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Abstract 

Throughout human evolution, Homo sapiens have engaged in competition for mates and 
competition for status, which may translate into differential access to resources. Much research 
has been conducted on the psychological mechanisms that underlie competitive behavior, yet no 
research has investigated what traits contribute to another individual, or rival, being considered a 
competitive threat. The goal in this research is to identify the factors that contribute to an 
individual being considered a competitive threat in a mating context and a work context and to 
see how biological, ecological, and personality variables influence an individual’s perception of 
these factors. We found that being a Dating Threat was the number one predictor (sR = .52, p 
<.001) of an individual being considered a Working Threat. This suggests that there is overlap in 
the traits that constitute an individual being evaluated as a competitive threat in the dating and 
working marketplaces. Employee Turnover was not significantly predicted by the presence of a 
Dating Threat or Working Threat but was significantly predicted by Indirect Aggression (sR = 
.14, p = .01) and Direct Aggression (sR = .15, p = .004). Further research and replication are 
needed to fully flush out the traits that contribute to an individual being considered a competitive 
threat.  
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The Cascade Approach to Alternative Hypotheses 

The variables in a Cascade Model are modeled in their hypothesized causal progression, which 
allows us to test “alternative hypotheses” that are not mutually exclusive. Thus, the variables in 
the Cascade Model are not necessarily proposed as being in direct competition with each other, 
but instead a Cascade Model specifies a system of direct and indirect effects that describe how 
the variables relate to each other within this overall cascade of consequences. In the present 
study, the goal of applying this methodology is to identify a comprehensive and dynamic model 
of the traits that contribute to an individual being considered a competitive threat in dating or 
working contexts and how these traits vary by biological, ecological, personality variables and 
context.   

In traditional causal modeling, there is a crisp distinction between exploratory and confirmatory 
models. Scientists design their entire studies around such distinctions. Cascade Modeling 
represents an area that exists between these two categories and can be described as a partially 
confirmatory and partially exploratory model. The specific a priori hypotheses advanced are 
enumerated H1-H10 (in parentheses) in the text that follows for ease of reference. While the 
presence of a priori hypotheses, theory, and empirical evidence support a more confirmatory 
model for the main sequence of hypothesized effects, there are still some pathways in the present 
model that are exploratory in nature, notably the residual direct effects of prior criterion 
variables. Many of the hypothesized effects described have not been tested in the previous 
literature, which favors conducting a partially exploratory analysis.  

Natural Selection and Competition  

The theory of evolution by natural selection, as proposed by Darwin (1859), described two main 
components that contributed to an organisms’ fitness: survival and reproduction. To ensure 
survival and reproduction, organisms need to draw on biological and ecological resources. As 
these resources are finite, different organisms have continuously engaged in competition over 
resources, with the outcome of competition potentially determining whether they would survive 
and reproduce. This makes competition an inherent component in the evolution of organisms.  

Within a competitive bout, you typically have winners and losers. In the case of competition over 
food and mates, losing a competitive bout could result in death due to battle injuries, death by 
starvation, or genetic death due to decreased mating opportunities. Any of these outcomes would 
severely limit an individual's reproductive fitness. Being able to recognize an individual who 
poses a competitive threat would be vital for humans to be aware of and take into consideration 
before entering a bout. This process may work in a similar manner to the mental algorithm that 
human or nonhuman animals engage in when foraging, as described by optimal foraging models 
(Bautista et al., 1998; Kacelnik, 1984). Individuals must determine whether the number of 
calories that are expended by chasing or hunting food will be less than the number of calories 
gained by consuming the food.  

Due to the large potential benefit netted by this sensitivity to competitive threats, selection may 
have been shaping this evolved mechanism for many thousands of years. In theories such as 
Coalitional Value Theory, evolutionary psychologists argue that, due to humans’ evolution in 
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competitive contexts, we have developed mental mechanisms that allow for individuals to assess 
the marginal value of others and their contribution to the group (Winegard et al., 2020). These 
mental mechanisms extend to evaluating groups of individuals as well (Winegard et al., 2020). 
With this theoretical starting point in mind, I hypothesize that humans may have also developed 
evolved a psychological mechanism that makes them sensitive to traits that would make an 
individual more or less of a competitive threat. In the continuance of this volume, I will identify 
the factors that contribute to an individual being considered a competitive threat, whether and 
how these might factors vary by sex and context and investigate whether biological and 
personality traits might influence a participant’s perception of a competitive threat.   

Biological Sex  

Men and women may require different traits in others to consider an individual threatening in a 
competitive context. Physical strength and size are more threatening to men as men have 
historically leveraged their physical strength as one route to gain access to resources and 
monopolize mates (Puts, 2010). In the same manner, women have historically used physical 
beauty as one route to gain access to resources, monopolize mates, and gain greater male 
investment (Puts, 2010). This difference between the sexes in the traits that leverage more (or 
better) mates and resources may be reflected in the traits that male and female participants 
identify as contributing to any other individual being considered a competitive threat. For the 
continuance of this volume, I distinguish between the sex of the respondent (Subject) and the sex 
of the hypothetical competitive rival (Target). When discussing the main effects of Sex, I am 
referring to the sex of the participant. 

Figure 1. Visual depiction of how the different domains of Sex that will be assessed.  

 TARGET 

Male  Female 
S

U
B

JE
C

T
 

Male Intrasexual 
Competition 

Intersexual 
Competition 

Female Intersexual 
Competition 

Intrasexual 
Competition 

 

The overall amount of competitiveness perceived may also be influenced by the biological sexes 
of both the subject and the target individual. Lee, Kesebir, & Pillutla (2016) found that women 
viewed competition with a same-sex coworker as less desirable than men. This study also found 
that women reported their social relationships as negatively affected by the presence of 
competition. This social consequence associated with competition between women may directly 
decrease the number of competitive behaviors and competitive estimations women engage in. 
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With this in mind, my first hypothesis is that the sex of the participant, in conjunction with other 
predictors to be described below, will affect the traits that they think contribute to any target 
individual, even if only hypothetical or imaginary, being perceived as a competitive threat (H1). 

Life History Strategy 

Life history theory is a theory of biological evolution that models the strategic allocation of 
somatic and reproductive resources employed by human and nonhuman organisms as a function 
of the conditions in the environment that the organism inhabits. The coordinated suite of 
behaviors that an individual employs as a result of this functional relationship with their 
environment is called a life history strategy (LHS). This far-reaching theory has been empirically 
connected to a wide range of human behaviors, including intelligence (Dunkel et al., 2021), 
mating strategies (Gladden et al., 2008; Kruger & Fisher, 2008; Kruger, 2018), and parental 
behaviors (Sotomayor-Peterson et al., 2013; Cabeza de Baca, Figueredo, & Ellis, 2012). LHS 
models resource allocation as investments in fitness outcomes that are adaptive given the local 
ecology.  

The reflection of an individual’s local ecology makes LHS an ideal broad baseline datum on the 
participants’ rearing and social environment. Within LHS, there is a continuum behavior ranging 
from “fast” to “slow” (Jeschke et al., 2008; Del Giudice, 2020). The slow end of the spectrum 
represents behaviors that have evolved in ecologies with stable resources and low extrinsic 
mortality rates, which selects for humans to focus on somatic growth and parenting behaviors 
(Jeschke & Kokko, 2009). The “fast” end of the spectrum represents behaviors that have evolved 
in ecologies that have unpredictable or unstable resources and higher mortality rates, which 
selects for humans to focus on early maturation and mating behaviors (Sykorova & Flegr, 2021). 
By looking at the LHS of the participant, we will be able to assess if there is a difference in the 
perception of a competitor based on how “fast” or “slow” their life history strategy is. I 
hypothesize that due to the increased competition over resources in ecologies with higher levels 
of extrinsic and intrinsic mortality and morbidity, individuals with “faster” LHS will be more 
likely to perceive the hypothetical individual as a competitive threat overall (H2).  

Mate Value  

Mate value is an estimation of an individual’s negotiation power on the mating market (Buss & 
Schmitt, 1993; Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Krisner et al., 2003, 2009; Figueredo et al., 2006). 
This correlate of self-esteem (Gladden, Figueredo, & Snyder, 2010) can be leveraged to gain 
advantages when competing with others for mates, and potentially in work contexts as well. 
Individuals who possess more desired romantic characteristics (a higher mate value), such as 
quality genetics and resource provisioning capabilities, are able to monopolize multiple partners 
in a mating system or poach partners from current relationships. This can limit the sexual 
opportunities of lower mate value individuals.  

While most of the research has looked at intrasexual competition, men and women also engage 
in intersexual competition for mates. For example, heterosexual men can engage in competition 
over a bisexual female partner with other bisexual or lesbian females. This phenomenon has 
arisen in modern culture with media outlets such as Cosmopolitan, Reddit, and Pinterest 
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discussing how to deal with the topic and providing a space for the women who have stolen the 
female partner to brag. In the case of the mate poaching scenario as described above, the mate 
value of the partner being poached and the poacher are positively correlated, with higher mate 
value partners being poached by higher mate value individuals (Davies & Shackelford, 2017). As 
a result of these findings, I hypothesize that individuals with higher mate values will be 
perceived as a larger competitive threat in a dating context (H3). This should happen regardless 
of respondent sex or sexual orientation. 

Social Comparison  

Alternatively, Social Comparison Theory states that social comparison is the root of competitive 
behaviors. In this view, individuals are driven by a need to improve their performance at tasks 
that and reduce discrepancies in rank between themselves and others (Festinger, 1954; Garcia et 
al., 2013). Social comparison is thought to facilitate competitive behaviors and attitudes to 
maintain social status/rank and protect an individual's superiority (Festinger, 1954; Garcia et al., 
2013). This theory states that competitiveness is simply a manifestation of the entire social 
comparison process.  

Importantly, social comparison theory models consider situational factors, such as context, and 
individual factors, such as personality, as contributing to concerns about social comparisons and 
the resulting competitive behavior. In this study, I carefully defined and controlled for the 
situational factors, such that participants are rating a same-sex competitor and opposite-sex 
competitor in both a work and dating context. By collecting data on the personality 
characteristics described below, we are able to model the two factors that underlie social 
comparison and thus competitive behavior from the view of social comparison theory. This 
measure also provides a baseline for each participant’s level of social comparison, an important 
factor that we statistically controlled for by entering it before the personality variables in the 
Cascade Model.  

Personality Characteristics  

General Factor of Personality 

The general factor of personality (GFP) is a higher-order latent factor that is derived from the 
Big Five factors of personality (OCEAN) (Musek, 2007; Just, 2011; Figueredo & Rushton, 
2009). This latent hierarchical factor is an indicator of ego-resiliency (Dunkel et al., In Press) and 
social effectiveness, exerting a board influence over behaviors (van der Linden, Dunkel, & 
Petrides, 2016). Outcomes such as ego-resiliency and social effectiveness are meant to aid in an 
individual’s mastery of and adaptations to new demands from their environment. In the context 
of a competitive bout, I hypothesize that individuals with higher GFP will be less sensitive to 
potential threatening traits of competitors (H4). 

Dominance and Prestige 

As humans have transitioned from small-scale societies to states and empires, navigating social 
hierarchies became of increasing importance facing individuals and groups (Turchin & Gavrilets, 
2009). Within human societies, individuals at the top of the hierarchy, such as leaders or elite 
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classes, are able to net more resources than individuals at the bottom of the hierarchy (Kenton, 
2021). These resources can then be levered to gain more mating partners in a population, 
potentially monopolizing large groups of potential sexual partners, and more survival aids such 
as food and shelter (Hughes & Aung, 2017). The attractive outcome associated with being at the 
top of a societal hierarchy creates large amounts of competition between members of a society to 
increase their social status or rank.  

Dominance and prestige represent two more unique factors contributing to self-esteem. These 
traits have been hypothesized to be evolved strategies humans have used to navigate these social 
hierarchies (Maner, 2017). Dominance represents gaining social rank through intimidation and 
coercion, while prestige represents gaining social rank by displaying skills and knowledge to 
gain respect (Maner, 2017). Dominance has also been defined as obtaining social rank through 
the capacity to inflict costs, while prestige is characterized as the capacity to benefit others 
(Cheng, 2020). Dominance is analogous to agonistic rank in nonhuman primates and Prestige is 
analogous to affiliative rank in nonhuman primates (Figueredo, Personal Communication, 2020; 
Bernstein, 1981).  

These two personality traits can alter the way an individual views and behaves in competitive 
bouts by changing their perceived goals of the interaction. A dominant individual may be more 
focused on hurting their opponents, while a prestigious individual may be more focused on 
sportsmanship and helping the group (Cheng, 2020). This perceptual alteration of goals, be they 
the goals of prestige or dominance, may also affect the evaluation of relevant traits that 
contribute to considering a hypothetical individual to be a competitive threat. With this in mind, I 
hypothesize that overall men and women will consider more dominant individuals as a larger 
competitive threat (H5). This is due to the infliction of costs associated with dominant 
individuals, which may result in the loss of life, resources, or reproductive opportunity.  

As there has been a long-reported sex difference in the types of aggression in which men and 
women typically engage, with men engaging in more direct aggression (Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, 
& Kaukiainen, 1992) which would be associated with dominance. Women have been reported as 
engaging in more indirect aggression, a kind of social manipulation (Österman et al., 1989), 
manifesting in social arenas (Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992), which would overlap 
with the social skills needed to gain social status with prestige. One might reasonably infer those 
individuals with more affiliative rank, which is presumably analogous to prestige, can 
manipulate allies to socially exclude or ostracize others. Expanding on these facts, I hypothesize 
that women may be more sensitive than men to levels of prestige in competitors, as women have 
spent majority time competing in a social arena that favors prestige (H6).  

Agency and Communion  

As part of the personality characteristics being investigated, the relative emphasis put on agency 
and communion by the individual as social desiderata is hypothesized to differentially influence 
competitive behavior and attitudes (Carrier et al., 2014; Hibbard & Buhrmester, 2010). Agency 
refers to an individuals’ level of assertiveness, experience competence, and achievement. 
Communion refers to an individual’s level of desire to relate to and cooperate with others 
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(Bakan, 1966). As achievement sometimes requires competition, it seems obvious that agency 
would facilitate to more competitive behaviors and communion would facilitate less competitive 
behaviors.   

Previous research has shown that possession of agentic traits alters an individual’s workplace 
experience. Specifically, women who possess agentic traits experience higher levels of 
intrasexual incivility in the workplace (Gabriel et al., 2018); such experiences were not assessed 
in men. I hypothesize that this difference experienced in work incivility is due to more agentic 
women being considered a larger competitive threat than less agentic women (H7). I have 
included a measure of agency and communion in hopes of replicating Gabriel’s original finding 
and testing the hypothesis that more agentic women are considered a larger competitive threat in 
the workplace. I will also be investigating whether agency will have an effect in the perception 
of a threat in a dating context.  

The Dark Triad 

The Dark Triad is composed of three personality traits: Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and 
Narcissism (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Research by Jonason et al. (2015) showed that 
individuals who are high on psychopathy (sR = .19, p <.03) and Machiavellianism (sR = .24, p 
<.03) were more likely to perceive workplaces as competitive settings. This work has shown that 
Dark Triad traits can influence the perception of a competitive situation and suggests that these 
traits be considered when looking at workplace outcomes (Jonason, Wee, & Li, 2015), such as 
competitive contexts like getting a promotion. I hypothesize that individuals who are high in 
Dark Triad traits will rate hypothetical individuals as more threatening due to their perceptual 
bias towards competitive contexts (H8). Jonason et al. also found that men were overall more 
likely to view workplace as more competitive than women. Alternatively, work by Carter et al. 
(2015) used an all-female sample and found positive correlations between Dark Triad traits and 
general and sexual competitiveness. To test for a potential sex difference, I created an interaction 
between Sex and Dark Triad and entered in into my Cascade Model, as was done for all such 
individual difference variables.  

Assessing Different Contexts  

This project was specifically interested in investigating if there was a difference between the 
traits that constitute an individual being considered a competitive threat in mating and in the 
workplace. By evaluating both competition in the workplace and competition in mating, I aim to 
highlight the unique features and behaviors associated with competition in these environments 
and how our variables of interest manifest in separate ecologies. 

While most modern humans are no longer competing over hunting territory or foraging areas, we 
are still engaged in competition over finite resources that contribute to our survival. If one has 
employment, this can result in monetary gain that can be exchanged for good and services 
essential to survival. Work environments have their own jargon, culture, and social hierarchies 
(Chandler, 2022; Seppala & Cameron, 2015; Edelman & Larkin, 2015). These features may 
make the work environment an appropriate proxy for the small-scale societies that ancestral 
humans competed for status in.   
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Inter- and Intra- Sexual Competition  

Evolutionary psychological research has shown that men and women engage in competition 
differentially. Some scholars theorize that because men have engaged in physical competition 
(single and coalitional competition) longer than women, men may have a lower threshold for 
activation of physical competition that may manifest modernly as differences in sports 
enrollments (Deaner et al., 2012). Even in mating, men are more likely than women to engage in 
exaggerating the number of mating partners they have when speaking with other males, as a 
means of assessing their intrasexual social status (Jonason, 2008). 

Most of this research has investigated the ways in which the sexes differ in their intrasexual 
competitive behaviors and attitudes, while never assessing intersexual competitive behaviors and 
attitudes. As more women have moved into the workforce, men and women engage in 
competition for promotions, contracts, grants, and career advances. One of the strengths of this 
study will be that we assessed both men and women’s intra- and inter- sexual competitive 
behaviors and attitudes.  

Direct and Indirect Aggression  

Direct and Indirect Aggression represent two systems of behaviors that one could deploy when 
dealing with a rival that is considered a competitive threat. Direct aggression involves physical 
or verbal assaults and threats of harm to one’s body or property (Campbell, 1999; Wyckoff & 
Kirkpatrick, 2016). Indirect aggression involves roundabout techniques, such as social exclusion 
and gossiping (Campbell, 1999; Wyckoff & Kirkpatrick, 2016). Certain strategies of aggression 
may be favored in one context over another, such that direct aggression may be useful in mating 
context (displaying dominance and genetic quality), while indirect aggression may be favored in 
contexts where direct aggression could result in termination or dismissal, such as the working 
context.  

There is a well-documented developmental phenomenon in aggression research that boys engage 
in more direct aggression, while girls tend to engage in indirect aggression (Björkqvist et al., 
1992, Wyckoff & Kirkpatrick, 2016). A more recent meta-analytic review of the literature by 
Card et al. (2008) found that boys were more directly aggressive than girls (sR = .29, d = .61) 
and a weak but significant gender difference in indirect aggression, with girls exhibiting slightly 
more indirect aggression. Card et al., found that this relationship varied by who was reporting. 
Such that reports from parents and teachers followed the more traditional narrative of girls 
engaging in more indirect aggression, while self-report data suggested that boys engaged in more 
indirect aggression. To test for any sex effects associated with direct and indirect aggression, 
interactions between sex and indirect and direct aggression will be entered into the statistical 
model. Based on the traditional line of research, I hypothesize that men will engage in more 
direct aggression and women will engage in slightly more indirect aggression (H9).  

Employee Turnover 

At the center of most Industrial and Organizational psychology research is how to reduce 
employee turnover (Hom et al., 2017; Cotton & Tuttle, 1986). Employee Turnover reflects the 
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total amount of employees who leave an employment entity, through their own volition or 
though termination and layoffs across a specific time period (Holliday, 2021). Specifically, 
researchers are interested in the predictors of employee turnover (Wright & Bonett, 2007; Farrell 
& Rusbult, 1981; Du Plooy & Roodt, 2010). Beyond low hanging fruit like deplorable wages, I 
hypothesize that being more sensitive to perceptions of other employees as competitive threats 
may also lead to employee turnover (H10). Engaging in consistent competition where one feels 
as if one is overmatched would certainly make individuals enjoy their job less, likely leading to 
them to leave the position.  

Related Research Done Previously 

Research by Buss et al. (2000) looked at how much distress traits of a rival can cause in a subject 
in a cross-cultural study of the US, the Netherlands, and Korea. This research found that when a 
rival surpassed the participant in traits linked to mate value, such as attractiveness and financial 
prospects, women reported more distress. Men were more distressed about rivals who possessed 
more resource provisioning traits than them, such as financial prospects and better job prospects. 
This study was not able to support the hypothesis that more prestigious individuals provoked 
more distress in the American or Korean sample, but it was supported in the Dutch sample. The 
limitation of this work is that it only assessed same sex rivals on sex-linked traits in a mating 
context.  

Buunk et al. (2010) investigated jealousy-evoking characteristics that prompted rivalry between 
an employee and a hypothetical supervisor. This research found a sex difference in traits that 
evoked jealousy. For men, social dominance, communal attributes, and physical dominance 
evoked the most jealousy. For women, communal attributes, social dominance, and physical 
attractiveness evoked the most jealousy. When looking at same sex and opposite sex supervisors 
(target), an opposite sex target with more communal attributes caused more jealousy in 
individuals who engaged in more social comparison. One of the strengths of this study is that 
same sex and opposite sex targets were used, but they were not investigated in a working context 
and a mating context.  

Overview of the Study  

In summary, the goal of this study is to identify the factors that contribute to an individual or 
rival being considered a competitive threat and how these factors vary by target sex, subject sex, 
biological, ecological, and personality variables in a mating and working context. In addition to 
testing the hypothesized factor structure associated with a competitive threat, we have employed 
a Cascade Model methodology. This form of exploratory path analysis allows for exploratory 
and empirically supported hypothesis testing and handles a dynamic system of components by 
identifying direct and indirect relationships between variables.   

 

Methods 

Sample  
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For this project, data were collected using the Student Subject Pool from the Psychology 
Department at the University of Arizona and the College of Management at the University of 
Nevada Reno. Students signed up to participate in the experiment by selecting it on Sona 
Systems. The sample from University of Nevada Reno was collected as an effort to oversample 
working students. The enrollment at University of Nevada was seriously affected by COVID-19 
resulting in small number of students participating in research at the university.   

Procedures 

Once signing up to participate, students were directed from Sona to Qualtrics to agree to the 
informed consent and fill out demographic information, survey measures, debriefing material, 
and then directed out of the webpage. The average time for completion was 45 minutes.  

Measures  

Sex. Data on this variable were obtained from the demographic information self-reported by 
participants.  
 
K-SF-42 (Figueredo et al., 2006). This 42-item short form of the Arizona Life History Battery 
assesses individual differences in cognitive and behavioral indicators related to the biological 
theory of Life History Theory. This measure is scored directionally with a higher (K-selected) 
score indicating a “slow” life history strategy and a lower (r-selected) score indicating a “fast” 
life history strategy.  

Mate Value Inventory (Kirsner, Figueredo, & Jacobs, 2003). This 17-item short form asks 
participants to indicate how they would rate themselves on desirable mating characteristics on 
Sample items include “Attractive face”, “Independent”, “Wants children”, and “Good sense of 
humor”. 

Scale for Social Comparison Orientation (INCOM) (Gibbons & Buunk, 1999). This 11-item 
measure asks participants to rate their level of agreement with statements on a 5-point Likert 
scale (0 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree). Statements include, “I often compare myself 
with others with respect to what I have accomplished in life”, “I pay a lot of attention to how I do 
things compared to how others do things”, and “I am not the type of person that compares often 
to others”. 

Big Five Inventory (John & Srivastava, 1999). This measure assesses individuals on the Big 
Five Factors (OCEAN) of personality, asking participants to rate themselves on a 5-point Likert 
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) on how much a characteristic represents their 
personality. This information will then be used in a unit-weighted factor to obtain the higher 
order latent variable General Factor of Personality.  

Self-Perceived Social Status Scale (Buttermore, 2004). This 11-item scale is composed of 5 
items that evaluate dominance and 6 items that evaluate prestige. This measure asks participants 
to rate the level of agreement they have with a statement on a 7-point scale (1= strongly 
disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Sample items include, “I sometimes do favors for people to get on 
their good side”, “Taking charge comes easily to me”, and “I demand respect from my peers”.  
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Personal Attributes Questionnaire (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). This 24-item measure 
assesses femininity and masculinity subscales, with femininity representing communal traits and 
masculinity representing agentic traits. Each subscale is composed of 8 traits that participants are 
asked to rate how well the trait described themselves on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 5 = 
very much). Masculine items include traits such as “Can make decisions easily” or “Never gives 
up easily”. Feminine items include traits such as “Very kind” and “Very aware of feelings of 
others”. While the subscales are related to femininity and masculinity, this measure has been 
used in social psychology to assess agency and communion in numerous studies (Ward et al., 
2006; Suitner & Maass, 2008; Diehl, Owen, & Youngblade, 2004; Helgeson & Fritz, 1999; 
Gabriel et al., 2018). 

Dark Triad Short Form (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). This 27-item short form assesses Dark Triad 
personality traits: Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy. The Dark Triad-SF 
demonstrated greater predictive validity than other measures of the Dark Triad, such as the Dirty 
Dozen (Maples et al, 2014;). This measure asks participants to rate the amount of agreement they 
have with a statement on a 5-point scale (-2 = strongly disagree, +2 = strongly agree). Sample 
statements include “It is not wise to tell your secrets”, “Avoid direct conflict with others because 
they may be useful in the future”, and “Many group activities are dull without me”. 

Intra and Intersexual Competition Scale (Buunk & Fisher, 2009). This scale was originally 
designed to measure intrasexual competition by having participants rate how applicable to them 
sentences such as, “I just don’t like ambitious women.” were on a 7-point scale (1= Not 
applicable at all, 7 = completely applicable). To tap into intersexual competition, we used the 
same 12 items and changed the gender of the target mentioned in the sentence, items such as “I 
always want to beat other men” were expanded to “I always want to beat other women”. This 
resulted in 24 items that were rated by all participants.  

Competitor Trait Questionnaire. Participants were asked to rate a list of traits on a 7-point 
Likert scale (-3 = not at all, +3 = very much) on whether the trait would contribute to making an 
individual a competitive threat. Each list of words was rated by every participant in four unique 
contexts: hypothetical male competitor at work, hypothetical female competitor at work, 
hypothetical male competitor in dating, and a hypothetical female competitor in dating. The 
Cronbach’s Alphas for these sections can be found in Table 3. These context divisions allow us 
to access if there are intra or inter sexual differences in perception of a competitor. The list of 
traits was obtained from various sources (Nichols, 2016; Khosla & Gupta, 2017; Jonason et al., 
2015; Bereczkei, 1997; Lippa, 2007; Hughes & Aung, 2017; Boysen, 2019; Khokhar & Kush, 
2009; Fox & Spector, 2000). This measure can be found in Appendix A. Before implementation, 
a small pilot study was conducted where this measure was distributed to 10 nonacademic 
individuals to ensure that the questions were comprehensible.  

Richardson Conflict Response Questionnaire (Richardson & Green, 2003). This measure 
assesses direct and indirect aggression by asking the participants to indicate on a 5-point Likert 
scale (1= never, 5 = very often) how frequently in the past month have they engaged in the listed 
28 behaviors when they were angry at someone. Sample items include “Cursed at them”, 
“Spread rumors about them”, “Threw or smashed something (not at the person)”, “Destroyed or 
damaged something that belongs to them”. 
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Employee Turnover (Hom & Griffeth, 1991). This 3-item measure inquires about how often a 
participant thinks about quitting their job, if they intend on looking for a new job, and the 
likelihood that they would quit their job in the next six months. 

Statistical Analyses  

This study seeks to model and estimate the dynamic system of variables that I hypothesize will 
influence the traits that contribute to an individual being a competitive threat  

Measurement Model. Five multi-item scales were constructed to provide a functional 
organization of the kind of traits that would make for a threatening competitor for either mates or 
status. The hypothesized five factors of a competitive threat are: Attractive Fitness Indicator 
Personality Traits, Attractive Socially Relevant Personality Characteristics, Attractive 
Competitive Resource-Relevant Personality Characteristics, Attractive Physical Characteristics, 
and Attractive Material Characteristics.  

Figure 2. Factor structure and associated indicators.  

 

Each factor was assessed by sex and by context, such that four higher order factors were created 
to distinguish between sex and context, entitled, MenDating, WomenDating, MenWorking, 
WomenWorking, respectively. Scree plots were used to determine if the higher order factors 
were better represented as two or more factors. A scree plot is a visual representation of the 
eigenvalues in each factor (Ledesma et al, 2015; Kanyongo, 2005). If the scree plot has a high 
pitch on the left hand side then falls off, this indicates that the factor is composed of only one 
factor and not more (Ledesma et al, 2015; Kanyongo, 2005). All scree plots indicated that each 
factor, Attractive Fitness Indicator Personality Traits, Attractive Socially Relevant Personality 
Characteristics, Attractive Competitive Resource-Relevant Personality Characteristics, and 
Attractive Physical Characteristics, were composed of only one factor.  

Attractive material characteristics (α = .37) was not internally consistent and was also weakly 
associated across both sex and contexts and was therefore subsequently dropped from this 
analysis. Unit-weighted factors were obtained by correlating each standardized indicator with the 
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common factors (Woodley of Menie et al., 2015). Unit-weighted factors are analogous to part-
whole correlations between a latent variable (our factors) and their associated indicators 
(Figueredo et al., 2013).   

Structural Model. All analyses were performed using SAS (SAS Institute Inc., 2015) and 
UniMult2 (Gorsuch, 2016). To address missing data issues, Multiple Imputations was conducted 
using PROC MI. Then we estimated of unit weighted common factor scores as means of the 
standardized scores for all nonmissing subscales on each factor (McKnight, McKnight, Sidani, & 
Figueredo, 2007;). Cronbach’s alphas (α) and part-whole correlations for subscale with unit-
weighted factors obtained using SAS STANDARD, DATA, and PROC CORR. 

The cascade model was constructed from a series of multiple regressions using UniMult2. A 
cascade model is an exploratory form of structural equation modeling that is able to estimate 
relationships between multiple predictor and multiple criterion variables. In each multiple 
regression, the previous criterion variable was entered as the first predictor in the successive 
regression without altering the indirect effects (Figueredo et al., 2020). While some a priori 
hypotheses were present, the directions and magnitudes of all variables were not theoretically 
specified which would be needed for Path Analysis, a more confirmatory form of structural 
equation modeling.   

To test for sex differences, each variable was interacted with sex and followed the same cascade 
procedure, with all the interactions entered in reverse order after all the main effects. To test if 
there were differences between contexts, orthogonal contrasts were used to operationalize 
differences between a threat in dating and a threat in the workplace.  

To protect against alpha slippage, the main effects and interactions were assessed setwise by an 
omnibus protective F-ratio. If the overall set test was not statistically significant, the individual 
effects were not interpreted. This protective procedure was implemented to reduce risks for Type 
I Errors by reducing the number of significance tests interpreted (Cohen & Cohen, 1983; 
Figueredo et al., 2020). 

Figure 3. The hypothesized order of variables.   
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Consistent with the Principle of Brunswik-Symmetry, the variables in the subsequent Cascade 
Model are entered with the broader effects coming first and the narrower effects coming later. 
The hypothesized progression of variables was as follows: (1) Sex of an individual will influence 
their life history strategy; (2) the life history strategy of an individual will influence their 
perceived mate value (Dillon et al., 2013); (3) the degree to which an individual engages in 
social comparison will be influenced by their mate value; (4) the degree of social comparison 
may vary by broad personality traits, such as the General Factor of Personality; the General 
Factor of Personality may influence an individual’s degree of (5) Prestige and (6) Dominance; 
Dominance may influence the individual’s degree of (7) Communion and (8) Agency; Baseline 
competitiveness may influence the degree to which an individual is threatened by a rival who is a 
Dating Threat (9) or a Work Threat (10); A Dating Threat or Work Threat may influence 
reactions such as Indirect Aggression (11) and Direct Aggression (12); Finally, Direct and 
Indirect Aggression may influence the likelihood of (13) Employee Turnover. 

 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Self-report data on 314 students were collected from the University of Arizona and on 22 
students from the University of Nevada Reno. The average age of participants from the 
University of Arizona was 18.9 (3.5) years old and the average age of participants at the 
University of Nevada Reno was 22.5 (3.6) years old. In the combined sample there were 248 
women, 88 men, and 116 working students. Raw means and standard deviations for all the study 
variables are displayed in Tables 1 and 2. Bivariate correlations are displayed in Appendix B. 
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Variables of Interest. 

Variable N Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum 
Sex 
 

341 0.748 0.435 0.000 1.000 

LHS 
 

333 0.927 0.635 -0.857 2.714 

MVI 
 

335 1.438 0.761 -1.176 3.000 

Social 
Comparison 
 

331 0.606 0.631 -1.455 2.000 

GFP 
 

335 0.412 0.313 -0.622 1.325 

Prestige 
 

335 1.053 0.845 -3.000 3.000 

Dominance 
 

335 -0.503 1.122 -3.000 3.000 

Communion 
 

332 0.834 0.532 -1.286 2.000 

Agency 
 

332 0.295 0.603 -1.714 1.714 

DI-Factor 
 

335 -0.282 0.458 -1.317 1.370 

Indirect 
Aggression 
 

332 1.010 0.515 0.000 3.167 

Direct 
Aggression 
 

332 0.912 0.577 0.000 3.909 

Employee Turnover 333 0.846 0.854 0.000 3.250 

 
Table 2. Raw Means and Standard Deviations for the four domains  
assessed by the Competitive Traits Questionnaire.  
 
Variable N Mean Std Dev 
MenDating 337 1.30  .75 

WomenDating  335 1.28  .78 

MenWorking  337 .92  .79 

WomenWorking 336 .98  .78 
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There is negatable difference between the Target Sex in either context (MenDating – 
WomenDating = .02, MenWorking – WomenWorking = .06), while the raw means of the 
contexts Dating and Working differed more dramatically (~ .38 - .31). 

Table 3. Psychometric Properties of Competitor Trait Questionnaire: Cronbach’s Alphas and 
Unit-Weighted Factor Loadings. 
 
Scales Cronbach’s 

Alphas 
Unit-Weighted 

Factor Loadings 
Men Dating 

Fitness .74 .76* 
Social Personality 
Characteristics 

.92 .89* 

Resource Related Personality 
Characteristics 

.76 .86* 

Physical Characteristics .84 .78* 
Women Dating 

Fitness .82 .83* 
Social Personality 
Characteristics 

.93 .88* 

Resource Related Personality 
Characteristics 

.81 .84* 

Physical Characteristics .80 .73* 
Men Working 

Fitness .76 .78* 
Social Personality 
Characteristics 

.90 .78* 

Resource Related Personality 
Characteristics 

.73 .78* 

Physical Characteristics .88 .73* 
Women Working 

Fitness .79 .76* 
Social Personality 
Characteristics 

.92 .77* 

Resource Related Personality 
Characteristics 

.76 .79* 

Physical Characteristics .88 .66* 
N = 314 
 
Measurement Model  

A General Linear Model with orthogonal contrasts was used to test if there was a significant 
difference according to context among the raw mean scores. Context was statistically significant 
(F = 21.82, p <.0001). Due to a statistically significant difference in context, factors MenDating 
and WomenDating were used to construct the higher order factor of Dating Threat. This same 
procedure was applied to factors MenWorking and WomenWorking to construct the higher order 
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factor of Work Threat. Dating Threat and Work Threat were then entered as predictors in the 
Cascade model.     

Figure 4. Latent variable models for Dating Threat and Working Threat. The abbreviation sR 
denotes semipartial correlations.  

 

To test if men and women identify the same indicators contributing to a rival being considered a 
competitive threat Continuous Parameter Estimation (CPEM) was used to estimate the 
correlations between individual indicators and factors. CPEM is able to estimate correlations at 
the individual level as this process takes the cross products of standardized scores for each of the 
individual’s scores on any two variables, allowing for the assessment at the level of each case 
(Figueredo et al., 2015). Below is the formula for the CPEM Correlation Equation: 

CPE(rxy) = (zx*zy) 

Table 4. CPEM Correlations used in the GLM with contrasts.  
 

Scales CPEM Correlations 
Men Dating 

Fitness .76 
Social Personality 
Characteristics 

.88 

Resource Related Personality 
Characteristics 

.86 

Physical Characteristics .77 
Women Dating 

Fitness .79 
Social Personality 
Characteristics 

.89 

Resource Related Personality 
Characteristics 

.84 

Physical Characteristics .69 
Men Working 

Fitness .72 
Social Personality 
Characteristics 

.78 

Resource Related Personality 
Characteristics 

.80 

Physical Characteristics .68 
Women Working 



24 
 

Fitness .70 
Social Personality 
Characteristics 

.78 

Resource Related Personality 
Characteristics 

.80 

Physical Characteristics .62 
N = 341 
 
The CPEM correlations were then run through a General Linear Model with orthogonal contrasts 
to see if the correlation coefficients were significantly different from one another. The contrasts 
on fitness indicator personality traits, socially relevant personality traits, and resource-relevant 
personality traits were nonsignificant. One contrast on physical characteristics was statistically 
significant (β = .10, p = .03), but the whole model R2 was not significant.  

Structural Model 

The magnitudes and directions of the statistically significant effects are shown below in 
parentheses, as indicated by either the multiple correlation coefficients (R) or the semipartial 
correlation coefficients (sR). These are followed by the probability under the null hypothesis 
(e.g., p < .05). Interpretation of these results has been deferred to the discussion.  

The protective omnibus F-ratios for all sets of main effects on all criterion variables were 
statistically significant, meaning that all the sets of main effects could be interpreted. In contrast, 
the protective omnibus F-ratios for thirteen of the fifteen interaction effects with Sex on all 
criterion variables were statistically nonsignificant, meaning that of the fifteen interactions sets 
tested only the two significant effects are reported verbally. Results are organized such that 
positive and negative coefficients are grouped separately and not reflective of the order that they 
were entered into the Cascade Model. The complete list of variables and their order of entrance 
into the Cascade can be found in Figure 5.  

Figure 5. The hypothesized order of variables with semipartial correlations and significance tests.  
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Note: * denotes significance at p = .05 

Table 5. 
Cascade Equation 1: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Life History Strategy (LHS). 
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
Sex .04 -.07, .14 .44 1, 339 .51 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 2.82; Skew/Kurtosis= -0.66/0.57; Range= -11.91, 5.11 
 
Cascade Equation 1: Life History Strategy (R = .04, p = .51). 

Main effect of sex upon LHS was nonsignificant.  

Table 6. 
Cascade Equation 2: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Mate Value (MVI). 
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
LHS .58 .51, .65 176.62 1, 337 .00 
Sex .05 -.06, .15 1.09 1, 337 .30 
Set 1 R: .59 .57, .61 88.85 2, 337 .00 
Sex*LHS -.05 -.16, .05 1.42 1, 337 .23 
Whole Model R: .59 .56, .61 59.71 3, 337 .00 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 0.81; Skew,Kurtosis= -0.37/0.12; Range= -2.52 - 2.27 
 
Cascade Equation 2: Mate Value (R = .59, p <.0001). 

The main effect of LHS was positive and significant (sR = .58, p <.0001), but the main effect of 
Sex was not significant. The interaction of Sex and LHS was nonsignificant.  
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Table 7. 
Cascade Equation 3: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Social Comparison. 
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
MVI .10 -.01, .20 3.40 1, 335 .07 
LHS .15 .04, .25 7.88 1, 335 .005 
Sex .15 .04, .25 7.91 1, 335 .005 
Set 1 R: .23 .17, .28 6.39 1, 335 .0003 
Sex*MVI -.01 -.06, .03 .32 1, 335 .10 
Sex*LHS .03 -.02, .08 1.41 1, 335 .90 
Set 2 R: .09 .00, .17 1.39 2, 335 .25 
Whole Model R: .25 .16, .32 4.39 5, 335 .0007 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 0.97; Skew,Kurtosis= 0.94/0.62; Range= -1.70, 3.56 
 
Cascade Equation 3: Social Comparison (R = .25, p = .0007). 

The main effect of LHS (R = .15, p = .005) and Sex (R = .15, p = .005) was positive and 
significant.  

Table 8. 
Cascade Equation 4: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for General Factor of 
Personality. 
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
Social Comparison -.09 -.19, .02 4.08 1, 333 .04 
MVI .58 .51, .65 183.73 1, 333 .0001 
LHS .16 .05, .26 13.90 1, 333 .0002 
Sex .05 -.06, .16 1.45 1, 333 .23 
Set 1 R: .61 .59, .64 50.79 4, 333 .0001 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

-.05 -.15, .06 1.14 1, 333 .29 

Sex*MVI .04 -.07, .15 .87 1, 333 .35 
Sex*LHS -.02 -.12, .09 .12 1, 333 .73 
Set 2 R: .06 .00, .14 .71 3, 333 .55 
Whole Model R: R=.62 .58, .66 29.33 7, 333 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 2.30; Skew,Kurtosis= 0.04/0.82; Range= -7.30 - 8.18 
 
Cascade Equation 4: GFP (R = .62, p <.0001). 

The main effect of Social Comparison was negative and significant (sR = -.09, p = .04). The 
main effect of Mate Value was positive and significant (sR = .58, p <.0001). The main effect of 
LHS was positive and significant (sR = .16, p = .0002).  

Table 9. 
Cascade Equation 5: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Prestige. 
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Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
GFP .44 .35, .53 101.59 1, 331 .0001 
Social Comparison .10 .00, .21 5.62 1, 331 .02 
MVI .33 .23, .42 55.37 1, 331 .0001 
LHS .17 .07, .27 15.43 1, 331 .0001 
Sex .04 -.07, .14 .76 1, 331 .38 
Set 1 R: .59 .56, .62 35.75 5, 331 .0001 
Sex*GFP .02 -.08, .13 .25 1, 331 .62 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

.04 -.06, .15 1.04 1, 331 .31 

Sex*MVI .08 -.03, .18 2.98 1, 331 .09 
Sex*LHS .02 -.09, .13 .24 1, 331 .62 
Set 2 R: .09 .00, .17 1.13 4, 331 .34 
Whole Model R: .60 .55, .65 20.36 9, 331 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 2.30; Skew,Kurtosis= 0.04/0.82; Range= -7.30 - 8.18 
 
Cascade Equation 5: Prestige (R = .60, p <.0001). 

The main effects of GFP (sR = .44, p <.0001), Social Comparison (sR = .10, p = .02), Mate 
Value (sR = .33, p <.0001), LHS (sR = .17, p <.0001) were positive and statistically significant.   

Table 10. 
Cascade Equation 6: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Dominance. 
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
Prestige .20 .09, .30 14.62 1, 329 .0002 
GFP -.19 -.29,-.08 12.59 1, 329 .0004 
Social Comparison .10 -.01, .20 3.42 1, 329 .07 
MVI -.01 -.12, .10 .04 1, 329 .85 
LHS -.04 -.14, .07 .54 1, 329 .46 
Sex .01 -.09, .12 .07 1, 329 .79 
Set 1 R: .29 .21, .36 5.21 6, 329 .0001 
Sex*Prestige .06 -.04, .17 1.53 1, 329 .22 
Sex*GFP -.11 -.21, .00 4.20 1, 329 .04 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

-.05 -.16, .05 1.09 1, 329 .30 

Sex*MVI .02 -.09, .13 .17 1, 329 .68 
Sex*LHS .01 -.10, .11 .01 1, 329 .92 
Set 2 R: .14 .00, .23 1.40 5, 329 .22 
Whole Model R: .32 .21, .41 3.48 11, 329 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 0.95; Skew,Kurtosis= 0.05/-0.35; Range= -2.22 - 2.69 
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Cascade Equation 6: Dominance (R = .32, p <.0001). 

The main effect of Prestige (sR = .20, p = .0002) was positive and statistically significant. The 
main effect of GFP (sR = -.19, p = .0004) was negative and statistically significant.  

Table 11. 
Cascade Equation 7: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Communion. 
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
Dominance -.14 -.24,-.04 9.26 1, 327 .003 
Prestige .17 .07, .27 13.65 1, 327 .0003 
GFP .31 .21, .41 45.50 1, 327 .0001 
Social Comparison .25 .15, .35 29.75 1, 327 .0001 
MVI .17 .06, .27 13.32 1, 327 .0003 
LHS .03 -.07, .14 .55 1, 327 .46 
Sex .20 .09, .30 18.20 1, 327 .0001 
Set 1 R: .53 .49, .58 18.60 7, 327 .0001 
Sex*Dominance .01 -.10, .11 .02 1, 327 .88 
Sex*Prestige -.02 -.13, .08 .23 1, 327 .63 
Sex*GFP .03 -.07, .14 .54 1, 327 .46 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

.01 -.10, .12 .04 1, 327 .85 

Sex*MVI -.05 -.16, .05 1.34 1, 327 .25 
Sex*LHS -.07 -.18, .04 2.29 1, 327 .13 
Set 2 R: .10 .00, .20 .74 6, 327 .62 
Whole Model R: R = .54 .47, .61 10.36 13, 327 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 0.84; Skew,Kurtosis= -0.41/0.56; Range= -3.33 - 2.09 
 
Cascade Equation 7: Communion (R = .54, p <.0001). 

The main effect of Dominance (sR = -.14, p = .003) was negative and statistically significant. 
The main effects of Prestige (sR = .17, p = .0003), GFP (sR = .31, p <.0001), Social Comparison 
(sR = .25, p <.0001), Mate Value (sR = .17, p = .0003), and Sex (sR = .20, p <.0001) were 
positive and statistically significant.  

Table 12. 
Cascade Equation 8: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Agency. 
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
Communion .17 .06, .27 17.01 1, 325 .0001 
Dominance .23 .13, .33 33.09 1, 325 .0001 
Prestige .37 .27, .45 80.75 1, 325 .0001 
GFP .36 .27, .45 79.12 1, 325 .0001 
Social Comparison -.15 -.25,-.05 14.05 1, 325 .0002 
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MVI .27 .17, .37 45.20 1, 325 .0001 
LHS .01 -.09, .12 .13 1, 325 .72 
Sex -.08 -.19, .03 3.99 1, 325 .05 
Set 1 R: .67 .63, .71 34.17 8, 325 .0001 
Sex*Communion -.04 -.15, .06 1.22 1, 325 .27 
Sex*Dominance -.05 -.15, .06 1.42 1, 325 .23 
Sex*Prestige .03 -.08, .13 .46 1, 325 .50 
Sex*GFP .00 -.11, .11 .00 1, 325 .90 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

-.01 -.12, .10 .07 1, 325 .79 

Sex*MVI .01 -.10, .11 .03 1, 325 .87 
Sex*LHS .07 -.04, .18 3.09 1, 325 .08 
Set 2 R: .10 .00, .19 .90 7, 325 .51 
Whole Model R: .68 .62, .75 18.64 15, 325 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 0.73; Skew,Kurtosis= -0.26/0.02; Range= -2.14 - 1.70 
 
Cascade Equation 8: Agency (R = .68, p <.0001). 

The main effects of Communion (sR = .17, p <.0001), Dominance (sR = .23, p <.0001), Prestige 
(sR = .37, p <.0001), GFP (sR = .36, p <.0001), and Mate Value (sR = .27, p <.0001) were 
positive and statistically significant. The main effects of Social Comparison (sR = -.15, p = 
.0002) and Sex (sR = -.08, p = .05) were negative and statistically significant.  

Table 13. 
Cascade Equation 9: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Dark Triad.  
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
Agency .08 -.02, .19 3.40 1, 323 .07 
Communion -.21 -.31,-.11 22.43 1, 323 .0001 
Dominance .48 .39, .56 114.14 1, 323 .0001 
Prestige .09 -.01, .20 4.45 1, 323 .04 
GFP -.11 -.21, .00 5.60 1, 323 .02 
Social Comparison .10 -.01, .20 4.48 1, 323 .04 
MVI .06 -.05, .17 1.76 1, 323 .19 
LHS .05 -.15, .06 1.05 1, 323 .31 
Sex -.13 -.23,-.02 8.34 1, 323 .004 
Set 1 R: .58 .53, .63 18.41 9, 323 .0001 
Set 2:      
Sex*Agency -.03 -.14, .08 .48 1, 323 .49 
Sex*Communion -.01 -.12, .09 .08  1, 323 .78 
Sex*Dominance .07 -.04, .17 2.22  1, 323 .14 
Sex*Prestige -.01 -.11, .10 .02  1, 323 .88 
Sex*GFP -.01 -.11, .10 .03  1, 323 .86 
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Sex*Social 
Comparison 

.06 -.05, .16 1.53 1, 323 .22 

Sex*MVI -.01 -.12, .10 .04  1, 323 .85 
Sex*LHS -.01 .00, .22 .07  1, 323 .79 
Set 2 R: .10 .51, .68 .56  8, 323 .81 
Whole Model R: R = .59 .62, .75 10.01 17, 323 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 1.77; Skew,Kurtosis= 0.48/1.07; Range= -3.86 - 7.62 
 
Cascade Equation 9: Dark Triad (R = .59, p <.0001). 

The main effects of Dominance (sR = .48, p <.0001), Prestige (sR = .09, p = .04), and Social 
Comparison (sR = .10, p = .04) were positive and statistically significant. The main effects of 
Communion (sR = -.21, p <.0001), GFP (sR = -.11, p = .02), and Sex (sR = -.13, p = .004) were 
negative and statistically significant.  

Table 14. 
Cascade Equation 10: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Competitiveness.   
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
Dark Triad .26 .16, .36 26.84 1, 321 .0001 
Agency -.06 -.17, .05 1.41 1, 321 .24 
Communion .02 -.09, .12 .09 1, 321 .76 
Dominance .22 .11, .31 17.79 1, 321 .0001 
Prestige -.04 -.15, .06 .69 1, 321 .41 
GFP -.05 -.16, .05 1.08 1, 321 .30 
Social Comparison .12 .01, .22 5.34 1, 321 .02 
MVI -.03 -.14, .08 .33 1, 321 .56 
LHS -.04 -.15, .07 .65 1, 321 .42 
Sex .05 -.06, .15 .78 1, 321 .38 
Set 1 R: .38 .29, .46 5.50 10, 321 .0001 
Sex*Dark Triad -.05 -.16, .05 1.15 1, 321 .28 
Sex*Agency .06 -.05, .16 1.20 1, 321 .27 
Sex*Communion -.05 -.15, .06 .78 1, 321 .38 
Sex*Dominance .06 -.04, .17 1.56 1, 321 .21 
Sex*Prestige -.06 -.16, .05 1.26 1, 321 .26 
Sex*GFP -.02 -.12, .09 .10 1, 321 .75 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

-.03 -.13, .08 .26 1, 321 .61 

Sex*MVI .07 -.04, .18 1.95 1, 321 .16 
Sex*LHS -.01 -.11, .10 .02 1, 321 .89 
Set 2 R: .15 .00, .27 .92 9, 321 .51 
Whole Model R: .41 .27, .53 3.33 19, 321 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 0.91; Skew,Kurtosis= 0.94/1.79; Range= -2.19 - 4.76 
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Cascade Equation 10: Competitiveness (R = .41, p <.0001). 

The main effects of Dark Triad (sR = .26, p <.0001), Dominance (sR = .22, p <.0001), and Social 
Comparison (sR = .12, p = .02) were positive and statistically significant.  

Table 15. 
Cascade Equation 11: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Dating Threat. 
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
Competitiveness -.04 -.14, .07 .48 1, 319 .49 
Dark Triad .17 .07, .27 11.23 1, 319 .0009 
Agency .07 -.04, .18 1.94 1, 319 .16 
Communion .25 .15, .35 23.99 1, 319 .0001 
Dominance .02 -.08, .13 .23 1, 319 .63 
Prestige .10 -.01, .20 3.50 1, 319 .06 
GFP .01 -.10, .11 .02 1, 319 .90 
Social Comparison .05 -.06, .16 .93 1, 319 .33 
MVI .05 .01, .22 5.18 1, 319 .02 
LHS .07 -.03, .18 2.07 1, 319 .15 
Sex .01 -.10, .11 .01 1, 319 .92 
Set 1 R: .36 .26, .45 4.51 11, 319 .0001 
Sex* 
Competitiveness 

.02 -.09, .12 .12 
1, 319 

.73 

Sex*Dark Triad .09 -.02, .19 3.06 1, 319 .08 
Sex*Agency .05 -.05, .16 1.14 1, 319 .29 
Sex*Communion .09 -.01, .20 3.23 1, 319 .07 
Sex*Dominance .03 -.08, .13 .30 1, 319 .59 
Sex*Prestige -.01 -.12, .10 .03 1, 319 .86 
Sex*GFP -.06 -.17, .05 1.43 1, 319 .23 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

-.05 -.16, .06 .94 1, 319 .33 

Sex*MVI -.05 -.17, .05 1.45 1, 319 .23 
Sex*LHS -.04 -.15, .07 .62 1, 319 .43 
Set 2 R: .18 .00, .30 1.23 10, 319 .27 
Whole Model R: .40 .25, .54 2.95 21, 319 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 1.76; Skew,Kurtosis= -0.53/4.08; Range= -10.46 - 5.91 
 

Cascade Equation 11: Dating Threat (R = .40, p <.0001). 

The main effects of Dark Triad (sR = .17, p = .0009), Communion (sR = .25, p <.0001) and Mate 
Value (sR = .05, p = .02) were positive and statistically significant. These results support H3 and 
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H8 in the dating context. However, the nonsignificance of Sex disconfirms H1 in the dating 
context and the nonsignificance of LHS disconfirms H2 in the dating context. 

Table 16. 
Cascade Equation 12: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Working Threat.   
 
Predictor sR C.I. (90%) F df1, df2 p 
Dating Threat .52 .43, .59 136.97 1, 317 .0001 
Competitiveness .12 .01, .22 7.38 1, 317  .007 
Dark Triad -.03 -.14, .07 .53 1, 317  .47 
Agency .08 -.03, .19 3.42 1, 317  .07 
Communion .02 -.08, .13 .27 1, 317  .61 
Dominance -.05 -.15, .06 1.07 1, 317  .30 
Prestige .09 -.02, .19 4.15 1, 317  .04 
GFP -.08 -.19, .03 3.37 1, 317  .07 
Social Comparison -.03 -.13, .08 .36 1, 317 .55 
MVI .17 .06, .27 14.76 1, 317  .0001 
LHS .03 -.07, .14 .62 1, 317  .43 
Sex -.04 -.15, .07 .88 1, 317  .35 
Set 1 R: .58 .52, .64 14.48 12, 317  .0001 
Sex*Dating Threat -.07 -.18, .03 2.77 1, 317 .10 
Sex* 
Competitiveness 

.06 -.05, .16 1.77 
1, 317 

.18 

Sex*Dark Triad -.04 -.14, .07 .76 1, 317  .38 
Sex*Agency -.06 -.16, .05 1.67 1, 317  .20 
Sex*Communion .00 -.11, .11 .00 1, 317  .90 
Sex*Dominance -.01 -.12, .09 .09 1, 317  .76 
Sex*Prestige .00 -.10, .11 .01 1, 317  .92 
Sex*GFP .00 -.10, .11 .01 1, 317  .92 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

-.16 -.26,-.05 12.61 1, 317 .0004 

Sex*MVI .04 -.07, .14 .63 1, 317  .43 
Sex*LHS .07 -.04, .18 2.52 1, 317  .11 
Set 2 R: R = .21 .06, .30 2.08 11, 317  .02 
Whole Model R: R = .62 .53, .73 8.55 23, 317  .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 1.40; Skew,Kurtosis= -0.54/2.08; Range= -6.81 - 3.99 
 
Cascade Equation 12: Working Threat (R = .62, p <.0001). 

The main effects of Dating Threat (sR = .52, p <.0001), Competitiveness (sR = .12, p = .007), 
Prestige (sR = .09, p = .04), and Mate Value (sR = .17, p <.0001) were positive and statistically 
significant. These results support H1 in the work context. The interaction of Sex*Social 
Comparison (sR = -.16, p = .0004) was negative and statistically significant. However, the 
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nonsignificance of Sex disconfirms H1 in the work context and the nonsignificance of LHS 
disconfirms H2 in the working context. 

Table 17. 
Cascade Equation 13: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Indirect Aggression.   
 

Predictor sR 
C.I. 

(90%) 
F df1, df2 p 

Working Threat .01 -.10, .11 .03 1, 315 .86 
Dating Threat .00 -.11, .11 .00 1, 315 .90 
Competitiveness .32 .22, .41 46.63 1, 315 .0001 
Dark Triad .34 .24, .43 51.59 1, 315 .0001 
Agency -.15 -.25,-.05 10.53 1, 315 .001 
Communion .03 -.07, .14 .55 1, 315 .46 
Dominance .10 .00, .21 4.90 1, 315 .03 
Prestige .04 -.07, .14 .67 1, 315 .41 
GFP -.09 -.20, .01 4.08 1, 315 .04 
Social Comparison .03 -.08, .14 .41 1, 315 .52 
MVI .02 -.09, .12 .16 1, 315 .69 
LHS .03 -.08, .13 .37 1, 315 .55 
Sex .06 -.04, .17 1.79 1, 315 .18 
Set 1 R: .52 .44, .59 9.36 13, 315 .0001 
Sex*Working Threat .05 -.06, .15 1.04    1, 315 .31 
Sex*Dating Threat -.04 -.15, .07 .80 1, 315 .37 
Sex* Competitiveness .00 -.11, .11 .00 1, 315 .90 
Sex*Dark Triad -.03 -.13, .08 .35 1, 315 .55 
Sex*Agency .04 -.07, .14 .61 1, 315 .44 
Sex*Communion .06 -.05, .17 1.73 1, 315 .19 
Sex*Dominance .03 -.07, .14 .52 1, 315 .47 
Sex*Prestige -.15 -.26,-.05 10.86 1, 315 .001 
Sex*GFP .04 -.07, .14 .59 1, 315 .44 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

.06 -.04, .17 1.82 1, 315 .18 

Sex*MVI -.06 -.16, .05 1.56 1, 315 .21 
Sex*LHS .06 -.04, .17 1.83 1, 315 .18 
Set 2 R: .22 .00, .32 1.81 12, 315 .05 
Whole Model R: .56 .45, .69 5.74 25, 315 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 0.83; Skew,Kurtosis= 0.57/0.45; Range= -1.99 - 2.60 
 
Cascade Equation 13: Indirect Aggression (R = .56, p <.0001). 

The main effects of Competitiveness (sR = .32, p <.0001), Dark Triad (sR = .34, p <.0001), and 
Dominance (sR = .10, p = .03) were positive and statistically significant. The main effects of 
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Agency (sR = -.15, p = .001) and GFP (sR = -.09, p = .04) were negative and statistically 
significant. The interaction of Sex*Prestige (sR = -.15, p = .001) was negative and statistically 
significant. The nonsignificance of Sex disconfirms H9.  

Table 18. 
Cascade Equation 14: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Direct Aggression.   
 

Predictor sR 
C.I. 

(90%) 
F df1, df2 p 

Indirect Aggression .61 .53, .67 200.37 1, 313 .0001 
Working Threat .02 -.08, .13 .32 1, 313 .57 
Dating Threat .07 -.04, .18 2.69 1, 313 .10 
Competitiveness .06 -.05, .16 1.67 1, 313 .20 
Dark Triad .07 -.04, .18 2.73 1, 313 .10 
Agency -.01 -.11, .10 .04 1, 313 .85 
Communion -.04 -.15, .06 .98 1, 313 .32 
Dominance .15 .04, .25 12.38 1, 313 .0005 
Prestige -.01 -.12, .10 .04 1, 313 .84 
GFP -.04 -.15, .07 .95 1, 313 .33 
Social Comparison -.02 -.12, .09 .18 1, 313 .67 
MVI -.07 -.17, .04 2.48 1, 313 .12 
LHS -.07 -.18, .03 2.98 1, 313 .09 
Sex -.01 -.12, .09 .08 1, 313 .78 
Set 1 R: .65 .59, .72 16.28 14, 313 .0001 
Sex*Indirect 
Aggression  

-.08 -.18, .03 3.15 
1, 313 

.08 

Sex*Working Threat -.02 -.13, .08 .33 1, 313 .56 
Sex*Dating Threat -.01 -.11, .10 .03 1, 313 .87 
Sex* Competitiveness .01 -.09, .12 .10 1, 313 .76 
Sex*Dark Triad -.02 -.12, .09 .18 1, 313 .67 
Sex*Agency .02 -.09, .13 .23 1, 313 .63 
Sex*Communion -.03 -.14, .08 .54 1, 313 .46 
Sex*Dominance -.01 -.12, .09 .12 1, 313 .73 
Sex*Prestige .02 -.08, .13 .33 1, 313 .057 
Sex*GFP .01 -.10, .11 .02 1, 313 .89 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

-.02 -.13, .08 .34 
1, 313 

.56 

Sex*MVI -.03 -.14, .07 .59 1, 313 .44 
Sex*LHS .01 -.10, .12 .08 1, 313 .78 
Set 2 R: R = .10 .00, .23 .46 13, 313 .90 
Whole Model R: R = .65 .56, .79 8.66 27, 313 .0001 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 0.76; Skew,Kurtosis= 0.62/1.81; Range= -2.40 - 3.79 
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Cascade Equation 14: Direct Aggression (R = .65, p <.0001). 

The main effect of Indirect Aggression (sR = .61, p <.0001) and Dominance (sR = .15, p = .004) 
were positive and statistically significant. The nonsignificance of Sex disconfirms H9. 

Table 19. 
Cascade Equation 15: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for Employee Turnover.   
 

Predictor sR 
C.I. 

(90%) 
F df1, df2 p 

Direct Aggression .15 .05, .26 8.34 1, 311 .004 
Indirect Aggression .14 .03, .24 6.75 1, 311 .01 
Working Threat -.02 -.12, .09 .11 1, 311  .74 
Dating Threat .06 -.04, .17 1.39 1, 311  .24 
Competitiveness .07 -.03, .18 1.93 1, 311  .17 
Dark Triad .06 -.05, .16 1.17 1, 311  .28 
Agency -.01 -.12, .09 .06 1, 311  .80 
Communion -.05 -.16, .06 .92 1, 311  .34 
Dominance .06 -.05, .17 1.37 1, 311  .24 
Prestige .10 -.01, .20 3.43 1, 311  .06 
GFP -.07 -.17, .04 1.64 1, 311  .20 
Social Comparison -.01 -.11, .10 .02 1, 311 .89 
MVI .00 -.11, .11 .00 1, 311  .90 
LHS -.04 -.15, .06 .64 1, 311  .43 
Sex .04 -.06, .15 .64 1, 311  .42 
Set 1 R: .28 .08, .41 1.89 15, 311  .02 
Sex*Direct Aggression .02 -.09, .12 .09 1, 311 .76 
Sex*Indirect 
Aggression  

.01 -.10, .12 .04 
1, 311 

.84 

Sex*Working Threat 
 

.09 
-.02, .20 2.96 

1, 311 
.09 

Sex*Dating Threat .03 -.07, .14 .39 1, 311 .53 
Sex* Competitiveness .05 -.06, .15 .80 1, 311 .37 
Sex*Dark Triad .00 -.11, .11 .00 1, 311  .90 
Sex*Agency .04 -.07, .14 .45 1, 311  .50 
Sex*Communion .02 -.09, .13 .15 1, 311  .70 
Sex*Dominance .09 -.01, .20 3.05 1, 311  .08 
Sex*Prestige .07 -.03, .18 1.86 1, 311  .17 
Sex*GFP .08 -.03, .18 2.04 1, 311  .15 
Sex*Social 
Comparison 

-.07 -.18, .04 1.84 
1, 311 

.18 

Sex*MVI .10 .00, .21 3.89 1, 311 .05 
Sex*LHS -.03 -.13, .08 .25 1, 311  .62 
Set 2 R: .22 .00, .36 1.27 14, 311  .22 
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Whole Model R: .36 .07, .56 1.59 29, 311  .03 

Residuals: Mean= 0.00; SD= 0.93; Skew,Kurtosis= 0.88/0.35; Range= -1.57 - 2.98 
 
Cascade Equation 15: Employee Turnover (R = .35, p = .03). 

The main effect of Direct Aggression (sR = .15, p = .004) and Indirect Aggression (sR = .14, p = 
.01) were positive and statistically significant. The nonsignificance of Dating Threat and 
Working Threat disconfirm H10.  

Discussion 

The goal of assessing different contexts was to identify unique traits that contribute to an 
individual being considered a competitive threat. Dating and working have different required 
skill sets and it was hypothesized that the different contexts may favor certain traits over others. 
We found a statistically significant difference between the two contexts which supports this 
hypothesis. This effect will need to be replicated to ensure that it was not an artifact of Type I 
Error. Table 20 displays a systematic list of the conclusions reached for all the a priori 
hypotheses tested, as well as their sources and the contexts in which they were evaluated. 

Table 20. Table of Hypotheses: Their Source Branches of Psychology, their Associated 
Contexts, and the Outcomes of Testing. 
 
Hypotheses Branch of Psychology Context Outcome  
H1: The sex of the participant will affect 
the traits that they think contribute to a 
hypothetical individual being perceived as 
a competitive threat. 

Evolutionary 
Psychology  

Dating and 
Working 

Disconfirmed 

H2: Due to the increased competition over 
resources in ecologies with higher levels 
of extrinsic and intrinsic mortality and 
morbidity, individuals with “faster” LHS 
will be more likely to perceive the 
hypothetical individual as a competitive 
threat overall. 

Evolutionary 
Psychology 

Dating and 
Working 

Disconfirmed 

H3: Individuals with higher mate values 
will be perceived as a larger competitive 
threat in a dating context. 

Evolutionary 
Psychology 

Dating Confirmed 

H4: In the context of a competitive bout, 
individuals with higher GFP will be less 
sensitive to potential threatening traits of 
competitors. 

Personality Psychology  Dating and 
Working 

Disconfirmed 

H5: Overall men and women will consider 
dominant individuals as a larger 
competitive threat. 

Social Psychology Dating and 
Working 

Disconfirmed 

H6: Women may be more sensitive than 
men to levels of prestige in competitors, 
as women have spent majority time 
competing in a social arena that favors 
prestige. 

Industrial/Organizational 
Psychology  

Dating and 
Working 

Disconfirmed  
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H7: This difference experienced in work 
incivility is due to more agentic women 
being considered a larger competitive 
threat than less agentic women. 

Industrial/Organizational 
Psychology 

Working Disconfirmed 

H8: Individuals who are high in Dark 
Triad traits will rate hypothetical 
individuals as more threatening due to 
their perceptual bias towards competitive 
contexts. 

Personality Psychology  Dating and 
Working 

Confirmed 

H9: Based on the traditional line of 
research, men will engage in more direct 
aggression and women will engage in 
slightly more indirect aggression. 

Social Psychology Dating and 
Working 

Disconfirmed 

H10: Being more sensitive to perceptions 
of other employees as competitive threats 
may lead to employee turnover. 

Industrial/Organizational 
Psychology 

Working Disconfirmed 

 

To illustrate, some effects were significant in a dating context and not work and vice versa. 
Communion had a significant effect on Dating Threat, but not Working Threat, suggesting that 
this trait may be valued in a romantic relationship but not a work environment. This is contrary 
to the results reported by Buunk et al. (2010) who found that communal attributes in rivals at 
work evoked more jealousy.  

Dark Triad personality traits also significantly affected evaluation of competitive threat in dating, 
suggesting that individuals with Dark Triad personality traits may have a lower threshold for 
identifying a hypothetical individual as a competitive threat in dating, but not in work contexts. 
This is contrary to the work by Jonason et al. (2015), which advised employers to consider the 
impact of Dark Triad personality traits when hiring employees.  

Working Threat was uniquely predicted by Competitiveness which suggests that more 
competitive individuals pose a larger threat in the workplace then they do in a dating context. 
This may be due to the favoring of competitiveness through social systems, such as capitalism, 
while the behaviors associated with competitiveness, such as aggression and confrontation, may 
not be favored in the mating market.  

That being said, we did find overlap between the two contexts. Dating Threat was the biggest 
predictor of Working Threat, and Mate Value and Prestige were significant predictors of both 
factors, suggesting that while there were some unique influences at play, there are influences that 
project across both contexts. This result supports the hypothesis that people with higher Mate 
Value will be considered larger competitive threats. Further inquiry will be needed to flush out 
these contrasting results on context.  

Originally, I had hypothesized that there would be an effect of participant sex on the perception 
of a competitive threat in both dating and the workplace. While sex differences have long been 
reported in the perception of a rival, we found that sex of the participant mattered in only two of 
fifteen equations. The main effect of Sex on Dating Threat and Working Threat were 
nonsignificant suggesting that there are no differences between men and women in the traits that 
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contribute to an individual being considered a competitive threat in either context. This suggests 
that the influence of sex may be a reflection of methodological or sampling differences. Sex 
differences could also emerge later in the developmental trajectory, which was not captured in 
our younger sample. 

To probe further, we tested if men and women had differences in the specific indicators that they 
use to identify a rival. While there was one significant contrast on our physical characteristics 
factor, the effect was very small (sR = .10, p = .03,) and may be an artifact of Type I Error, given 
that the protective whole-model R2 was not statistically significant. The lack of significant 
contrasts on the rest of the factors suggest that men and women identify the same indicators 
when recognizing a competitive threat.  

I had also anticipated effects of LHS on the perception of a competitive threat in dating and 
work, such that individuals with faster life history strategies would be more sensitive to traits that 
indicate a competitive threat. The main effect of LHS was nonsignificant on both Dating Threat 
and Working Threat suggesting that there was not an effect of LHS. Regarding mate value, it 
was found that individuals who are high in mate value are considered threats in dating and in the 
workplace, which supports my original hypothesis. The lack of effect of LHS with the presence 
of effects of Mate Value suggests that the effect of LHS may be overwhelmed by the effects of 
Mate Value, which may be due to the high heritability of both variables.  

Dominance was found to not be predictive of a competitive threat in either context. This is 
contrary to the findings by Buunk et al. (2010), who found that men were more jealous of rivals 
that exerted physical dominance. Prestige was a significant predictor of Working Threat, which 
supports Buunk’s findings that men and women find more socially dominant (analogous to 
Prestige) provoke more jealousy in the workplace. There was not a significant interaction 
between Sex and Prestige on Dating Threat or Working Threat, suggesting that women are not 
more likely to find prestigious individuals more threatening in a competitive bout.  

There was no significant effect of agency on Dating Threat or Working Threat, suggesting that 
agentic individuals are not being considered more threatening in either context. We found that 
women were lower in agency overall, but the lack of interaction between Sex and Agency on 
Dating Threat or Working Threat suggests that women do not perceive agentic individuals as a 
competitive threat in either context. This suggests that the finding by Gabriel et al. (2018) that 
more agentic women experiencing incivility in the workplace is not due to these women being a 
competitive threat. That being said, the interaction of Sex and Social Comparison negatively 
predicted Working Threat, suggesting that women who engage in more social comparisons are 
not considered a competitive threat in the workplace. The negative relationship between Agency 
and Social Comparison suggests that the inverse may be supported, such that Agency would be 
positively related to Working Threat. Further research is needed to flush out the relationship 
between Agency and Working Threat. 

The main effect of GFP on Dating Threat and Working Threat were nonsignificant, suggesting 
that individuals with higher GFP are not less sensitive to competitive threats as originally 
hypothesized. GFP has been described as a protective attribute that enables ego resilience. The 
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lack of a significant effect on Dating Threat or Working Threat does not empirically support this 
description. 

Individuals possessing Dark Triad personality traits had a higher base line of competitiveness as 
predicted. The predicted sex differences in Dark Triad personality traits were nonsignificant in 
both contexts, suggesting that men and women with Dark Triad personality traits do not perceive 
traits that contribute to a competitive threat differently. This result does not support the starkly 
claimed sex difference in Dark Triad personality traits and competitiveness.  

While the main effect of Sex on Indirect Aggression was nonsignificant, the interaction between 
Sex and Prestige was negative and significant, suggesting that more prestigious women were less 
likely to engage in indirect aggression. The effect of Sex on Direct Aggression and all the Sex 
interactions were nonsignificant, suggesting that there is not a difference between men and 
women in Direct Aggression, contrary to previous findings. Agency was found to negatively 
predict Indirect Aggression, suggesting that more agentic individuals engage in less indirect 
aggression. 

Dating Threat and Work Threat did not significantly predict Employee Turnover, suggesting that 
individuals are not leaving their jobs because they are threated by competitive traits in other 
employees. Direct Aggression and Indirect Aggression were the largest predictors of Employee 
Turnover, suggesting that direct threats and indirect aggressions for other employees are what is 
motivating individuals to leave their jobs. This suggests that employers may need to look at overt 
and covert forms of aggression as a way to mitigate employee turnover.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

One of the limitations of this research is that it is self-report collected data. Some participants 
may have felt self-presentation bias and reported being equally threatened by men and women, 
as being threatened by one more than the other may be considered sexist. In addition, some of 
the smaller effect sizes seen may be reflective of a need for stronger stimuli. Asking students to 
imagine a hypothetical individual may not have been enough probing to flush out their concrete 
ideas on the subject. Introducing a vignette to provide some context before the participants rate 
the traits may be a way to strengthen the comprehension of the stimuli by participants.  

Future research on competitive threats in dating and the workplace should take place on an older 
sample. College students may not have enough experience in dating and the workplace to be able 
to identify the traits that contribute to a competitive threat in those contexts and lack job 
experience overall. The low factor loading of the indicator attractive material characteristics on 
all higher order factors may also be reflective of a sampling bias, as college students do not often 
own attractive material characteristics.  

While a second sample was collected at the University of Nevada Reno, this sample was 
collected Spring Semester of 2022, which saw a sharp decrease in enrollment as compared to 
other years. While twenty-two subjects are not much, 40% of the sample was working students 
and it was a majority male sample, therefore included in our analyses. We were not interested in 
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differences between sampling sites as both universities occupy a similar ecology. We merely 
wanted to obtain large enough subsamples of working students and non-working students.  

Nonetheless, the results of this study have identified the factors associated with a competitive 
threat in a dating and working context and how they vary by biological, ecological, and 
personality variables. By investigating a system of variables, we were able to identify unique 
direct and indirect relationships between variables, which models a more realistic view of what 
traits contribute to an individual being considered a competitive threat. 

Appendix A. 

Competitor Trait Questionnaire 

Zambrano, 2021 

Scoring the Competitive Trait Questionnaire: 

To score this questionnaire, one needs to construct unit weighted factors for each of the four 
sections. Unit-weighted factors are created by averaging the standardized indicators across a set 
of factors. Factors to be used are Attractive Fitness Indicator Personality Traits, Attractive 
Socially Relevant Personality Characteristics, Attractive Competitive Resource-Relevant 
Personality Characteristics, Attractive Physical Characteristics, and Attractive Material 
Characteristics. 

Tables A1-A4 list the specific questions asked for each of the following items: Intelligent, 
Independent, Attractive smile, Generous, Loyal, Responsible, Well-liked by Peers, Arrogant, 
Practical, Outspoken, Financially Secure, Ambitious, Humorous, Attractive face, Thoughtful, 
Trustworthy, Clever, Proud, Positive Attitude, Artistic, Musical, Emotionally stable, Moral, 
Leadership ability, Athletic Ability, Self-Discipline, Attractive Body, Unique Talents , 
Aggressive, Dominant, Altruistic , Sociable, Well Educated, Empathetic, Communicates Well, 
Ability to Delegate, Strong Group Affiliation, Competence , Honest, and Straightforward. 

Table A1. How much do you believe that each of the following traits contribute to considering a 
hypothetical man to represent competition for sexual or romantic partners? 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

  Strongly  
Agree 

 

Table A2. How much do you believe that each of the following traits contribute to considering a 
hypothetical woman to represent competition for sexual or romantic partners?  

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Strongly 
Disagree 

  Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 

  Strongly  
Agree 
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Table A3. How much do you believe that each of the following traits contribute to considering a 
hypothetical man to represent competition for jobs or promotions?  

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Strongly 
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  Neither 
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Disagree 

  Strongly  
Agree 

 

Table A4. How much do you believe that each of the following traits contribute to considering a 
hypothetical woman to represent competition for jobs or promotions?  
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Disagree 

  Neither 
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  Strongly  
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Appendix B.  

Table B1. Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Variables of Interest; Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0; Number of Observations 

  Sex LHS MVI SocialCompa GFP Prest Dom Comm Agen DTF Indag Dirag Turn 

Sex 1.000 -.012 .027 .161 .250 .080 .038 .238 -.068 -.127 .070 .038 .054 

 .834 .626 .003 <.0001 .144 .483 <.0001 .214 .020 .206 .485 .329 

341 333 335 331 335 335 335 332 332 335 332 332 333 

LHS -.012 1.000 .568 .040 .379 .497 .034 .288 .422 -.011 -.059 -.098 -.045 

.834  <.0001 .467 <.0001 <.0001 .531 <.0001 <.0001 .845 .287 .073 .414 

333 333 333 331 333 333 333 332 332 333 332 332 333 

MVI .027 .568 1.000 .073 .442 .529 .066 .314 .555 .044 -.053 -.099 .003 

.626 <.0001  .186 <.0001 <.0001 .231 <.0001 <.0001 .426 .337 .071 .951 

335 333 335 331 335 335 335 332 332 335 332 332 333 

SocialCompa .161 .040 .073 1.000 .176 .059 .136 .198 -.164 .142 .173 .113 .076 

.003 .467 .186  .001 .283 .013 .000 .003 .010 .002 .041 .169 

331 331 331 331 331 331 331 331 331 331 331 331 331 

GFP .250 .379 .442 .176 1.000 .357 -.048 .494 .255 -.157 -.123 -.103 -.085 

<.0001 <.0001 <.0001 .001  <.0001 .384 <.0001 <.0001 .004 .025 .061 .121 

335 333 335 331 335 335 335 332 332 335 332 332 333 

Prest .080 .497 .529 .059 .357 1.000 .195 .135 .423 .141 .039 .039 .104 

.144 <.0001 <.0001 .283 <.0001  .000 .014 <.0001 .010 .482 .484 .057 

335 333 335 331 335 335 335 332 332 335 332 332 333 

Dom .038 .034 .066 .136 -.048 .195 1.000 -.127 .200 .523 .300 .349 .164 

.483 .531 .231 .013 .384 .000  .020 .000 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 .003 

335 333 335 331 335 335 335 332 332 335 332 332 333 

Comm .238 .288 .314 .198 .494 .135 -.127 1.000 .156 -.198 -.073 -.073 -.051 

<.0001 <.0001 <.0001 .000 <.0001 .014 .020  .004 .000 .188 .184 .354 

332 332 332 331 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 

Agen -.068 .422 .555 -.164 .255 .423 .200 .156 1.000 .067 -.138 -.077 -.010 
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.214 <.0001 <.0001 .003 <.0001 <.0001 .000 .004  .225 .012 .163 .851 

332 332 332 331 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 

DI-F -.127 -.011 .044 .142 -.157 .141 .523 -.198 .067 1.000 .407 .328 .137 

.020 .845 .426 .010 .004 .010 <.0001 .000 .225  <.0001 <.0001 .012 

335 333 335 331 335 335 335 332 332 335 332 332 333 

Indag .070 -.059 -.053 .173 -.123 .039 .300 -.073 -.138 .407 1.000 .602 .173 

.206 .287 .337 .002 .025 .482 <.0001 .188 .012 <.0001  <.0001 .002 

332 332 332 331 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 

Dirag .038 -.098 -.099 .113 -.103 .039 .349 -.073 -.077 .328 .602 1.000 .139 

.485 .073 .071 .041 .061 .484 <.0001 .184 .163 <.0001 <.0001  .011 

332 332 332 331 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 332 

Turn .054 -.045 .003 .076 -.085 .104 .164 -.051 -.010 .137 .173 .139 1.000 

.329 .414 .951 .169 .121 .057 .003 .354 .851 .012 .002 .011  

333 333 333 331 333 333 333 332 332 333 332 332 333 

LHS = Life History Strategy, MVI = Mate Value Inventory, SocialCompa = Social Comparison, GFP = General Factor of Personality, Prest = 
Prestige, Dom = Dominance, Comm = Communion, Agen = Agency, DI-F = Dark Triad Factors, Indag = Indirect Aggression, Dirag = Direct 
Aggression, and Turn = Employee Turnover.  
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