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EXPERIMENT 1

METHOD

Subjects

Subjects were males visiting either of two bridge sites who fit the following cri-
teria: (a) between 18 and 35 years old and (b) unaccompanied by a female compan-
ion. Only one member of any group of potential subjects was contacted. A total of
85 subjects were contacted by either a male or a female interviewer,

Site

The experiment was conducted on two bridges over the Capilano River in North
Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada. The “experimental” bridge was the Capilano
Canyon Suspension Bridge, a 5-foot-wide, 450-foot-long, bridge constructed of
wooden boards attached to wire cables that ran from one side to the other of the Capi-
lano Canyon. The bridge has many arousal-inducing features such as (a) a tendency
to tilt, sway, and wobble, creating the impression that one is about to fall over the
side; (b) very low handrails of wire cable which contribute to this impression; and (c)
a 230-foot drop to rocks and shallow rapids below the bridge. The “control” bridge
was a solid wood bridge further upriver. Constructed of heavy cedar, this bridge was
wider and firmer than the experimental bridge, was only 10 feet above a small, shal-
low rivulet which ran into the main river, had high handrails, and did not tilt or sway.

Procedure

As subjects crossed either the control or experimental bridge, they were ap-
proached by the interviewer.!

Ol'l p q 3 l =

point, the interviewer tore the
corner off a sheet of paper.
phone number, and invited each subject to call o wante o g T 0

e T

T

Female interviewer. The interviewer explained that she was doing a project
for her psychology class on the effects of exposure to scenic attractions on creative
expression. She then asked potential subjects if they would fill out a short ques- .
tionnaire. The questionnaire contained six filler items such as age, education, prior
visits to bridge, etc., on the first page. On the second page, subjects were instructed
to write a brief, dramatic story based upon a picture of a young woman coveri (

her face with one hand and reaching with the other. The instructions and the picture
I

'The interviewers were not told of the experimental hypothesis to prevent unintentional diffe
cueing of subjects in experimental and control groups.

Check on Arousa] Manipulation

Probab] . .
to observe);)::)e ;HOSt compelling evidence for arousal on the experimental bridge j
Pl€ crossing the bridge, Forty percent of subjects observed crosiinlgS

the brid

ing eachgsetew al:ed very slowly and carefully, clasping onto the handrail before tak

3 P. questionnaire was administered to 30 males who fit the same crit i
rite-
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the same scale (r = 9.7, df = 28, p < .001, two-tailed). In response to the question
“How fearful were you while crossing the bridge?” experimental-bridge males
gave a rating of 65 and control-bridge males a rating of 3 (¢ = 10.6, p < .001, df =
28, two-tailed). Hence, it can be concluded that most people are quite anxious on
the experimental bridge but not on the control bridge. To prevent suspicion, no
checks on the arousal of experimental subjects could be made.

Thematic Apperception Test Responses

Female interviewer. On the experimental bridge, 23 of 33 males who were
approached by the female interviewer agreed to fill in the questionnaire. On the
control bridge, 22 of 33 agreed. Of the 45 questionnaires completed, 7 were
unusable either because they were incomplete or written in a foreign language. The
remaining 38 questionnaires (20 experimental and 18 control) had their TAT
stories scored for sexual imagery by two scorers who were experienced with TAT
scoring. (Although both were familiar with the experimental hypothesis,
questionnaires had been coded so that they were blind as to whether any given
questionnaire was written by a control or experimental subject.) The interrater
reliability was +.87.

Subjects in the experimental group obtained a mean sexual imagery score of
2.47 and those in the control group, a score of 1.41 (¢ =3.19, p < .01, df = 36, two-
tailed). Thus, the experimental hypothesis was verified by the imagery data.

Male interviewer. Twenty-three out of 51 subjects who were approached on
the experimental bridge agreed to fill in the questionnaire. On the control bridge 22
of 42 agreed. Five of these questionnaires were unusable, leaving 20 usable in both
experimental and control groups. These were rated as above. Subjects in the exper-
imental group obtained a mean sexual imagery score of .80 and those in the control
group, .61 (¢ = .36, ns). Hence the pattern of result obtained by the female inter-
viewer was not reproduced by the male interviewer.

Behavioral Dam |

Female interviewer. In the experimental group, 18 of the 23 subjects Wi
agreed to the interview accepted the interviewer’s phone number. In the conir
group, 16 of 22 accepted (see Table 37.1). A second measure of sexual attractiof
was the number of subjects who called the interviewer. In the experimental group
of 18 called, in the control group 2 of 16 called (X2 = 5.7, p < .02). Take
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TABLE 37.1

Sexual attraction y iti
. nder conditions of hj i
Behavioral responses angd thema b amxiety

ti . .
C apperception test imagery scores for each €xperimental group
No. fillingin  No, accepting No.

Interviewer i i .
questionnaire  phone number i s Sevual im
h . . agery
— phoning  questionnaires score
Contrf)l bridge 22/23 16/22 2/16
Experimental bridge 23/33 18/23 " "
Male 9/18 20 247
Contrf)l bridge 22/42 6/22 1/6
Experimental bridge 23/51 7123 217 0 P
20
.80

gery data, this finding Suggests that subjects in the

experimental group were more attracted to the interviewer

Male intervi i
erviewer. 1In the €xperimental group, 7 of 23 accepted the inter

y pt . 1N th
€.

g an
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imagery. Accordingly, a second experiment was carried out in an attempt to rule Thematic Appercepti
. 10
out any differential subject population explanation for the results of Experiment 1, Ption Test Responses
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EXPERIMENT 2 L pen'mema] and 22 control) were

: ntal group obtained ‘
METHOD ;?:de;nfi”t]hose In the control group, a score of 1.9; ?t]e:g (S)‘;Xuai l(r;llagery score of ;
) - Thus the experimental hypothesis was again veri f P <. L df = 36, two- :
Subjects gain verified by the imagery data, !
Subjects were 34 males visiting the suspension bridge who fit the same criteria Behavioral Data ;
|

as in Experiment 1.

ne number. In th
Procedure In i € control grou

ph(:::de?;:mge;gtal Eroup, 13 of 20 called, while in tfe c:nt::l ngr23 ac7c epfted

. = P <.02). Th oup, 7 of 23

The chief problem of Experiment 2 was choosing a site that would allow contact replicated. )- Thus the behavioral result of Experiment 1 was also
with aroused and nonaroused members of the same subject population. One possi- Experiment 2 enables the rejection of th i ;
bility was to use as a control group suspension-bridge visitors who had not yet tions as an explanation for the control OF the 'notlon of differentia] subject popula- ‘
crossed the bridge or who had just gotten out of their cars. Unfortunately, if a sub- interviewers in Experiment 1 erperimental-bridge differences for female J

stantial percentage of this group subsequently refused to cross the bridge, the self-
selecting-subject problem of Experiment 1 would not be circumvented. Alterna-
tively, males who had just crossed the bridge could be used as a control. The
problem with this strategy was that this group, having just crossed the bridge, may
have felt residual anxiety or elation or both, which would confound the study. To
avoid this latter problem, control subjects who had just crossed the bridge and were
sitting or walking in a small park were contacted at least 10 minutes after crossing
the bridge. This strategy, it was hoped, would rule out residual physiological
arousal as a confounding factor. Except that a different female experimenter was
used in Experiment 2 and no male interviewer condition was run, all other details
of the study were identical to Experiment 1.

RESULTS -

Check on Arousal Manipulation

Ment was ryp in . ) actual, Accordingly, a Iaboratory experi-
As with Experiment 1, no arousal manipulation check was given to experi me al d be obtained e
subjects in order not to arouse suspicion about the real intent of the expermes

Data for a group of nonexperimental subjects of the same age and sex as exXpert

mental subjects are reported in Experiment 1.

gestalt was Manipulated),
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EXPE ENT 3 perimenter then described the
RIM method of hooking subjects in
The experimenter the
n
S that arose, and then sajqd .
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way in which the shock series

to electrodes, etc. Wwould take place, the

ed if j
if the subjects had any questions, answered any

set up this equipment. While I'm

Subjects lik ;
lixe to get some informati doing it, T would

Eighty male freshmen at the University of British Columbia took part in this ex- furnish us with this informat;
periment. All subjects were volunteers. ation. We have two se

Much of the initial phase of the procedure was patterned after that used in set up vate, and I can get this equipment
Schachter’s (1959) anxiety and affiliation research. Subjects entered an experi- The confederate thep got u ) )
mental room containing an array of electrical equipment. The experimenter wel- was hanging on the wal] rum rlr)x’ walked in front of the subject to her coat, which !
comed the subject and asked him if he had seen another person who looked like he The experimenter thep l;.d i ag:d around for a pencil, and returned to he,r ch ic |
was searching for the experimental room. The experimenter excused himself “to they proceeded to fill out th su .J"'Ct a'nd the confederate to the cubicle ar l
look for the other subject,” leaving the subject some Xeroxed copies “of previous © questionnaires. S Where |I
studies in the area we are investigating” to read. The articles discussed the effects [
of electric shock on learning and pain in general. RESULTS !

The experimenter reentered the room with the “other subject,” who was an at- f
tractive female confederate.2 The confederate took off her coat and sat on a chair A three-part questionnaire congtj k,
three feet to the side and slightly in front of the subject. The experimenter ex- (feelings about the expeﬂ'mem)% tlllted the dependent measyre of this study, Part |
plained that the study involved the effects of electric shock on learning and deliv- | (feelings toward your co-subiec tl)n'c uded a check on the anxiety manipulation, Part .
ered a short discourse on the value and importance of the research. At the end of sensitive in experimental sittljatio,,lsn;utcli:: two(irtraction questions found to l;e most .'

. sort (Aron, 1970), and Part 3 jnc}

this discourse, the experimenter asked if either subject wanted out of the experi-
ment. As expected, no subject requested to leave.

The experimenter then mentioned that two levels of shock would be used in the
experiment, describing one as quite painful and the other level as a “mere tingle, in
fact some subjects describe it as enjoyable,” and concluded by pointing out that the
allocation of subjects to shock condition had to be “completely random so that per-
sonality variables won’t affect the outcome.” At this point, the experimenter asked
both subjects to flip a coin to determine which shock level they would receive.!
Hence, the subject reported “heads/tails,” the confederate reported *heads/tails,”
and the experimenter said, “Today heads receives the high shock level.” The ex:

How do you feel aboyt being shocked?”
could respond on a 5-point scale where

a

?The female confederate knew that the study involved sexual attraction but did not know the expe
imental hypothesis. Her every action in the experimental room was carefully rehearsed to avo!
possibility of differential behavior among experimental conditions. Spacing of the confede!

chair from the subject’s was carefully controlled, and the confederate was instructed to avoid any €} orted anxiety in experim iti
contact with the subject after their initial introduction. Hence, eye contact was restricted to the “
federate's entering the room and returning to her chair after removing her coat. Both the conf Female confeder.
ate’s and the subject’s chairs faced the same direction (toward the experimenter), 50 that €ye €0 Subject to get ate Female confederate
was easily avoided. In addition, the confederate’s chair was somewhat closer to the experime Expects: strong shock to get No female l
was the subject’s chair, so that the subject could see the confederate while the experimenter GEREE MMW }
the instructions. i o Weak 3.17
result (ol shock 3.05 3.80 Il
[

3The confederate was told to report either the same result as the subject or a different
coin flip) to facilitate obtaining equal ns for experimental conditions as quickly as possible.

2.42 2.28 |
Note: n per ce]] = 20. |
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TABLE 37.3

: . . i TaBLE 37.4
Attraction ratings by experimental condition Sexual imagery scores by experimental condi
condit
Female confederate Female confederate ttion
to get to get Female confederate Female co
; . nfederate
Subject expects: strong shock weak shock Subject expects: stm;og g;;:o‘:k to get
weak shock
fniﬁiiiﬁ?ﬁk g; ;; Strong shock 227
i Weak shock ] '52 219
Note: Strongest attraction rating is 5. M
: agery score is S,
(¢=4.03, p <.001, df = 39, one-tailed). In conditions where the subject anticipated GENERAL DISCUSSION
receiving a strong shock with the female cosubject present, subjects reported sig-
nificantly less anxiety than in a control condition (n = 20), where two male subjects The results of these Studies would Seem to provide a b
. L . 1 i

were run (1 = 2.17, p < .025, df = 19, one-tailed). No significant differences 1n the tion—sexual attractjon link. The Barclay stuc;)ies (Be a] asis of support for an emo-
subject’s anxiety occurred as a function of the confederate receiving a strong ver- Haber, 1965) have already d areay, 1969, 1970; Barclay and

sus a weak shock (see Table 37.2).

. latively smaly i
Attraction to Confederate tons, and because these results were obtained Y subject popula-
the laboratory in a Setting in which req] » In Experiments | ang 2, outside of
' which real-worlq sexual attractions m;
migh
Two questions assessed attraction to the confederate in this study: (@) How much o ,;)Tc]cur. ght be expected
would you like to ask her out for a date? and (b) how much would you like to kiss | he strong result of Ex

her? (An aiternative set of questions was provided for those subjects who ostensi-
bly had a male copartner. The experimenter instructed subjects in this condition to
overlook these.) Attraction ratings were established by taking the mean rating
made by subjects on these two questions. Table 37.3 shows the results, by condi-
tion, of those ratings. A 2 X 2 analysis of variance revealed a significant main ef-
fect for subjects anticipating strong shock to themselves on attraction ratings (F =
22.8, p <.001). Subjects’ expectations of strong versus weak shock to the female
confederate produced no significant increase in attraction (F = 2.61, ns). (There
was no significant interaction.) Hence, the lady-in-distress effect on attraction di .
not seem to appear in this study.

Thematic Apperception Test Responses

Sexual imagery scores on the TAT questionnaire were obtained as in Expen
ments 1 and 2 and are shown in Table 37.4. In the present study, sexual im
was higher when the subject expected strong shock but only when the female
federate also expected strong shock (F = 4.73, p < .05). When the female conk et
ate expected weak shock, differences in sexual imagery scores as a funcl ’ ;
strength of shock anticipated by the subject failed to achieve significance
4.22,p=.07).




548 Liking, Loving, and Interpersonal Sensitivity .
Heightened Sexyq) Attraction and High Anxiery 549

heightened emotion, instead of being relabeled as sexual, serves merely to disin- FREUD, S. Basic writings. New York: Modern Library, 1938
hibit the expression of preexistent sexual feelings. It is known that inhibition and HEIDER, F. The psychology of interpersongy relatio:rsy New i(ork Wiley, 19

. . . . P ¢ Wile
sexual defensiveness influence sexual content in TAT stories (Clark, 1952), and ggg’:ﬁi LV i’:fr {:}’ tnciples of psychology. Vo. 2. New York: Holt 1910y %8
this alternative cannot be ruled out by the present data. Yet another alternative sug- sium on Monlvc;ltilt(:rrtl t?;g;y Ij?n:zf:xallf;i};g:ol? gy.ﬂl\? by e (ed.), Nebraska Sympo-
gested by Barclay (personal communication, 1971), is that the aggression—sexual- LEmMAN, A. H., anD Epsteiy S. Thematic sexs:xa); (r)espz::aSka preiss, 1967.
. . . . . H ; CS a. :
ity and anxiety-sexuality links may be independent phenomena and not necessar- ; Lug"'"'Bj"é""“’ of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1961 63s ;%;teld7.t50 sexual drive and
. . s 1. BIN, B. Some eff; i o Ui
ily subcases of a general emotlon—.sexuahty lmlf. o tive Technigues fgcéi) O;Z,etl zlaric: t:nmulus properties on TA.T. stories. Journgl of Projec-

Some evidence for the rflechamcs of the anxne.ty—sexual arousalllmk in the cur- Murray, H. A. Themaric Apperception Test manyal, Cambridge, MA: Harvarq
rent research may be obtained from the fear ratings made by subjects in Experi- N Press, 1943, - Harvard University !
. _ .. ISBETT, R., AND V, Vi , {
ment 3. When subjects antlclpatefi rece1v1f1g a sfrong shf)ck and the fem.ale.confed~ eral Learning Pn;':leg, 752 Perceiving the causes of one’s own behavior. New York: Gen-
erate was present during the anxiety manipulation, subjects reported significantly SARBIN, T. R., AND ALLEN V. L. Role th He
. R o s V. L. eory:

less fear than when no potential sexual object was present (¢ = 2.17, df=19,p< MA: Addison-Wesley, 1963, - Handbook of social Psychology. Reading
.925)' Since ﬂfe questionn‘aires were filled out in priYate in bot'h g.roups, it s SCII{%C;TER’ S. The psychology of affiliation. Stanford, CA- Stanford University Press,
likely that s?bjects reporting merely 'reﬂects appr?pnate be.hav1or 19 the presence SCHACHTER, S. The interaction of cognitive an d physiological d .
of the opposite or same sex. One possible explanation for this result is that, having state. In L. Berkowitz (ed.) Advances in expe,,-”{em lglca' letermmants of emotional

. . . . 4 . X ’ al s X
relabeled anxiety as sexual arousal, the subject is less likely to feel anxious, A S York: Acgdemlc Press, 1964, octal psychology. Vol. 1. New

: . : : a CHACTER, S., AND SINGER, J. E. Cognit .
more con.cluswe expla.natlon of the mechanics of tl?e anx1'ety—sexual arousal link emotional state, Psychological Re?qg:;:,tli';% ;ozxgl and physiological components of the
must await the conclusion of present laboratory studies designed specifically to in- SUTTIE, 1. D. The origins of love and hate London: 1?9_3?;9'

. . . . n;
vestigate this problem. However, regardless of the Interpretation of the mechanijcs TiNBERGEN, N. The origin and evolution of counshi: i::, t;:;l;atl 3?;1& Il s H
of this link, the present research presents the clearest demonstration to date of jts" A-C. Hardy, and E. B. Ford (eds.), Evolution as a process, London: Alle{l & Unwin, ;] ;;3},,'
existence.
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Arbitrary Social Norms Influence Sex
Differences in Romantic Selectivity

greater romantic chemistry with

BN J. Fiakel and Pasl W, Eastwick lihood of a romantic relationship

developing.

ROMANTIC SELECTIVITY |

Men tend to be less selective than women when evaluating and pursuing potential romantic partners,
The present experiment employed speed-dating procedures to test a novel explanation for this sex dif-
ference: The mere act of physically approaching a potential romantic partner (vs, being approached), a

behavior that is more characteristic of men than of women, increases one’s attraction to that partner.
This hypothesis was supported in a sample of speed daters (N = 350) who attended a heterosexual event
where either men (eight events) or women (seven events) rotated from one partner to the next while
members of the other sex remained seated. Rotators were significantly less selective than were sitters,
which meant that the tendency for men to be less selective than women at events where men rotated dis-
appeared at events where women rotated. These effects were mediated by increased self-confidence

Heterosexual women tend to be

more selective than heter.

g introductory psycholo
as follows;

osexual men in the dat-
gy textbook recently sum-
“People select their reproductive and
king fact about thig selection is that

among rotators relative to sitters. cter, Gilbert, & Wegner, 2009, p. 631,
scale study of on-line dating behavior, for ex-

times more likely than women to send a first-

italics in original). In a recent, large-

ample, men were approximately 1.5
contact e-mai

In an attempt to impress the gorgeous woman sitting at the bar, Maverick finds a
microphone, approaches the woman, and serenades her with an off-key rendition
of the Righteous Brothers’ classic hit, *You’ve Lost That Loving Feeling.” His de-
cision to pursue her with such boldness is unusual, requiring the sort of uncommon
self-confidence that causes people to earn nicknames like “Maverick.” We sug-
gest, however, that a toned-down version of Maverick’s romantic initiation strategy
is the norm rather than the exception in Western cultures. Strip away the micro-
phone and the singing, and what remains? A man sees an attractive woman, and he
approaches her to try to initiate a potential romantic relationship. What could be
more mundane?

Reversing the male and female roles, however, renders this relationship-initiation
process much lgss ordinary. To be sure, there are women in Western cultures who

(58% vs. 48%) to accept a date from an opposite-
m on campus (R. D, Clark, 1990; R.

were approximately 1.2 l

Reprinted with permission from the authors and Psychological Science, Vol. 20, No. 10, 2009. Cops-
right © 2009 by Wiley-Blackwell and the American Psychological Society.

. .-Tous potential partners whom
participants attend an event where they
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571
a series of brief “dates” (approximately 4 minutes each) with mer'nbers MIGHT APPROACHING VS, BEING APPROACHED)
gt(? t;nir referred sex (for an overview of speed-dating procedures, see Finkel], MAKE INDIVIDUALS L BSe SELECTIVE?
;3 t eicl? & Matthews, 2007). After the event, they indicate whether they would
stwick, , . ; . )
(‘fl es”) or would not (“no”) be interested in seeing each parme'r again. Men
anz women who match (mutual “yes” responses) are provided 'wnh the: mean‘s Could a confound as tivial a5 which sox romantclly spproqche. N
to contact each other to arrange a follow-up meeting. Speed~dz.mng studl.es reli- (or at least contribuge 10) the robut oo ifreialt 2pproac e other caus
ably demonstrate that men respond “'yes” to a larger proportion of their part- are reasons to think thay it might. Oy reason, which is g e Thers
ners than women do (Fisman et al., 2006; Kurzban & Weeden, 2005; Todd et literature demonstrating the subiic matual Srounded Jhe cxensiv
ind (see Barsalou, Niedenthal, Barbey, & Ruppert, 2003), js that physical, em-
L, 2007). ) . ) e min
: Many scholars explain the robust sex difference in romantic selectivity in bodied approach could Tead to o, croronmy 003 o, Physica m
terms of the different adaptive problems facing ancestral ;v709m;n ;;dtmlen 2(80%, proach could lead 1o 3 tendency to find a given romantic target appealing, or, in
i ; ., 1999; Symons, 1 ; Todd et al., ; .
Buss & Schmitt, 1993; C. L. Clark et al , ;

) Although no previous research hag examined the ef-
Townsend & Wasserman, 1998; Trivers, 1972). A.CCOTdi“g to this evoliutl?nz:); fects of eml?odied approac'h in romantic contexts, many studies suggest that it
perspective, human females, like other mammalian female:s, generally ,lt‘;st_ causes individuals to experience approach-relateq cognitions in nonromantic cop.
more resources in a given offspring than males fio- Women § minimum 1"? t texts, including positive evaluations of target stimul;. For example, seated partici-
ment is 9 months of gestation, whereas men’s is a single ?Ct of SCXH: in :i';‘: pants who placed thejr palms on the bottom of a table and pressed up (a pose asso- |
course. Largely because of this asymmetry, the reproductive costs o anh 1_ ciated with approach) rateq neutral Chinese ideographs ag more appealing than did
advised mating decision are considerably higher for women. }?V?lunogarf s¢ ;0_ seated participants who Placed their palms on the top of the table and pressed down
ars have suggested that the sex difference in romantic selectivity re ;C f:e:; e (.a pose associated W.itl"l avoidance; Cacioppo, Priester, & Ber‘ntsop, 1993). In addj- :
main-specific adaptive mechanism that ‘?VOIYed to manage thgs:hie:\-ridence r tion, non-Black pamCIpant.s: Who had been trained o pull a )oystlc.k toward them- |
ated costs and benefits among Homo sapiens ancestor.s. lnd;e ,t ihed el selves (approach) when g plcture: of a. Black person appeared sublm.nnally on the [f
greater female selectivity is so obviously congruent with we d-zs a its ownjell computer screen and to push the joystick away from tl.lefnselves (av01.df1ncc'=,) wf.xe‘n T
tionary theorizing that one speed-datin% éesezz Chgtze;‘xel:jl:l)]’ 620005‘”2 240).1 a tf-ltCt:re (t)f a “;hl; pel:son Zplp;eired (sjubsequently (;xh:blteddmt(})]re p(i;mve;i 1;nphc1t
; ct as “unsurprising” (Kurzban ’ > e &30, altitudes toward Blacks and be aved more warmly towar. em than did non-
de;‘;::’3 if;::lfif:; evidence forrpgreater fen'lale selectiyi?a??éziizztaﬁzg;ﬂfgé flack ;;?r'ticip.ax;(ts w]l:(; I}éerf(;(meq e}i);h(;lr thSe oplposgilttle)joyztick ;3:)1; ;)r a side-to-side
" i this sex difference awaits an empiri h neutral) joystick tag awakami, Phills, Stee €, ovidio, .
;)t::a:\;:e::;fg?;d that, in romantic contexts, men are far morf 111;“;1;’ t]f,)‘a::; \ Speed d.ating provides an efﬁcient.means of .examining 'the effects of approach- i
proach women than women are to apg;(;z)lc}; n:;n ;Cd Is.lr-)ildartlj(a‘:itn‘; .;tudies, £ mgb(vds: l;emg appl:achefj bi’) .potejxrllgal rorlnantxcl:) p:;tn;r_s l.n part because ijt l::s alx; ( |
; Rose & Frieze, 1 - Publishe ~aa embodied-approac Mmanipulation inherently embe €d 1n 1ts core structure. At 3 b i
:a:firltrs:l:;tilvg;f provide particularly striking examples of this confo:lnd: I:;’j heterosexual speed-dating events, one sex (virtually always the men) rotates from f
of them, men always rotated from partner to partner, whereas on;l:Iled ;vnazinu- pmﬂf‘—f to partner while the other sex Sits to await the next partner’s arrival. Just as '
mained seated. Such procedures. mimic the rotal.tlonal scherir;es e;:ll;; c())lrrespond 4 Pressing one’s l?an.ci }lpward on the l')ottom of the table or pullmg z.l Joystick toward
ally all events hosted by professional speed-datmg comp_an ) e, ma i oneself c?uses individuals to t.expenence approach-related cognitions, we suggest
normative initiation dynamics in most other dating environments (i.e., that walking toward speed-dating partners (j.e., approaching them) could result jn
proach and women are approached).

- . : r self. .
Many evolutionary psychologists argue that the sex difference in selectivity wxll' be lm'g:"e :l::‘:::_ _elf confident on their Speed dates, Th,
term :nnziing contexts, such as one-night stands, but small (or even nonexnstentl)( 1; }-;):tgﬁ-e]d .
ing contexts, such as selecting a marital partner (R. D. Clark, 1990; R: D. ?lalr ticg sposc il
Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Kenrick, Groth, Trost, & Sadalla, }993). Datnng, inclu algencoumcrs -
likely represents a middle ground between emotionally meamngless, one-time sexu e o et
longyterm committed pair bonding, so perhaps sex differences in such contexts shou
diate magnitude.

e logic underlying this self-confidence predic-
ted conceptualization, which Suggests that gen-
when paired with particular contexts (Barsalou et
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related to self-confidence and to the male genc'ier role, t.wo construc:s th;lt :r:dhsliltli)sl
correlated (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). Building on. ev1.den<,:f: that z;,m ot ;1 hoved
can function as cues that trigger situated conceptualizations ‘ ('Barsla oue uii,ne be_,
p- 84), we suggest that embodied romantic approach (a .tradmonaldy r;):sc o o
havior) promotes feelings of self-confidence, and that this bolFtere se ];co
may mediate the link between embodied approach and romantic approac h .
A second reason why having men approach and women l?e approaf: e .
mantic settings could cause (or contribute to) the robust se).( dllff.erenlcefm lror:::ir; ucj
selectivity is that being repeatedly approached could make 1nd1v1c?ua sA eempfdin %
larly desirable, which could in turn cause them to become SCICC'UVC. cc : m?ni_
the scarcity principle, individuals tenc:l to place lesz Cviaall:n(;n ;)(l))g)ﬁ;(;ts :; (i)ggivmual
i ¢ plentiful than on those that are rare . . :
3;soti};a;pa;ro§ched repeatedly by opposite-sex individuals could .make t:he ;;Ttllz:::
tion that these approaching individuals like and want to be ne‘ar hu.nhorh ?r. e
pants in a speed-dating study might be sufficiently preoccupied W.lt t‘ elralo;vnt :
havior that they fail to adjust this attribution to account fully for situation a]: :);e
(i.e., speed-dating procedures require that the members of one se()i(l approac =
members of the other) that could have caused ther.n tf) .be repeatf: ly ap;;rgzc
(see Osbourne & Gilbert, 1992). These approachec? individuals, g.amutl’g co el:;:
as they sense that they are desired by many potential partne'rs, mlgh; ecom‘;arir::nce
romantically selective. (Indeed, speed daters who are well liked ten, to exp11 .
less romantic desire for their partners than do speed daters who are not we 0
Eastwick, Finkel, Mochon, & Ariely, 2007.)

HYPOTHESES

If either the embodied-approach or the scarcity explanation is correc.t, then ;;:;:g
daters who approach their partners (rotators) should b.e less selecltllv::l ;ng "
their partners than should speed daters who are seated (sztte"rs), anfit; ﬂc; i
these partners as more desirable, experience greater che‘mlstry wi en;,rting -
“‘yes” to a larger percentage of them (rotation hyg;othests). Besults su'pp .
hypothesis would have implications for the sex differences in select1v1tyto m
earlier. We predieted that, consistent with the general tendenc'y -for men e
oriented toward romantic approach than women, mzllle paruf:lpants \:ivo“ "
greater romantic approach (romantic desire, romantic chemistry, x;n szlec[ive)
sponses) toward their speed-dating partners (i.e:, they .would be e:;d .
when they approached and women sat, but that this sex difference wo v
and perhaps even disappear when women approachfed and men sat (se: .
hypothesis). We did not predict that the robust finding that women arhed -
tive than men would be significantly reversed when women approac
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sat (we thought that subtly reversing embodied-
dating event would probably be insufficient to rev.
ing and women being approached), but rather ex
significantly and perhaps completely diminished,
Finally, we examined whether the leve] of self-
enced on their speed dates statistically mediated th
sessing mediation by self-confidence allowed us t

fects of rotating versus sitting were due to embodied-approach or to scarcity
dynamics. The embodied-approach idea—that approaching in romantic contexts
activates masculine, agentic self-perceptions—predicts the following mediational

model: rotating — increased confidence —> strong romantic approach (low selec-
tivity). In contrast, the scarcity ide

tic contexts makes individuals fee] §j
lowing mediationa] model:

approach dynamics at g speed-
erse a lifetime of men approach-
pected that this effect would be

confidence Participants experi-
Cse sex-moderation effects, As-
O test whether the potential ef-

an by scarcity processes, then the mediational analy-
ses should support the former mediation model rather than the latter.

METHOD

We hosted 15 heterosexual speed-dating events for 350 undergraduates (174 women
and 176 men; mean age = 19.57 years, SD = 1.10). Participants went on 4-minute
speed dates with approximately 12 opposite-sex individuals, For each event, we

= extremely). Shortly after re-
ts recorded on the study’s Web site whether
n0”’) be interested in seeing each partner again,

turning home from the event, participan
they would (“yes”) or would not (“
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i - ded
pported the rotation hypothesis. Relative to sitters (codc;d3 0.5;, lr<3);at(b>rs_(c(()> 2e9
0. i i = 4.83 vs. 5.13), b = 0.29,
i antic desire for (Ms . ‘ %
o g:ea(;f); o =.959, and greater romantic chemistry with (Ms. =
67 v 090 5 027 a3 a0y op = = .959, their speed-dating
4.67 vs. 4.94), b = 0.27,1(3,739) = 2.72, p = .007, Py, = 959, o0 ting
: : ;1nd ’they responded “yes” to a significantly larger percentag o hen
P:;“(;;r‘;’ vs. 47.86%), b = 0.21, eb = 1.23, 1(349) = 1.9§, P = .051,1|);lep; ] 15.
'(The.se e‘;’fec.ts were not significantly moderated by participant’s sex, Itls 15,
P edon 1 orted the sex-moderation hypoth-
. in Figure 39.1, our results also supp ! . o -
'A? iip::cc:;:dl'n —10g= 5 men, 0.5 = women; rotation sex coded: —0.5 = men ro
esis (s : —0. ,

o CJWomen

'g 55

(]

L 50

€

£

5 45

[a
40 Men Rotated Women Rotated

b 6.0 B Men

5.5 1 Women

Romantic Chemistry
[}
o

45
P Men Rotated Women Rotated
2\1 1 Women
8 50
[72])
C
g 45
7]
Q
EE 40
3
% Men Rotated Women Rotated
FIGURE 39.1.

Men’s and women’s (a) romantic desire for their speed-datt;ng p?lzt‘r;t:;f:
i i i ir partners, and (c) percentage o
romantic chemistry with their p r d
f‘ggponses to their partners as a function of which sex rotated.

marginally significant) for ajj thre
0.51, 1(3,739) = 243,p = .OlS,prep
=255,p=.01] l,prep =.947; and p
=1.87,p= 063, x = .860. When

= .938; romantic chemistry: b= 0.50, 1(3,739)
ercentage of “yes” Tesponses: b = (.40, 1(349)
men approached and women sat (as was the case
in all previous studies), men experienced greater romantic desire for, b = —0.59,
1(2,09]) = =3.97,p < .001, Py, = .986, and greater romantic chemistry with, b =
=041, 12,091) = —=3.09, p = .002, Prp = 979, their speed-dating partners than
women did, and they responded “yes” toa larger percentage of these partners, b =

—0.29, ¢p = 0.75, (190) = — 191, p = 058, Pep = .867. In contrast, when women
approached and men sat, none of these sex differences approached significance,
Itls < 0.74, DS > 459,

Finally, mediationa) analyses su

=239,p= .017, P, = .934. In addi-
aron & Kenny, 1986)— one each for ro-
» fomantic chemistry, and percentage of “yeg”

ion effects were significantly reduced (two to
non-significance) after including self-confidence in the model, Sobel z5 > 2.33, ps
< .020, P8 > 927. This mediation Was also relevant to the rotation hypothesis
(which collapsed across participant sex): Rotators reported more self-confidence
than sitters, b = 0.23, 1(3,697) = 2.16,p = .031, Py, = .907, and three mediational

analyses (one for each dependent measure) revealed that the effect of the approach

manipulation on the dependent variables was significantly reduced (one to non-

significance after including self-confidence in the model, Sobe] 3 > 212,
ps < .034, PrpS > .902. Consistent with the embodied-a
showed that approaching (vs being app
confident, and thjs confidence seemed t

T T Bl e - - =
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When women rotated (a procedural feature abs:ztcg:nn:i sp:;zv;c::ps;:ié;:xﬁ
. . . . anti :

smdi?’S)’ o dlfﬁ:iri?;ceizerdo.n’;";zusceie::r}i’c;:tilin Sex interaction effects were si.g-
“');ies i‘;SP;‘;"iZted trl’lr;ough feelings of self-confidence on the speed date, with
o Can ¢ ho rotated experiencing greater self-confidence than those who sat.
pamc}pantz::a:i,()rnal results were more consistent with the embodit?d-approach ef(-

The’se mthan with the scarcity explanation. It seems that fembodled approac‘:h m
Planatlf’n ings (a traditionally masculine behavior) significantly boosted 1nd:1-
r(')m:lm’c :fft-t::l:)iﬁdence, which in turn increased their tendencies toward roma.ntlc
-~ : i.e., made them less selective). That said, the evidence for tf.IC embodléd-
approach (rln;e;hanism is preliminary. Indeed, an alternative expl'anatlon that, like
:llrl): rs(::a;city explanation, situates the ‘mechanism w1th1nltthi cs::)t:;isn ;att(l:e;;i t;h:i
within the rotators is also consistent with the pr(‘esent results. ry of srt o]
ternative explanation, just as being presented with a larhge‘ arr(;r o & Lo
2000, methon et o indi‘cliildual's ::;c;:dmba;io?n:ngf;art):lers can be over-

. a '

\zav(:l(i(l)r);ﬁflfg:fllzrl,lssizzl?fdir:irziia;fs tc))l exp;f:erience less self—cc.>r'1ﬁdence 1an(.i 1;1:1:11;::? ﬂ::

hew romantic approach (i.e., to be selective). Definitive conclusio:
::chanisms driving our effects await future research.2

Implications

i i i e ini-
The present findings have implications for the social norms surrgund;nfotll; "
i i ivilization has be -
iati i hips. Although Western civi :
tiation of romantic relations : wilization oo
creasingly egalitarian over the past century, certain social institutions LCI;L emigﬂ &
dered, some in subtle, almost invisible, ways. The pfesent researc N
powel"ful consequences of a particularly subtle gender blz;s: the ;Zart_il:guevems e
i eed-dal .
d women sit at heterosexual sp
dency to have men rotate an ! ' P v
first ilush, this rotational scheme feels like an arbitrary, trivial :lcl)lu?sh 1o
gistical problem of ensuring that all of the women speed-date ngded o
vice versa. Executives from a popular speed-dating company co e
they have men rotate because (a) women often have more accessories

i otential ro-
*Other alternative explanations are also plausible. For example, perhaps appTeﬂzil:eEﬁE aces: il
t'ce artoers (vs. being approached by them) influences how much :I-met:k(i)ng this dyadic interac-
:,T;sl seﬁf-pcrceptions that one is action oriented, risk taking, or ;n"l,:i:ti nlnﬂ:ideﬂ that individuals can
i lanation bui
. ; and so forth. Another alternative exp inger, 1962). Perhaps
ion suf:;: ef Sf:,]e'i: l:’wn physiological arousal to incorrect sources (Schachter & S‘;gc:rin creased physi-
nt];;a:;it:g llll: and walking several steps to the next partner caused l:'c.'txa:jolt's too;;’:::gc interest (see Foster,
S| ; isattributed to r .. i
i .., elevated heart rate), which they misa ; ; find it implausi
019?; . acr::;;llsalit.a(l‘l3 %& Green, 1998). Although we cannot rule out this expla'm;m::[:i'o:‘:n the misattribus
WltF er;u-t becl;use,our rotation manipulation would be the weakest a';?usa'l u]l)l‘:tton and Aron's (19740
b.le lrlltp ature—far weaker, for example, than the low-arousal condition in 1
tion literature— »
classic bridge study.

nificant for romantic chemistry, p = .059; and no
P =292

So
Wome;

ary origin
slight p,
Selective

Uonary origin of approach tendencies.

Arbitrary Social Norms Influence Sex Differences in Romantic Selectivity

events (e.g., purses), (b) men never seem to mind rotating,

more chivalrous that way. Speed-dating scholars have approp
procedures from professional speed-

and (c) it just seems
riately adopted many
dating companies, so it js not surprising that

avigating such norms that no subtle laboratory

iven that men are generally expected, if not
ating events), to approach in romantic con-
d be sufficient to explain why women tend to
resent results are at least partially consistent

required (as at professional speed-d
texts, perhaps this factor alone coul
be more selective than men. The p
with this possibility.4

Conclusion

In summary, we experimentall

y manipulated a smalj component of the gender
script across speed-dating even

ts: who physically approaches whom, Having

To the degree that romantic-approach sex differ-

ences disappear, perhaps fomantic-selectivity sex differences will follow suit.

—_—_—

3The main effect of participant’s sex was significant for romantic desire, p < .001; marginally sig-
nsignificant for the percentage of *‘yes” responses,
me scholars have argued that the tendencies in romantic settings for men to
1 to be approached reflect humans’ e

er, 1989). The present research was
theories for human romantic app,
fMative manipulation js sufficient]
than women when evaluating pot

approach and for
volutionary heritage, not socialization proc

not designed to distinguish between culty
roach tendencies, Rather, we sought to s
y powerful to override the robust tendency
ential romantic partners, regardless of the

ral and evolution-
uggest that even a
for men to be less
cultural or evolu-
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