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Abstract

Based in evolutionary theory, previous studies have focused on psychological
mechanisms which evoke qualitatively distinct behavior in response to different types of
intergroup threat. In this study, we investigated sex differences in the mechanisms
geared toward coping with diverse intergroup threat. We posit that male-specific
psychological mechanisms are evolved to generate outgroup discrimination in order to
protect the ingroup’s resources and safety from outgroup interference. On the other
hand, female-specific psychological mechanisms which generate discrimination toward
outgroups are theorized to have evolved to protect against contamination from
pathogens. To test this idea, 166 (82 females, 84 males) Japanese participants were
assigned to one of three group conditions in a minimal group paradigm. Participants in
the experimental condition were primed with “interference threat” or “contamination
threat” by performing a noun search task in a between factorial design. Participants
in the control condition received a neutral prime. The results showed, as predicted, that
in the interference condition, only males showed discrimination, while females, but not
males, showed discrimination in the contamination threat condition. Unexpectedly,

however, males also showed discrimination in the control condition.
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations of discrimination scores by sex and intergroup threat

manipulation
Male Female
Control Contamination Interference Control Contamination Interference
(N=31) (N=26) (N=24) (N=28) (N=30) (N=22)
1.18 0.46 0.92 -0.38 0.60 0.02
(3.06) (3.61) (3.33) (2.53) (1.11) (0.76)

Note: Range of discrimination score is from -12 (more allocation to an outgroup member than to an
ingroup member) to +12 (more allocation to an ingroup member than to an outgroup member). O

means equal allocation.
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Table 2. Pearson correlation coefficients between discrimination score and allocation motivations

by sex and intergroup threat manipulation

Male Female

Control Contamination Interference Control Contamination Interference

(N=31) (N=26) (N=24) (N=28) (N=30) (N=22)
Avoidance
from 327 -.38" 48" 18 54 -.02
outgroup
Aggression
against 41 -.06 44" -.357 716" -.15
outgroup

T p<.10," p<.05,™ p<.01
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URIFIEDFEREIZ 720, BULRTHERFTOAN T HERIZZ O hEaWE&xE L, 2
ZICRLTUERFoOEEELE T,

2 Cottrell & Neuberg 75 F i7" 5 S FHAREIE OFEG TIL, AMERIOEBUI3 L CIXHEMT
AGNAE L DD TR, HEORENR Y M- TAELD L LTS (Neuberg &
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DFBHEISHN IR D259,

3 72720, BHEOHHIFMFITIIAVEE AT ENTEDL14B0D (2=4.34), ZD 1
4wl D &M BCAS SR OEEMEII TN Y, 002D D t EDRE RITAE B/ /2D
(HIBSRT : M=1.18, p=.01 — HIR% : M= .82, p=.07), BRI, FMUEZHIR LB
D 2X3 DI OFERTIE, EOMBELHERETITRLS 5 (HHlOTHE: FQ, 155) =
2.63, p=.11, n2=.02, &HOFHE; F(Q2,155)=0.26, p=.77, n2=.00, 2 HIEALhE:
F(2,155)=1.09, p=.34, n2=.01), £/, —cEBEOHEINIOMBETH, BHENTEH
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