveness was evaluated via pretesting and
is described below) of the participant’s ostensdblat partner was made visible via the
confederate’s Skype Profile. Participants were bdddo believe that their own picture had been
uploaded for their chat partner to view (to protéet identity of the participant from the
confederate, their picture was not actually uploddBepending on the sex of the participant,
the confederate introduced themselves as eithenddicor Ashley (the two most popular baby
names in 1992, around the time when most partitspaere likely to have been born) and then
asked the participant if he or she is a psychologjor. The participant typically returned this
guestion, which the confederate responded to pestti

Following this, the confederate said, “I thinkel'seen you around campus before. | think
you're really attractive,” and then, based on altan assignment to condition, made one of three

requests: (1) “Do you want to go out with me ton®ji{(2) “Do you want to hang out at my place
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tonight?” (3) “Do you want to have sex with me @ini?” The confederate waited for the
participant’s response, confirming their seriousnésecessary. Following this, the confederate
backed off the request by saying, “Sorry, that veadly forward, maybe we should actually get
to know each other more first! haha,” and then iooed the conversation with a series of
guestion prompts (e.g. What do you like to do tord Have you seen any good movies lately?
What kind of music do you like?) until the othesearch assistant returned to the lab.

After 5 minutes, the research assistant returneldradicated that the online chat was
over. Participants were then directed to a sebafputer-administered follow-up questions that
included three debriefing items probing for sugmciParticipants were then fully debriefed by
the research assistant and given the opportunitharaw their data if they wished.

Materials and Measures

Chat Partner Photographs.A large sample of pictures of attractive youngesand
females was obtained online from royalty-free stplkto websites. Ratings of attractiveness (1
= Not at all Attractive, 4 = Moderately Attractivé,= Very Attractive) for these photos were
obtained in a pre-test study from an independanpsaof 50 participants (24 males, 26
females). Five photos from each gender pool wdeetsl for use based on two criteria (1)
having a high average rating of attractiveness,(2htlaving a low standard deviation of ratings,
that is, greater consensus among raters on tlaetateness of the photo. The average
attractiveness of the male photos, as rated bfethale participants, was 5.480 = .67) and the
average attractiveness of the female photos, ed gt the male participants, was 5.5D¢E
.73). An independent samples t-test indicatedttiege ratings were not significantly different
from one anothet(48) = .081p = .936,d = .03. Consensus among the raters indicated strong

agreement for attractiveness levels (male photes! tay female participants;y = .85, female
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photos rated by male participantgy = .82; calculations based on a slightly skewed nul
distribution, LeBreton & Senter, 2008). For eacbssen, the photograph to be used was selected
randomly from within the appropriate gender catgdexample stimuli can be obtained by

contacting the author). A chi-square test indicaked yes/no response patterns did not differ

across the different images for each gender (feims!iges;(2 (4) =3.10p =.542; male images:

xz (4) =4.18p = .382), so all reported analyses are collapsembache different images within

gender.

Participant Responses and WillingnessThe chat conversations between each
participant and the research confederate were sawithen edited to remove cues to the gender
of the participant (e.g., names were deleted). &lsesversations were then coded by two
research assistants to create two dependent respanables. All interactions were coded as
either a Yes (1) or No (0) to the request. If thetipipant did not clearly indicate a response,
coders made a judgment about which direction thiecgzant was leaning (e.g. the response
“Well 1 don't know you so | don't know about that’lwas coded as a “no”). Responses were
also coded for how willing the participant was tzept the request from 1 (Not at all willing) to
5 (Very willing). Inter-rater reliability was goddr both measures. For the dichotomous
response, coders agreed on 92% of responses (Ka@@ap < .001). For willingness ratings,
coders agreed exactly on 71% of responses an@satiare strongly correlateds= .86,p < .001
(Kappa = .60p < .001). Discrepancies for both variables werelwes by the author.

Suspicion CheckFollowing the online interaction, participants resged to three items
attempting to probe for suspicion. The first tworpited open-ended responses: “What do you

think the purpose of this study was?” and “Did yima anything odd or peculiar about this
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study?” The third item asked participants to intBoan a 5-point scale how suspicious they were
that their chat partner was not real (“Not at aB@cious” to “Very suspicious”).
Results
To evaluate whether there were gender differemct®e overall likelihood of a positive
response, a 2 (Gender) by 2 (Response: Yes or Niegdliare test was performed. Results

indicated that men were more likely to respond fpasy to the requests (44.2%) than were

women (11.0%))(2 (1) = 18.03p < .001. This finding was also confirmed when mapant’s

willingness to respond positively was considereégniMvere more willing to respond positively
(M = 2.88,SD = 1.45) than were womeM(= 1.77,SD = .86),t-test with unequal variances
1(76.25) = -4.97p < .001,d = .77

Gender differences in response patterns weretdsted separately by the level of
request. Table 1 summarizes the findings and coesghem to the original findings of Clark

and Hatfield (1989). Contrary to previous resedhett failed to find gender differences in

response to requests to go out on a date (Clarla@idid, 1989), men were significantly more
likely to say yes to the date request (75.0%) thiare women (8.7%)@2 (1) = 18.03p < .001.
Men were also more likely to say yes to the reqteekang out at the requestors place (36.8%)
than were women (21.70@,2(1) =1.16,p =.281, but the effect was not statistically Siigaint.
Although there were fewer positive responses irsthecondition overall, the same gender
difference was obtained. Men were more likely tp was (23.5%) than were women (3.7%5,
(1) =4.07 p =.044. The same pattern of results was obtairezhvexamining ratings of the

participant’s willingness to respond positivelylbyel of request. Men were more willing to go

on a date than women (MeM: = 3.63,SD= 1.41; WomenM = 2.04,SD = .77;t-test with
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unequal variance$21.22) = -4.09p = .001;d = 1.13), more willing to hang out at the
requestors place, though this was not statisticadjgificant (Men:M = 2.68,SD = 1.34;
Women:M = 2.17,SD = .83;t-test with unequal variance$29.00) = -1.45p = .158;d = .38),
and more willing to have sex than women (Mkh= 2.41,SD= 1.42; WomenM = 1.19,SD=

.62;t-test with unequal variancet$19.94) = -.37p = .003;d = .86).

Table 1
Responses to Requests by Gender and Conditiotudy $ Compared to Results from Clark
and Hatfield (1989)

Percentage of Yes Responses  Mean Willingness
(n/N) (SD)
Condition: 1 2 3 1 2 3
75% 37% 26% 3.63 2.68 241
(12/16) (7/19) (4/a7) (1.41) (1.34) (1.42)
9% 22% 4% 2.04 2.17 1.19
(2/123)  (5/23) (27) (.77) (.83) (.62)

Percentage of Yes ResponsdRercentage of Yes Responses

Men

Women

Clark & Hatfield (1989)

(n/N): Study 1 (n/N): Study 2
Condition: 1 2 3 1 2 3
Men 50% 69% 75% 50% 69% 69%
(8/16) (11/16) (12/16) (8/16) (11/16) (11/16)
Women 56% 6% 0% 50% 0% 0%

(9/16)  (1/a6) (0O/16) (8/16) (0/16)  (O/16)
Note.Conditions for current study / Clark and Hatfi¢l®89) studies: 1 = “Do you want to go

out with me tonight?” / “Would you go out with menight?”; Condition 2 = “Do you want to
hang out at my place tonight?” / “Would you comeioto my apartment tonight?”; Condition 3
= “Do you want to have sex with me tonight?” / “Wdyou go to bed with me tonight?”

21



The lower acceptance rates in response to regieelsésng out at the chat partner’s place
and to have sex may be the result of increasedslevsuspicion. Indeed, participants’ suspicion
that their chat partner was not real approachedédhimg of the 5-point scal®) = 4.47,SD=
.88. To examine whether suspicion influenced pigdiat’'s responses, and whether the influence
of suspicion varied across conditions, a multiglgression analysis was performed predicting
participants’ willingness to respond positivelythe request. Predictors were entered stepwise as
follows (1) participants’ suspicion, standardiz&), participant gender, (3) two dummy codes
for experimental condition, and (4) two interacttenms between standardized suspicion and the
dummy codes for experimental condition. There wastatistical evidence for a significant

main effect of suspiciorb(=-.17,p =-.13,t(118) = -1.03p = .307), nor an interaction between

suspicion and experimental condition (change2|n:R002,F(2,118) =.16p = .854).

Discussion

Previous research has found that men and womewotddiffer in their likelihood of
responding positively to date requests, but divevigen requests are farther along the short-term
mating continuum (Clark & Hatfield, 1989). The peasfindings document similar gender
differences but do not exactly duplicate the omjimattern of results, which may be in part
attributable to changes in the experimental prosedugenerational differences. In the current
study men were more likely to respond positivelyhi® date request than women, whereas there
was no gender difference for date requests in tiggnal study. Men and women did not differ
significantly in their likelihood of saying yes k@anging out at the requestor’s place, although
rates of acceptance were higher for men. In previegearch, men were significantly more
likely to say yes to this request than women. dseiit from the original study that was clearly

replicated using this procedure was that men wene ikely to accept an invitation for casual
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sex than women. The overall rates of acceptanaseever, were much lower than the rates in the
original study (23.5% versus 75% and 69%).

In previous research, the date request is argqubd & long-term mating request. Yet,
because the request is presumably made on thedfadisaction alone, and no other attributes,
it is likely interpreted as a more short-term regjuAssuming this, the tendency for men to
respond positively with greater frequency than wonsenot at all surprising. Yet, if the request
was interpreted as a long-term mating request, ttesignificant gender difference may be the
result of men and women evaluating their chat garom different attributes. In long-term
mating, both men and women tend to be more paati@dout mate selection, but focus on
different attributes. Whereas men tend to placeglehn value on attractiveness of mates, women
tend to place a higher value on a potential pagreenrent or prospective earning potential
(Buss & Schmitt, 1993). For the male participantshis study, cues of attractiveness were
readily accessible via the photograph. Howevernfomen, there were no cues to earning
potential at the time the request was made. TBixrelpancy may have resulted in greater
reluctance to respond positively among women.

The failure to find evidence of a significant gendifference in response to the request
to hang out at the chat partner’s apartment magnlssue of power, or the result of ambiguity
in the interpretation of the request. The phraB& you want to hang out at my place tonight?”
may be interpreted as a benign request or as #ation for casual sexual activity. A brief
online survey of undergraduate students confirraptiesence of this ambiguity. When asked
what a member of the opposite sex hopes to happen they invite you to hang out at their
place, the majority of respondents indicate sometimtimate or sexual (68%; n = 121).

However, a sizable proportion of individuals alsdicate that they may just want to get to know

23



each other, watch a movie, order food, or hangnatlnt friends (32%; n = 56). This ambiguity
makes it difficult to interpret the lack of a gendéference in response rates to the request.

Another departure from the original findings iatimen were less likely to respond
positively to thehang outandsexrequests than they were in the original studiéss Tould be a
result of increased suspicion in online interadi¢onn & Sherman, 2002) or because the
experimental context increased suspicion. The ahstic setting of the original study should
have eliminated concerns of suspicion that theestwas not real, but these concerns were
quite prevalent in the present study. Althoughehgas no statistical evidence for a significant
main effect of suspicion or an interaction betwsespicion and experimental condition, the
design of Study 2 was altered to reduce overadllfeof suspicion. These changes, among others,
are described below.

STUDY 2

The results of Study 1 indicate that the modifiedsion of the sexual requests paradigm
conceptually replicates the gender difference aepéivity to short-term mating requests
reported by Clark and Hatfield (1989). The purpo&8tudy 2 is to evaluate gender differences
in responses to intergroup mating requests, wghrticular emphasis on the motives underlying
intergroup bias among women. To address theseigngsseveral changes were implemented to
the design described in Study 1. First, increasatisical power was needed to evaluate
potential individual level predictors of women’sargroup bias. Rather than splitting
participants across three different request camusti only one request type was used. The ideal
request is one that indicates a short-term matmgext but still produces a significant amount
of variation in women'’s responses so that individiitierence predictors can be effective. Given

the ambiguity of the “hang out” request and the lawnber of females responding affirmatively
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to the “sex” request, the date request was useddt Wwas slightly modified to increase response
rates. Specifically, participants were asked iythanted to “hang out” sometime this week.

This request is seemingly non-threatening as Nipges participants with an opportunity to meet
in person before deciding if they want to contitluer interaction more seriously. As a result,
the use of this request was expected to increasaléeresponse rates. Yet, it may still be
considered a shorter-term request given that itmade prior to any significant exchange of
personal information between the requestor angainicipant, and was presumably made on the
basis of attraction alone.

Heterosexual individuals not in romantic relatioips were specifically recruited so as to
reduce barriers to acceptance of requests. Feragieipants not currently using hormonal
contraceptives were also recruited so that vanaticconception risk could be used to predict
response patterns. Selection of participants basdbese features is an advantage of the current
study design that would be more difficult in a matistic study.

To reduce suspicion among participants that ttteat partner was not real, participants
first interacted with two other “participants” (esgch confederates) that followed a script for a
typical first-time interaction, and did not makeyatate requests. During the third interaction,
participants were propositioned with the date retjuRarticipants were expected to find the final
interaction more believable given exposure to segiyinormal interaction partners.
Additionally, because patrticipants indicated swpiin the debriefing items about how quickly
the request was made in Study 1, the request fmlySt was made after a series of three
guestion prompts instead of only one.

To manipulate group membership, participants vassigned to a minimal group (red,

blue, or yellow) on the basis of a simple colorge@tion task. Using this intergroup
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manipulation, the predictions for Study 2 were: i@V erall, men will be more likely than
women to say yes to the request, (H2) women wdirxsh stronger ingroup dating preference (or
outgroup bias) than men, (H3) stronger ingroupndgpireferences will be associated with
increased conception risk, particularly among wonvbn appraise themselves as vulnerable to
sexual coercion, and (H4) stronger ingroup datiregguences will be associated with increased
conception risk, particularly among women who pee¢he male requestor as physically
formidable or threatening.
Method

Participants

Participants included 371 Michigan State Universtudents enrolled in the Psychology
Participant Pool. Heterosexual and single partidipavere preferentially recruited for
participation via the description of participatigguirements for the study, as were females that
were not using hormonal contraceptives. Of thoaephrticipated, 21 individuals were dropped

from all analyses due to experimenter error (n ; k@mosexual sexual orientation (n = 6), a
large age discrepancy (n :?Zaa,nd a serious language barrier (n = 1). Of theaneimg 350
participants, 263 were female (75.1%) and the @yeeeaqe of the sample was 19.27 ye8i3 %
1.66). The racial/ethnic breakdown of participanés as foIIowsg: 279 White; 36 Black; 21

Asian; 9 Hispanic; 15 multiracial or “other.” A mexhte proportion of the sample, 32.6% (114),
reported being in a romantic relationship. Partioigg were randomly assigned to experimental
condition, resulting in 53.1% of the sample beisgigned to the ingroup condition (186) and

46.9% being assigned to the outgroup condition 164

26



Procedure

Participants signed up for a two-part study pugutly exploring “Personality and Online
Communication” via the online psychology particippnol. For the first part, participants
completed a series of questionnaires online. F@s#tond part, participants attended a lab
session, but were instructed to submit, prior tartarrival, a recent digital photograph of
themselves with no one else pictured. Upon arav#heir session, participants were assigned to
either a red, yellow, or blue group on the basia oblor perception task. A computer monitor
presented an image of a 56-block grid of two pringiors (randomly assigned: red and blue,
red and yellow, or blue and yellow); which werepdissed randomly in equal proportion across
the grid. On each of three trials, a grid was presskfor 2 s, followed by a prompt to indicate
which color on the grid was more prevalent. Follogvihe third trial, participants were told that
they more readily perceived whichever color theyrested as more prevalent on at least two of
the three trials and were subsequently assignedoersimp to that group (e.g., “You tend to
perceive BLUE more easily, you are in the BLUE gruParticipants wore a T-shirt matching
their group assignment in order to remind thenhefrtgroup membership throughout the rest of
the experiment. The photograph submitted by theqgyaent prior to their session was then
digitally manipulated to add a colored border abthre picture that matched the participant’s
group membership color.

Following their group assignment, participants pteted a stereotype implicit
association test, or stereotype IAT (described amentletail below; Amodio & Devine, 2006),
using minimal groups as the target groups (McDoealal., 2011). Participants were then told
that they would be interacting with three othertiggrants online via Skype chat. In reality, they

interacted with the same research confederateafdr eonversation. Video communication was
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disabled but participants were able to view a ptiatph of the person presumed to be their chat
partner. A colored border was added to each oktplstographs so that it appeared as though
each individual had been assigned to a red, blugeltow group, just as the participant had
been. The participant’s first two interactions ajwaccurred with an ingroup member (the
border around the pictures matched that of thaqgigeint’'s), the gender of which was
counterbalanced. The third interaction always aszlwith an attractive member of the opposite
sex that was randomly assigned to be either amupgmember (matching border color) or an
outgroup member (non-matching border color). Eatéraction lasted five minutes and was
followed with a brief survey assessing the partioifs perception of the chat partner.

The research confederate used a set of questomgts to guide the first two interactions
(e.g. What do you like to do for fun?). For thedhinteraction, the confederate introduced him
or herself as either Michael or Ashley dependingvbiether the participant was a male or
female, and then asked the following questions;Hbw are you?” (2) “What year are you?” (3)
“What is your major?” After this, the research cenidrate typed to the participant, “Your picture
looks really familiar, | think I've seen you aroundmpus before,” followed by, “I think you're
really attractive. Do you want to hang out with szgnetime this week?” If the participant
indicated a yes response, the confederate conttigecbnversation with more question
prompts. If the participant indicated a no respottse confederate was instructed to back off
from the request by typing, “Sorry, that was redédigward, maybe we should get to know each
other more first, haha!” and then continued witl tonversation prompts until five minutes
elapsed. The research assistant then directedathieipant to the final follow-up measures, a
manipulation check, and items probing for suspicldpon completion, the research assistant

fully debriefed the participant and provided themthwhe opportunity to withdraw their data.
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Materials

Chat Partner Photographs.A large sample of pictures of attractive young raaed
females was obtained online from royalty-free stplbkto websites. Care was taken to ensure
that the photographs did not appear to be of ppsafgssional models so as to reduce
participants’ suspicion that their chat partnersen®t real participants. Ratings of attractiveness
(1 = not at all attractive, 4 = moderately attraeti7 = very attractive) for these photos were
obtained in a pre-test study from an independanpgaof 186 participants (61 males, 125
females). An attractive male photograph and ferpht@ograph were selected for the third
online interaction that would serve as the photplgsefor both the ingroup and outgroup
condition (example stimuli can be obtained by cottg the author). Photos were selected on
the basis of two criteria (1) having a high averesgang of attractiveness and (2) having a low
standard deviation for ratings, that is, greatersemsus among raters on the attractiveness of the
photo. The average attractiveness of the male phstmted by the female participants, was 4.85
(SD= 1.44) and the average attractiveness of theléepteto, as rated by the male participants,
was 4.75%D= 1.51). An independent samples t-test indicdtatl these ratings were not
significantly different from one anothe(184) = .43p = .666,d = .07. Consensus among the

raters indicated strong agreement for attractiver®sels (male photos rated by female

participantsr,q = .79, female photos rated by male participanjg,= .71; calculations based
s §

on a slightly skewed null distribution, LeBretonS&nter, 2008).

The photos for the first and second interactiorness were selected to (1) have a lower
average rating of attractiveness than the photothéothird interaction partner and (2) have a
low standard deviation for ratings. The averageetiveness of the male photo, as rated by the

female participants, was 2.83@ = 1.24) and the average attractiveness of theléepieto, as
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rated by the male participants, was 2.3D € 1.38). An independent samples t-test indicated
that these ratings were not significantly differéin one anothet(184) = -.67p = .504,d =

.10. Paired sample t-tests indicated that thestoghaphs were rated significantly less attractive
than the same gender photograph used for theithigchction (female photo§60) = 9.43p <
.001,d = 1.50; male photo$(123) = 11.98p < .001,d = 1.37). Consensus among the raters

indicated moderate agreement for attractivenesdddmale photos rated by female participants:

rwg = .53, female photos rated by male participanyjg,= .65; calculations based on a slightly

skewed null distribution, LeBreton & Senter, 2008).
Predictors of Intergroup Dating Preferences

Conception Risk.Risk of conception varies throughout the menstcyale, peaking in
the time surrounding ovulation (days 11-15). Taeassonception risk, female participants were
asked to report the dates of the beginning of tlsirtwo menstrual periods, using calendars to
help make their estimates. Subtracting the twodatevided an estimate of cycle length.
Current cycle day was determined using the forveatthting method (Wideman, Montgomery,
Levine, Beynnon, & Shultz, 2013). Participants walis® given the opportunity to report the date
of onset of their next menstrual cycle by complgtnbrief online survey on the day that their
next menstrual period began, and earned one adalitbtourse credit for doing so. When this
prospective data was available it was used in coatimn with the most recent menstrual cycle
onset to calculate cycle length instead of usinfy betrospective dates. Participants who were
pregnant or currently late for their menstrual périusing hormonal contraceptives, or reported
non-standard cycle lengths, (less than 20 dayseatgr than 40 days), were excluded from

relevant analyses.

30



Conception risk values were estimated by mapparggypants’ cycle day onto actuarial
data from women attempting to become pregnant @¥jl©Dunson, Weinberg, Trussell, &
Baird, 2001). The actuarial data is separatedthnee categories: women with regular cycles,
women with irregular cycles, and all women. Womazysle day was mapped onto the
conception risk values from the appropriate catgdmased on whether the participant reported
an irregular menstrual cycle (i.e. one that hageddoy more than 2 weeks within the last 6
months). If the participant was unsure of theirleyegularity, the data from the “all women”
category was used. Conception risk values ranged 00 to .094Nl = .03,SD = .03), with
higher values indicating a greater probability ohception, were intercourse to occur.

Vulnerability to Sexual Coercion. Self-appraised vulnerability to sexual coercion
(VSC) of female participants was measured usin@@fh#em Fear of Rape Scale (Senn &
Dzinas, 1996). The items on the scale assess lmehhvigilance against past and potential
threats (e.g., “Before | go to bed at night | deuttheck to make sure the doors are securely
locked”), wariness of men (e.g., “I am wary of mgrand explicit fear of sexual assault (e.qg., “I
am afraid of being sexually assaulted”). Partictpamere instructed to indicate the extent to
which they agree or disagree with each item orpaiiit scale ranging from 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). A composite sadrall of the items was createll (= 4.14,SD

= .82) that exhibited good reliability (Cronbackis= .91).

Indirect Assessment of Target Formidability.To assess the extent to which
participants associate the minimal outgroup witiigatal formidability, the stereotype Implicit
Association Test was used (stereotype IAT; AmodiD&vine, 2006). The stereotype IAT was
used to evaluate how strongly participants assedtitite outgroup with the concept “Physical”

relative to their association of the ingroup witle toncept “Mental.” The task presents
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participants with paired categories (e.g. Blue @rand Physical versus Yellow Group and
Mental) at the top left and right corners of thenpaiter monitor. Representative stimuli from
each category appear in the center of the monitditize participant’s task is to quickly sort the
stimuli into the proper paired category. After aieg of trials, the category pairings are switched
(e.g. Blue Group and Mental versus Yellow Group Bhgisical) and participants perform the
sorting task again. A difference score is calculdt@reenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003)
comparing the speed with which participants are &iimake these two sets of categorizations.
If participants are faster when the blue groupeisqa with physical than when it is paired with
mental, it suggests that the blue group is perdebyethe participant to be more closely
associated with the concept physical than mentallternatively, that the yellow group is more
closely associated with the concept mental relatvehysical.

The stereotype IAT was presented to participasitsguthe color groups that the
participant viewed during the color perception talke representative stimuli for the color
group categories were images of White males (t&lcen the NimStim Database; Tottenham et
al., 2009) from the chest up that had been digitalnipulated to appear as if they were wearing
a red, blue, or yellow t-shirt. Targets wearing shene color t-shirt as the participant were
considered an ingroup member, whereas targetsngetire opposing color were considered an
outgroup member. The representative stimuli forghysical and mental categories included
words such as muscular, strong (physical categbrg)ny, and library (mental category).
Example stimuli are provided in Appendix A (Tabk)lnd the supplemental figures provided
by McDonald and colleagues (2011). The data weseesicso that higher values indicate a
stronger association between the participant’sroutgand the concept physical, or

alternatively, the participant’s ingroup and th@cept mentaljl = -.03,SD = .46).
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Direct Assessment of Target Formidability.Following each online interaction,
participants answered a series of questions aheirtimpression of their chat partner. These
items included the extent to which they found tlebiat partner dominant and aggressive, as well
as the attributes likeable, intelligent, attractin®ral, and disgusting. Responses were recorded
on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (Not at all) to/éry much so). The attributes dominant and
aggressive were moderately correlated (53,p <.001). The average of these two items was
used as an indicator of the extent to which paudicts perceived their chat partner as physically
formidable or threatening.

Assessment of Intergroup Dating Preferences

Participant Responses and WillingnessThe chat conversations between each
participant and the third interaction partner weaeed and then edited to remove any cues to the
gender of the participant. These conversations e coded by two research assistants for
whether the participant said Yes (1) or No (0) hod willing the participant was to say yes to
the request from 1 (Not at all willing) to 5 (Vemlling). When responses were unclear, coders
were instructed to make a judgment about whichctloe the participant was leaning. Coders
agreed on 91.67% of cases for the yes/no resp#iagpd = .83p <.001). There was less exact
agreement for the willingness variable, but thengst were highly correlated € .88, Kappa =
.529,p <.001). Discrepancies between the coders werdvegbby a third, independent coder.
Manipulation and Suspicion Check

As a manipulation check to ensure that participaoticed their chat partner’s group
assignments, following the last set of ratingstifar third interaction, participants were asked to
indicate to which color group each of their threatgpartners belonged. The large majority of

participants were able to accurately recall theignmembership of their chat partners: first
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interaction partner 90%, second interaction par®dés, third interaction partner 80%. This
provides evidence that the experimental maniputatias salient to participants.

Participants then completed two open-ended if@mising for suspicion: “What do you
think the purpose of this study was?” and “Did yma anything odd or peculiar about this
study?” Following this, participants were askedhiicate how suspicious they were that their
chat partners were not real, from 1 (Not at alpstisus) to 5 (Very suspicious). The average
level of suspicion among participants was 38D £ 1.44), which is significantly less than the
average suspicion reported in StudyML< 4.47,SD = .88;t-test with unequal variances,
t(359.73) = 8.90p < .001). This suggests that the changes in proeddu Study 2 were
effective in reducing participants’ suspicion. Lisvef suspicion did not differ between
experimental condition$(348) = 1.53p = .878. However, suspicion was correlated with
participants willingness to respond positivelyhe tdate request,= -.13,p = .017, such that
more suspicious participants were less likely §yses to the request than those that were less
suspicious. For this reason, suspicion was incladea covariate in the analyses that follow.

Results
Relationship Status and Responses to Date Request

A sizable minority of participants in the sampidicated that they were currently
involved in a romantic relationship (35.0% of feesmbhnd 25.3% of males). Participants in
romantic relationships were less willing to say iethe date request than those not in a
romantic relationship (relationshiyp = 2.64,SD = 1.53; singleM = 3.58SD = 1.60;t(348) =

5.32,p<.001;d = .58). However, 47.4% of participants in relasbips said yes to the date

request (significantly more males: 86.4% than fm;ra.’BS.O%;(2 (1) = 16.63p < .001). Given

that a substantial proportion of participants ilatienships said yes to the date request, non-
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single participants were included in the analykas follow, but relationship status was included
as a covariate given its association with partipawillingness to respond positively to the
request.

Gender Differences in Responses to Date Request

Overall, 61.14% of participants said yes to thedatuest, but this differed significantly

between males and femal%é,(l) =42.88p < .001. Among male participants, 90.80% said yes

to the date request. In contrast, 51.33% of theafemparticipants said yes. This pattern was also
reflected in the willingness data; males were nvatiéng to respond positively to the date
request i = 4.40,SD= .98) than were womemA(= 2.90,SD= 1.61;t-test with unequal
variancest(244.37) = 10.34p < .001). The effect size for this gender differemas larged =
.93). These findings support H1; men were mordyike respond positively to the date request
than were women.
Gender Differences in Intergroup Dating Preferences

To examine gender differences in intergroup dapireferences, willingness to respond
positively to the date request in the ingroup cbadiwas compared to willingness in the
outgroup condition, separately for males and fema#ales in the ingroup condition had an
average willingness dfl = 4.44 SD= .88) versuM = 4.36 SD= 1.08) in the outgroup
condition,t(85) = 0.37p = .713,d = .08. Females in the ingroup condition had anaye
willingness ofM = 2.91 SD= 1.68) versud/ = 2.90 ED = 1.54) in the outgroup conditiot,
test with unequal variancet$258.84) = 0.05p = .964,d = .06. These results suggest a small,
non-significant, effect of group condition. Data fe@s/no responses to the requests revealed the
same pattern; 93% of men in the ingroup conditeid ges to the request compared to 88.6% in

the outgroup condition. Similarly, 60.4% of womaerthe ingroup condition said yes to the
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request relative to 55.7% in the outgroup conditibm examine these effects controlling for
relationship status and participant’s suspiciomudtiple regression analysis was conducted with
willingness to respond positively to the date rexjas the dependent variable. Participant
gender, group condition (ingroup or outgroup clatrger), and their interaction were entered
simultaneously as the predictors along with pgréint’s relationship status and suspicion as
covariates. Significant main effects emerged fepstion p = -.17,p = -.15,t(344) = -3.25p =
.001), relationship statub € -.83,p = -.24,t(344) = -5.10p < .001), and gendeb & 1.46,5 =
.39,t(344) = 5.90p < .001). Neither the main effect of group condit{pb = .05, = .02,t(344)
=.302,p =.763), nor the interaction between gender andmrcondition were statistically

significant b = .00, = .00,t(344) = 0.00p = .997). These findings provide little support for
H24, which stated that women would show a strongenoung dating preference than men.

Although there is a slight, non-significant, tendgfor men and women to prefer ingroup
members over outgroup members, the magnitude adftbet does not vary by gender.
Predictors of Women'’s Intergroup Dating Preferences

The next analysis examined whether women’s intengdating preferences are
moderated by individual risk factors, such as cetioa risk, vulnerability to sexual coercion,
and the extent to which a women perceives the oupgtarget as physically formidable or

threatening (descriptive statistics for these \deis can be found in Table 2).
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Female Participants i@/ 2 by Group Condition

Female Participants

Outgrou
1. 2 3 4 Meai(sé)’
1. Willingness - -04 -13 .04 -14  2.90(1.54)
2. Conception Risk .03 - .09 -10 -.03 .03 (.03)
3. Vulnerability to Sexual Coercion -.04 .01 - -06 -.07 4.18 (.84)
4. Stereotype IAT .05 -.01 .03 - -.04 -.07 (.47)
5. Dominance/Aggressiveness -16  -28* -01 .03 - .1631.63)

IngroupMean 2.91 .03 411 .03 3.05
(SD (1.68) (.03) (.83) (.40) (1.67)

Note. * p <.05Correlations in the top diagonal represent thostqggaants in the outgroup

condition; correlations in the bottom diagonal e=@nt those participants in the ingroup

condition

To examine this possibility, three multiple regressanalyses were conducted. The first
included the interaction of conception risk and veors vulnerability to sexual coercion (H3);
the second and third included an interaction betvoemception risk and the association of the
outgroup with physical formidability (H4; assessedirectly via the stereotype IAT and directly
via the evaluation of the chat partner as domiaadtaggressive).

Conception Risk and Vulnerability to Sexual Coercia. The first analysis examined
whether women who perceive themselves as more nalifeeto sexual coercion exhibit a greater
bias against dating outgroup men when conceptsinisihigh. A multiple regression analysis
was conducted using only female participants watmplete data on all relevant variables, and

whose menstrual cycle data met the criteria forstwing of conception risk (i.e. they were not
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using hormonal contraceptives, were not pregnantioently late for their menstrual period,
and they reported cycle lengths between 20 ancda€)dThis resulted in a sample size of 117
participants for the analysis. The dependent vlialas participants’ willingness to respond
positively to the date request. The primary predeincluded in the analysis were group
condition—whether the date request came from arouqg(0) or outgroup member (1), zero-
centered conception risk, and zero-centered vubiéyato sexual coercion. All two-way and

three-way interactions among these variables weteilacluded. Participant suspicion and

. . . . .5
relationship status (O = single, 1 = non-singlejeventered as covariates.

Table 3
Willingness Response to Date Request by Group GamdConception Risk, and Vulnerability
to Sexual Coercion

Variable b B SE t
Suspicion -.25 -.22 A1 -2.27*%
Relationship Status -.70 -.19 .33 -2.12*
Group Condition -41 -.13 .30 -1.37
Conception Risk 5.88 A1 6.53 .90
Vulnerability to Sexual Coercion 41 21 .25 1.67
Condition x C. Risk -11.31 -.22 9.84 -1.15
Condition x VSC -.94 -47 42 -2.21*
C. Risk x VSC 6.16 -.10 8.76 .70
Condition x C. Risk x VSC -30.18 -.47 15.04 -2.01*

Note. * p < .05.Relationship status is coded 0 (single), 1 (nogisin Group condition
is coded O (ingroup), 1 (outgroup). C. Risk = Cguimn Risk; VSC = Vulnerability to

Sexual Coercion.

Results of the analysis (Table 3) revealed sigaifi main effects of relationship statbs (

=-70,p =-.19,t(107) = -2.12p = .037) and suspicio & -.25,p = -.22,t(107) = -2.27p =
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.025), such that women in relationships and womkea keported higher levels of suspicion (that
their chat partners were not real) were less vgltimrespond positively to the date request. The
predicted three-way interaction between group derdiconception risk, and vulnerability to
sexual coercion was also statistically significdort -30.18,8 = -.47,t(107) = -2.01p = .047).
Breaking down this interaction (Figure 1) revealeak the two-way interaction between
conception risk and vulnerability to sexual coencreas not significant in the ingroup condition
(b=7.39,p =.12,t(60) = .85,p = .396) but was marginally significant in the aatgp condition
(b=-24.77 = -.39,t(45) = -1.97p = .056). The simple slopes for the two-way int&cacin

the outgroup condition indicated that among wornegrorting low levels of vulnerability to
sexual coercion (1 SD below the mean) concept&glwias positively, but not significantly,
related to willingness to say yes to the date rsgbe= 16.87,p = .32,t(45) = 1.29p = .203).

The reverse was true for women reporting high Eeéhulnerability to sexual coercion (1 SD
above the mean), that is, conception risk was neggtassociated with willingness to say yes to
the date request from an outgroup member, alththugjleffect did not reach statistical
significance Ip = -23.61, = -.45,t(45) = -1.88p = .067). To test a pseudo-control group, these
analyses were also conducted for women using haahwamtraceptives; the predicted
interactions were not statistically significant.€dall, these findings support H3, suggesting that
women are less willing to date outgroup men, baimgroup men, when conception risk and

perceived vulnerability to sexual coercion are dagh.
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Figure 1.Willingness Response to Date Request by Group iondConception Risk, and

Vulnerability to Sexual Coercion (VSC).

Conception Risk and Target Formidability. The next two analyses examined whether
women who perceive the outgroup as physically fdehle exhibit a greater outgroup dating
bias, particularly when conception risk is highrdegtions of physical formidability were
assessed both indirectly via the stereotype IA@,directly via the follow-up questions (i.e. “To
what extent did you find your chat partner domiffaaggressive?”). The multiple regression
analyses were conducted using only female partitgpaith complete data on all relevant
variables, and whose menstrual cycle data metritexia for the scoring of conception risk. The
dependent variable was participants’ willingnesgegpond positively to the date request. The
primary predictors included in the analyses wemrigrcondition (whether the date request came
from an ingroup (0) or outgroup member (1)), cezderonception risk, and centered evaluations
of target physical formidability (stereotype IATose or composite of dominant and aggressive

follow-up evaluations). All two-way and three-wapt@ractions among these variables were also
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included. Participant suspicion and relationshgiust (O = single, 1 = non-single) were entered
as covariates.

Results of the analysis that included the steptAT as the indicator of target physical
formidability revealed a marginal main effect ofateonship statush(= -.62, = -.17,t(119) = -
1.92,p = .057) and a main effect of suspicidr=-.27, = -.24,t(119) = -2.64p = .009).
However, the predicted three-way interaction betwaendition, conception risk, and target
formidability was small in size and not statistigaignificant p = -15.63,8 = -.13,t(119) = -

.72,p = .475). Similarly, results of the analysis thatluded the follow-up evaluations of target
dominance and aggressiveness also showed no sagividence of the predicted three-way
interaction, b =-3.60,3 =-.11,t(118) = -.72p = .472). However, there was a moderately sized
main effect of dominance/aggressivendss (.45, = -.46,t(118) = -4.00p < .001) such that
women who perceived the target as more dominanaggressive were less willing to say yes to
the date request. Overall, these results do nqatipi4; there is no evidence that women
exhibit increased dating bias against outgroup pexneived as physically formidable (assessed
directly or indirectly) when conception risk is hig

Discussion

The purpose of Study 2 was to evaluate gendegrdifices in responses to intergroup
dating requests, with a particular emphasis on istaleding the motivations that underlie
intergroup dating bias among women. Results pravgilgport for two of the four hypotheses
(H1 and H3). Across conditions men were more likelyespond positively to the date requests
than were women (H1). However, neither men nor woswillingness to respond positively to
the date request differed significantly by groupdition (H2). In other words, participants were

equally likely to respond positively to a date regiwhen it came from an ingroup member as
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when it came from an outgroup member. Yet, womeiillingness to say yes to date requests
from outgroup members was moderated by an interacti conception risk and vulnerability to
sexual coercion (H3). More specifically, womenhe fertile window of their menstrual cycle
who also appraised themselves as being particulatherable to sexual coercion were least
likely to accept date requests from outgroup mesb&s expected, there was no significant
effect of conception risk or vulnerability to sekgaercion in the ingroup condition. This pattern
of findings suggests that women who perceive thérases most vulnerable to reproductive
threats are more likely to avoid outgroup men (egect their mating advances) when threats to
reproductive choice would be most costly. On theephand, no evidence was found to suggest
that fertile women are more likely to avoid outgoauen perceived as physically formidable
(H4). This was true regardless of whether phydmahidability of the target was assessed
directly or indirectly.
GENERAL DISCUSSION

Much theorizing in social psychology regardingengiroup bias has made the assumption
that the motivations underlying intergroup bias theesame for both men and women (e.g.
Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Yet, an evolutionary appchauggests that men and women’s
underlying motivations for intergroup bias may dy@in some instances. These differences
arise as a result of stark asymmetries in the atiiy levels of parental investment required of
males and females. The large investment on theop&tnales results in a reproductive strategy
in which fitness is maximized by the selection mfhhquality mates. As a result, females likely
evolved adaptive mechanisms for protecting reprodeichoice. Given the link between
intergroup conflict and sexual coercion, one medmarior protecting reproductive choice may

have been increased wariness of outgroup mengplary when threats to reproductive choice
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would be most costly, such as during the fertiladow of the menstrual cycle. From this
perspective, women'’s intergroup bias may be, &t liegpart, motivated by the unconscious goal
of protecting reproductive choice. This contrasigrply with the social dominance motivations
thought to underlie men’s intergroup bias (NavaréticDonald, Molina, & Sidanius, 2010).

Given the geographic distribution of differentiedgroups throughout human
evolutionary history, this perspective also suggé#sit a mechanism for protecting reproductive
choice via the avoidance of outgroup men shouleatonstrained to groups defined along
racial lines. Rather, because groups were histbridamarcated by features such as dialect,
style of dress, and coalitional badges or markisgmsple cues to group membership should be
sufficient to activate the psychological mechanishad evince intergroup bias.
Strengths and Limitations

The line of reasoning outlined above suggeststh®afitness advantage that results from
increased intergroup bias among women is the oppitytto select a high quality mate. This
includes the genetic quality of one’s mate as @agltheir likelihood of investing in one’s shared
offspring. A slightly different perspective suggetitat outgroup men are avoided not because
they have historically posed a greater threat wfigkecoercion (and therefore thwart women'’s
reproductive choice), but because outgroup mepeneeived by women to be, and may actually
have been, less capable or less willing investordfspring. The research conducted to date
does not definitively distinguish between these passibilities, and the two are not mutually
exclusive. Indeed, the issue is difficult to disemgle, given that perceptions of outgroup men as
unwilling to invest in intergroup offspring coulérse as a proximal mechanism for avoiding
outgroup men in the service of protecting reproeathoice. Clearly this is still an open

guestion in need of further examination.
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Previous research has demonstrated that womeneewvicreased bias against outgroup
men (defined along racial lines as well as withmiaimal group context) when threats to
reproductive choice would be most costly. Thisudes when conception risk is elevated and
when women appraise themselves as being partigialtherable to sexual coercion or evaluate
the outgroup targets to be physically formidablewldver, this research has relied primarily on
indirect measures of intergroup bias, such as ohn@ssociation tests. There are strengths to this
approach, namely that it reduces socially desireddponding because IAT responses are more
difficult to consciously control. Yet, the assungptiof this work has been that an increase in bias
against the outgroup will translate into fearfubalance of outgroup males. The current work
attempted to test this assumption by examininggnoeip bias in dating decisions, a context in
which mechanisms for protecting reproductive chatweuld be particularly important.

To assess dating decisions naturalistically, wstiléin the controlled setting of a
laboratory, a revised version of the paradigm use@lark and Hatfield (1989) was employed in
which participants were propositioned for a dateSkype chat by a research confederate that
they were led to believe was another participaher@é are many strengths to this design relative
to the original design as well as the vignette istsithat conceptually replicated the original
study (e.g. Conley, 2010). For example, althoughcilrrent procedure is less naturalistic than
the original paradigm, it provides the opporturidy greater experimental control and is safer
(and less potentially embarrassing) for participaartd confederates alike. Unlike vignette
studies that ask participants what they think tewld do in a particular situation, this
methodology permits assessment of real behaviotabmes, and because the dating request
still occurs in the laboratory it is possible te@ss individual differences in the participants.

With this new paradigm it is also possible to stneeconversations between the participant and
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the research confederate so that they can be ¢sdlbg independent coders who can be made
blind to the gender of the participant. It is aéssier to manipulate aspects of the design, such as
the attractiveness of the requestor and, impostdotithe current project, whether they are a
member of an ingroup or an outgroup.
Gender Differences in Responses to Date Request

Using this revised paradigm, four hypotheses westet in Study 2. The first concerned
whether men would be more willing to say yes todhte request than females. Although a
request for a date may be viewed as a long terrmgiapportunity, because the request
occurred very quickly in the course of the conviesa and can be presumed to have been
offered on the basis of attraction alone, it igljkperceived as a more short-term mating request
by participants. Given this, it should not be sisipg that men were more willing to respond
positively to the request than women, as men termktmore open to short-term mating
opportunities than women (Buss &Schmitt, 1993).
Gender Differences in Intergroup Dating Preferences

The second hypothesis predicted that women wdwd/ s stronger within group dating
preference than men. This was expected givenhleatiason women are hypothesized to avoid
outgroup men does not apply to men. In other wardggroup women do not pose a threat to
men’s reproductive choice, largely because of asgtnes in size and strength, but also because
women do not benefit from increased access to gatpportunities to the same extent as men.
Although previous research has found evidencewatlan-race dating preference among women
(Fisman et al., 2006; Sprecher et al., 1994), itiairfgs from Study 2 do not support this
hypothesis. There was no evidence of a within giaatpg preference among women or men, or

generalized negativity toward the outgroup (seérote 4).
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One explanation for this may be that some womedeuparticular circumstances,
exhibit an outgroup datingreferencewhich would diminish any main effect of group ddion
on dating responses. Such a preference may amisetfie genetic advantages of mating
conferred to offspring when an individual matesmgbmeone with a distinct genetic profile
(Roberts & Little, 2008; Wedekind, Seebeck, Bettéteepke, 1995). The increase in genetic
heterogeneity can confer increased resistancer&siiam and disease as well as a reduced
likelihood of expressing recessive genetic dis@delamilton, Axelrod, & Tanese, 1990). In the
current data there is some evidence of this, as ika positive (non-significant) relationship
between conception risk and willingness to saytgdbe date request for women in the outgroup
condition, specifically among those women who réefaw levels of vulnerability to sexual
coercion. A similar finding was reported in prevsaesearch (McDonald et al., 2011), in which
conception risk was negatively associated with bganst the outgroup among women who did
not associate the outgroup with physical formidabiSimilarly, recent research has found
evidence that women’s physical attraction to ph@plhs of men with ambiguous racial features,
but who are labeled as an outgroup member, incsegitle conception risk, but that this increase
in attraction does not occur when the same faeetabeled as ingroup members (Salvatore,
2012). Taking these findings together suggeststheme may be mechanisms in place to actually
increase women'’s preference for outgroup men,Haitthe operation of such mechanisms may
depend on the self-appraised vulnerability of tidhviidual and the perceived formidability of
the outgroup target.
Predictors of Women'’s Intergroup Dating Preferences

Conception Risk and Vulnerability to Sexual Coercio. The third hypothesis predicted

that women would exhibit less willingness to sayg tedate requests from outgroup members
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when conception risk was high and when they apgddisemselves as being vulnerable to
sexual coercion. The findings from Study 2 suppitg hypothesis and conceptually replicate
results from previous research (Navarrete et @092 Results indicated a negative association
between conception risk and willingness to saytgdbe date request in the outgroup condition,
but, as predicted, only among women scoring higkidnerability to sexual coercion. No
interaction was found in the ingroup condition. g provides evidence that the bias exhibited by
women against outgroup men as a function of commepisk and vulnerability to sexual
coercion may translate into actual behavioral decssabout dating. More generally, the results
provide additional evidence that women may be qupdpwith psychological mechanisms for
evincing bias against outgroup men in the servigeatecting reproductive choice, under the
circumstances in which threats to reproductive @n@iould have been most costly for
reproductive fitness. Furthermore, the presenchisfeffect in a minimal group context is
consistent with the notion that this mechanismeaaisa time in our evolutionary history in
which groups were defined along coalitional ratiwn racial lines.

Conception Risk and Target Formidability. The fourth hypothesis predicted that
women would be less willing to respond positivalytiie date requests when conception risk was
high and they perceived the outgroup target toHysipally formidable, given that formidable
men would be most capable of effectively constragrand controlling a woman'’s reproductive
choice. Perception of physical formidability of thetgroup was assessed both indirectly, via the
stereotype IAT, and directly, via follow-up evaligais of the participants’ chat partner as
dominant and aggressive. The hypothesis was ngiostgal, regardless of how formidability was

assessed.
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Previous research documenting the role of physcatidability in predicting women'’s
intergroup bias used the stereotype IAT to pradietrgroup bias as measured by an evaluative
IAT (McDonald et al., 2011). Typically, indirect ragures are better predictors of other indirect
measures (Fazio & Olson, 2003). In the currentysthd dependent variable was willingness to
say yes to a date request, which could arguabbldssified as a direct measure given that it is a
conscious behavioral decision. As such, the misma¢tween the levels of the different
measures may contribute to the null finding. Yethis is the case, one would expect the direct
assessment of dominance and aggressiveness totpudhlingness to say yes to the date request,
but it does not.

This may lead one to question what the stereotfenheasures. Importantly, IATs rely
on difference scores, which can present a challengerpreting an individual’s score. For
example, in the case of the stereotype IAT, a Bire could reflect either a strong association
between the outgroup and the concept physicaktnoag association between the ingroup and
the concept mental. As such, in previous resedretindings could be described as a preference
for intelligent ingroup members that increases withception risk. Yet research examining how
women’s ingroup dating preferences change acressdnstrual cycle does not typically find
effects for intelligence (Gangestad, Garver-Ap&ampson, & Cousins, 2007; Gangestad,
Thornhill, & Garver-Apgar, 2010; Prokosch, Cosshéb, & Blosiz, 2008), and in the current
study there was no evidence of a significant irissa when participants’ evaluation of their
chat partner’s intelligence replaced the assessaigaitysical formidability. Thus, this
alternative explanation seems unlikely.

Although it is possible that the null finding fdri$ hypothesis is a Type-Il error (i.e.,

failure to find evidence of effects that actualkyst), it may also be necessary to rethink the
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prediction. Physical formidability is consideredensant because physically formidable men are
more capable of overpowering and constraining wqraed therefore represent a greater threat
to their reproductive choice. However, given thgnametries in size and strength between men
and women, the issue of whether a macajzableof overpowering a woman may often be
irrelevant, as most men would have such capalsiliBeing physically formidable may be a
more important factoiollowing acts of coercion, as the aggressor may becontartiet of
attacks by the male family members of the fematéimi

From this perspective, physically formidable meryrba mordikely to engage in
sexually coercive mating tactics because they ettebequipped to deter the potentially lethal
costs associated with such a mating strategy. Ré#sbas documented that physical strength in
men is associated with a greater proneness to angea history of fighting (Sell, Tooby, &
Cosmides, 2009), but no research to-date has assebether physical strength predicts an
increased likelihood of engaging in sexually cogganating strategies. Previously, evolutionary
researchers hypothesized that low-quality males Ineayore likely to pursue such mating
strategies, but the evidence for this hypothesssbeen mixed (Thornhill & Palmer, 2000). This
may be because low-quality males lack the physesadurces needed to offset the costs of such a
risky strategy. If physically formidable men ard nwre likely to engage in sexually coercive
mating tactics, then the prediction that physicédiynidable men pose a greater threat to
women'’s reproductive choice may require revision.

The prediction that conception risk should be ngght associated with the physical
formidability of the outgroup target is also at edeith an abundance of research in evolutionary
psychology which has documented that women'’s peafars for masculine and dominant men

increases with conception risk (reviewed in Garagest al., 2007). However, the important
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caveat to this research is that it has primarigrbeonducted with ingroup male targets. It may
be that formidability signals dominance and goodegie quality in ingroup males, but a threat to
reproductive choice in outgroup males. More reseaxamining mating preferences in an
intergroup context is needed to address this cquresti
Conclusions

This research builds on a growing body of literatproviding evidence for a suite of
psychological adaptations in women to protect répetive choice. In particular, demonstrating
here that women who appraise themselves as vuledmbexual coercion are more likely to
reject dating requests from outgroup men, who neaaethistorically posed a greater threat of
sexual coercion, when they are in the fertile wina their menstrual cycle, a time when threats
to reproductive choice would be most costly. Imaottly, this research provides the first
evidence of a behavioral consequence of this psggloal mechanism, namely, the avoidance
of outgroup males. Furthermore, the research fwitdence of this mechanism in a minimal
group context, providing some preliminary evidetiwd the mechanism may have evolved at a
time in our evolutionary history in which groupsreelefined along coalitional rather than racial

lines.
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FOOTNOTES
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FOOTNOTES

1 . , . .
For this and all subsequent t-tests with uneqaabwuces, estimates of Cohed’are calculated
using the larger of the two standard deviations.

2 These participants were dropped because theyzi@de age difference as their reason for
saying no to the request. The decision to dropetipasticipants was made prior to conducting
analyses. The two individuals were the oldest engample, ages 35 and 46.

3 - . . . .
Participants selected all racial and ethnic grabpsapplied; as a result, totaling the numbers
from each group results in a number larger tharatieal number of participants.

4There was no evidence of outgroup bias, for memamen, on the other available indicators of
bias. That is, men and women did not evaluate oufgmembers significantly more
negatively in the follow-up items assessing thbatgartner’s likability, intelligence,
attractiveness, morality, disgustingness, dominamcaggressiveness. There was also no
evidence of a significant bias against outgroup mension the stereotype IAT.

Neither suspicion nor relationship status produs@ynificant 4-way interaction with the other
variables.
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Table 1A

Physical and Mental Category Stimuli for Stereotip€ in Study 2

Physical Mental
Athletic Math
Strong Brainy
Basketball Aptitude
Run Library
Agile Scientist
Jump Idea
Dance Learn
Rhythm Thinking
Muscular Bookish
Football Reading
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