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ABSTRACT
The present study tested the hypothesis that women dress modestly to signal to other
women that they pose no mate poaching threat and are sexually restricted, and that this
is especially true for religious women. Participants were 392 Muslim women living in the
United States. They read two passages describing fictional situations in which they met
with a potential female friend and then indicated what kind of outfit they would wear in
both situations. In one situation, the participant obtained a reputation for promiscuity;
in the other situation, reputation was not mentioned. I predicted that participants would
choose more modest outfits for the promiscuous reputation passage, because if women
dress modestly to signal sexual restrictedness, then they should dress more modestly
around women with whom they have a reputation for promiscuity—to counteract such a
reputation, women may wish to send a strong signal that they are not promiscuous. The
hypothesis was partially supported: Less religious women chose more modest outfits for
the promiscuous reputation situation than they did for the no reputation situation. This
suggests that some women dress modestly to signal sexual restrictedness to other
women, but that this is especially true for women who are less religious, not more. More
religious women dress more modestly than less religious women, but they may not dress
modestly to signal sexual restrictedness. Two important goals for this area of research
are to determine the proximate reasons that more religious women dress modestly and
to investigate modest dress among non-Muslim religious women.
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Religious Women’s Modest Dress as a Signal to Other Women
Many Abrahamic religious traditions foster women’s modesty (Judaism:
Andrews, 2011; Lax, 2015; Christianity: Arthur, 1998; Bryant, 2006; Gelsinger, 2018;
Klein, 2018; Mormonism specifically: Avance, 2010; Islam: Brooks, 1995; Bucar, 2017;
Droogsma, 2007; Goodwin, 2003; Hirsi Ali, 2007; Inge, 2017; Litchmore & Safdar, 2016;
Sandikci & Ger, 2010). This modesty is salient in the way religious women often dress.
Women from Abrahamic religious traditions1 may dress modestly due to social
pressure. They may feel heavily pressured to dress modestly by their peers, family, or
society (Alinejad, 2018; Arthur, 1998; Cole & Ahmadi, 2003; Ex-Muslims of North
America, 2020; Goodwin, 2003; Inge, 2017; Lax, 2015). Additionally, many women are
legally required to dress modestly by their governments. In 2012 and 2013, twelve
countries had at least one law requiring women in certain circumstances to wear
religious clothing, like hair-covering veils and loose outer garments (Pew Research
Center, 2016). These laws all hailed from Muslim-dominant locations. Furthermore,
religious women may be harassed if their clothes are deemed immodest (Alinejad, 2018;
Bucar, 2017; Goodwin, 2003). For example, in Chechnya in June 2010, several women
who appeared in public without headscarves were attacked with paintball guns
(Lokshina, 2012; Pew Research Center, 2016); in Mali, followers of the Islamist group
Ansar Dine disfigured the ear of a woman because she wore a short skirt (Nossiter,
2012); and in Israel in January 2012, a group of Ultra-Orthodox Jews attacked a woman
they judged to be immodest—smashing her car windows and hitting her in the head with
a rock (Pew Research Center, 2016). Pew reported such cases of harassment in 23
countries in 2012 and 2013 (Pew Research Center, 2016).

Throughout this paper, I will use the terms religious and religiosity to refer exclusively to
Abrahamic religious traditions (i.e., forms of Judaism, Christianity/Mormonism, and Islam).
1

1

Religious women may feel forced to dress modestly due to these forms of social
pressure. However, many religious women have reported choosing to dress modestly
without being forced, sometimes even in the face of opposition from family members
(Andrews, 2011; Bucar, 2017; Sandikci & Ger, 2010). These women have cited many
reasons for modest dress, such as expressing religious identity (Cole & Ahmadi, 2003;
Lax, 2015, p. 311; Litchmore & Safdar, 2016), practicing religion correctly (Andrews,
2011; Cole & Ahmadi, 2003; Sandikci & Ger, 2010), avoiding sexual harassment from
men (Brooks, 1995; Droogsma, 2007; Inge, 2017; Litchmore & Safdar, 2016; Sandikci &
Ger, 2010), earning others’ respect (Droogsma, 2007; Inge, 2017; Lax, 2015, p. 311;
Litchmore & Safdar, 2016; Sandikci & Ger, 2010), showing self-respect (Andrews, 2011;
Cole & Ahmadi, 2003; Droogsma, 2007); gaining protection from temptation
(Droogsma, 2007; Litchmore & Safdar, 2016), and protecting men from temptation
(Bryant, 2006; Gelsinger, 2018). These reasons are not necessarily independent of one
another; for example, protecting men from temptation may be considered correct
religious practice, and by practicing religion correctly, a woman may anticipate earning
respect. Although the reasons listed here are commonly given, motivations vary from one
woman to another.
Women Signaling Women
Dressing modestly may serve many functions. One of these functions may be to
signal women. A woman’s fitness may be enhanced by friendship with other women and
reduced by aggression from other women. In other words, it may be adaptive for women
to form positive relationships with other women and to avoid being targets of intrasexual
aggression. One strategy a woman may use to achieve these goals is to signal to other
women that she will not threaten their long-term mate acquisition or retention. She may
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accomplish this, at least in part, by dressing modestly and thus making herself less
physically attractive to men.
Female-Female Friendship
Research on mammals suggests that social bonds among females are adaptive. A
study of feral horses found that social bonds between unrelated females were associated
with less harassment from males, increased offspring birth rates, and increased offspring
survival (Cameron et al., 2009). Social bonds among female bottlenose dolphins were
also associated with offspring survival (Frère et al., 2010). Among female baboons, social
bonds were associated with increased offspring survival (Silk et al., 2003) and increased
lifespan (Silk et al., 2010). Female bonobos form coalitions with each other, and research
suggests this is a successful defense against male violence (Tokuyama & Furuichi, 2016).
Among humans, there is also evidence that social bonds among females are
adaptive. Women may help their female friends mate guard (Pham et al., 2015), an
activity that seems likely to increase fitness. Analyzing data from 3,512 British women,
Cable et al. (2013) found a positive relationship between the women’s psychological wellbeing and the number of friends with whom they met frequently. And according to a
meta-analysis of 148 studies, social relationships are associated with decreased mortality
among both men and women (Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010).
Female-female friendships may therefore increase women’s fitness by enhancing
psychological and physiological health, improving the success of mate-guarding
attempts, and perhaps increasing offspring survival.
Female-Female Aggression
Women are more likely to use indirect aggression than direct aggression
(Björkqvist, 1994; Hess & Hagen, 2006; Vaillancourt, 2013). Indirect aggression includes
tactics such as social exclusion, derision, gossip, and spreading rumors (Björkqvist, 1994;
3

Vaillancourt, 2013). Owens et al. (2000) studied female-female aggression among
teenage Catholic school students in Australia and reported that victims of such
aggression suffered psychologically from fear, anxiety, poor self-esteem, loss of
confidence, hurt, depression, and fear about future relationships. This pain was
reportedly bad enough to drive some victims to contemplate leaving their school or even
to consider suicide. The authors suggested that female-female aggression may
furthermore damage social status and peer relationships.
McDougall and Vaillancourt (2015) reviewed research on effects in adulthood of
peer victimization from childhood and adolescence. According to their review, peer
victimization may lead to poor academic performance, physical complaints such as
headaches and poor appetite, mental health problems, depression and anxiety, peer
rejection and peer dislike, fewer friends within school (but not outside school), lower
self-esteem, and suicidal ideation and suicide attempts.
Female-female aggression can likely reduce women’s fitness, therefore, by
harming their psychological and physiological health, reducing their social status,
damaging their relationships, driving them out of groups, and in extreme cases, inciting
suicide.
Mate Poaching and Sexual Unrestrictedness
It is seemingly adaptive for women to form positive relationships with other
women and to avoid being targets of intrasexual aggression. One strategy a woman may
use to achieve these goals is to signal to other women that she will not threaten their
ability to acquire or retain long-term mates.
One of the greatest threats to women’s mate retention is probably mate poaching.
Mate poaching refers to a person having sex with someone who is already in a nominally
exclusive relationship with someone else (Davies et al., 2010). In a sample of
4

undergraduate women, 63% reported that they had attempted to poach another woman’s
partner. Among undergraduate men, 95% reported having been the target of poaching
attempts, and about half said those attempts were successful (Schmitt & Buss, 2001).
Furthermore, in a study conducted by Parker and Burkley (2009), single women were
more interested in pursuing a man when he was in a relationship than when he was
single. It is difficult to calculate true rates of mate poaching, but it seems like a
potentially serious threat to women’s fitness.
A likely threat to women’s long-term mate acquisition is the presence of sexually
unrestricted women. Individual women vary in their sexual strategies, which may be
considered to fall on a sociosexuality continuum. At one end of the continuum, women
are sexually restricted, meaning they will not have sex without long-term commitment;
at the other end of the continuum, women are sexually unrestricted, meaning they will
have sex without commitment (Gangestad & Simpson, 1990). Sexual unrestrictedness is
associated with a greater number of sexual partners and one-night stands. Sexually
unrestricted women may threaten the ability of sexually restricted women to pursue their
preferred long-term mating strategy. Research suggests that, on average, men desire sex
more than women do (Baumeister et al., 2001). If sex is considered a resource which is
desired more by men than by women, it follows that women can offer men sex in
exchange for other valuable resources, such as long-term commitment (Baumeister &
Twenge, 2002). Sexually restricted women are more likely to succeed in their pursuit of a
long-term mateship if they and other women in their society require commitment from
men before offering sex. Unrestricted women in the community reduce the ‘bargaining
power’ of restricted women by offering men sex without requiring long-term
commitment. This gives women an incentive to suppress the sexuality of other women.
Indeed, a literature review conducted by Baumeister and Twenge (2002) suggests that
5

females play a larger role than males in suppressing female sexuality. The literature
reported that mothers, far more than fathers, encouraged their daughters to suppress
sexual behavior; adolescent females were pressured to curb sexual behavior by their
female peers, whereas the suppressing effect of male peers was negligible or nonexistent;
compared to men, women demonstrated more disapproval of women’s sexual behavior;
and female genital cutting—designed to make sex unenjoyable for the girl who received
it—was nearly always performed by a woman, was ordered by the girl’s mother or
grandmother, and was encouraged by the girl’s female peers. Furthermore, an exMuslim women’s panel recently suggested that the pressure placed on Muslim women to
dress modestly comes from other women more than it comes from men (Ex-Muslims of
North America, 2020). One woman explained, “From everyone I talk to about this, every
ex-Muslim woman, when I ask who was worse about this…it’s almost always that the
policing was done by women” (Ex-Muslims of North America, 2020, 1:26:13).
Suppression of female sexuality by women may involve social exclusion or other
forms of aggression. In a series of economic games, women behaved less altruistically
toward and inflicted costly punishments on promiscuous female targets (Muggleton et
al., 2019). In the previously discussed review, women’s sexual behavior received moral
condemnation from other women (Baumeister & Twenge, 2002). And in a study by
Vrangalova et al. (2014), a sexually promiscuous female target was rated by women as a
less desirable friend.
Women may strategically signal to other women a low likelihood of mate
poaching and a commitment to sexual restrictedness by making themselves less
attractive to men. One way of doing this is by dressing modestly.

6

Does Modest Clothing Make Women Less Attractive to Men?
Muslim men attending an Iranian university rated images of a woman wearing
loose clothing as less attractive than images of the same woman wearing tight clothing,
and rated images of the woman wearing a chador, a loose outer garment that completely
conceals the shape of the body, as least attractive of all (Pazhoohi & Hosseinchari, 2014).
A similar study involved Muslim and non-Muslim British men rating the attractiveness
of women’s faces (Mahmud & Swami, 2010). Both the Muslim and non-Muslim men
rated women wearing headscarves as less attractive than the same women without
headscarves. This study was later replicated and obtained the same pattern of results
(Swami, 2013). Furthermore, Muslim women have frequently reported experiencing less
sexual harassment when they are dressed modestly (Droogsma, 2007; Litchmore &
Safdar, 2016; Sandikci & Ger, 2010).
Modest Dress and Female-Female Relationships
There is some experimental evidence that immodest dress evokes aggression
from women and reduces likability. In a lab experiment conducted by Vaillancourt and
Sharma (2011), Canadian women exhibited more indirect aggression toward a female
confederate when she was wearing a revealing outfit (low-cut top with mini-skirt) than
when she was wearing a concealing outfit (high-cut t-shirt with pants; Cohen’s d = 1.74).
Indirect aggression included looks of disgust, eye rolls, dismissive behavior, mocking,
sarcasm, fake smiles, and ‘death stares’. Women also reported being less likely to be
friends with the confederate when she was wearing revealing clothes.
Krems et al. (2019) conducted a series of experiments investigating women’s
modest dress as a defense against same-sex aggression. In the first experiment, women
and men reported that a fictional character—a woman named Carol—would judge a
target woman to be more promiscuous if the target woman was dressed revealingly than
7

if she was dressed modestly. Participants also reported that Carol would show more
indirect aggression toward and social distancing of the revealing target than the modest
target. In the second experiment, women created outfits (by drawing clothes onto an
outline of a woman) to wear to a hypothetical all-women mixer and to a mixed-sex
mixer. The outfits created for the all-women mixer revealed about 16% less skin. In a
third experiment, women who reported that other women found them to be very
physically attractive chose more modest outfits to wear to a (hypothetical) all-women
group event than to a mixed-sex group event. Women who reported that other women
found them to be relatively unattractive chose outfits for an all-women group and a
mixed-sex group that did not differ significantly in modesty. Physically attractive women
pose a greater threat to other women’s mate acquisition and retention and may be more
likely, therefore, to strategically dress modestly around other women.
Furthermore, Northover et al. (2017) conducted a study which suggests that
women who dress modestly are perceived by other women as more likable, more
trustworthy, and less likely to mate poach. Participants were 782 women living in the
United States, 18 to 35 years of age, with a straight sexual orientation. About half (n =
372) were Muslim and about half (n = 410) were not (with about half of non-Muslim
participants being Christian, one-third atheist or agnostic, 11% spiritual but not religious,
and 8% other). Both Muslim and non-Muslim participants rated Muslim target women
as less likely to mate poach the more modestly the targets were dressed. Participants also
rated the modestly-dressed targets as more likable and more trustworthy.
Religiosity
I have suggested that women may use modest dress as a signal to other women
that they will not threaten other women’s mate acquisition or retention. This may be
especially true of religious women from Abrahamic traditions. At this point, it may seem
8

unnecessary to consider religiosity; after all, mating strategies and female-female
relationships should be of concern to most women. I argue that religiosity is crucial,
however, because modesty is particularly valued by religious groups.
Religious texts mandate women’s modesty. The New Testament states, “I…want
the women to dress modestly, with decency and propriety, adorning themselves, not with
elaborate hairstyles or gold or pearls or expensive clothes, but with good deeds,
appropriate for women who profess to worship God” (Holy Bible: Today’s New
International Version, 2005, 1 Timothy 2:9-10). A similar passage exists in the Qur’an:
“Tell believing women that they should lower their glances, guard their private parts, and
not display their charms beyond what [it is acceptable] to reveal; they should let their
head-scarves fall to cover their necklines and not reveal their charms…they should not
stamp their feet so as to draw attention to any hidden charms” (The Qur’an, 2005,
24:31).
The concept of modesty is more than just words on pages; modesty is valued,
encouraged, and demonstrated by religious people today. When Evangelical college
students were asked what it means to stay pure—a valued goal among many Evangelicals
(Freitas, 2008; Klein, 2018)—in addition to describing restrictions on sexual activity,
they listed dressing modestly, especially for women (Freitas, 2008). Religious women are
enjoined to dress modestly by their coreligionists, often by other women (Andrews, 2011;
Arthur, 1998; Bryant, 2006; Gelsinger, 2018; Goodwin, 2003; Inge, 2017; Sandikci &
Ger, 2010). A Muslim interviewee described the social pressure she experienced to dress
modestly:
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When I first covered2, I wore skirts and jackets. Then I started university and
observed that the girls wore long overcoats and large scarves. They immediately
began preaching about the correct form of covering. They talk with you, give you
books. They all dress in that style; you think they know religion better than
you…So I asked my mother to sew a long overcoat for me. (Sandikci & Ger, 2010,
p. 25)
Encouragement to dress modestly comes not only in the form of social pressure, but also
social inspiration; that is, religious women may feel inspired and impressed by modestly
dressed co-religionist women (Hirsi Ali, 2007, p. 85; Inge, 2017, p. 90-91; Sandikci &
Ger, 2010).
Research suggests that religious women dress more modestly and that this may,
at least in part, be caused by religion (and not just associated with religiosity). In an
investigation of religion and modesty among university students, Hone and McCullough
(2019) found that among women, but not men, religiosity was negatively related to the
amount of skin exposed by the outfits participants wore to the laboratory. Furthermore,
when participants illustrated the outfit they would wear to a hypothetical party after
being randomly assigned different writing tasks, women, but not men, who wrote about
their religion created less revealing outfits than those who wrote about a non-religious
topic. Religiosity was also negatively related to the amount of skin exposed on women’s,
but not men’s, illustrations of outfits. There was also an interaction whereby the effect of
the religious writing task on illustration skin exposure was greater for more religious
women and men.
Hypothesis
The present study will test the hypothesis that women dress modestly to signal to
other women that they (a) pose no mate poaching threat and (b) are committed to a
long-term mating strategy, and that this is true to a greater degree for religious women.

2

“Covering” refers to covering the hair and body with a headscarf and modest clothing.
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It’s Not All About Men
Among the reasons given by women for dressing modestly, those concerning men
are emphasized over those concerning women: Women cite reasons such as avoiding
sexual harassment from men (Droogsma, 2007; Litchmore & Safdar, 2016; Sandikci &
Ger, 2010) and protecting men from temptation (Bryant, 2006). These reasons are likely
true for many women; it is plausible that women dress modestly as a reaction to men.
However, I hypothesize that women dress modestly as a reaction to women, too.
Muslim American Women
Up to this point, I have discussed women from various Abrahamic religious
traditions, or women generally. However, to test my hypotheses, I will focus on Muslim
women. Due to limited resources, data collection will be restricted to women in the
United States, and among US women, Muslim women are ideal participants. There are
three reasons for this. First, the most modestly dressed women in the US are frequently
Muslim women. Second, Muslim women are easier to access than other highly modest
US women, such as the Amish and Hutterites. Third, there is large variability in the dress
of US Muslim women. According to a 2011 Pew survey, 36% of Muslim American women
said they always wear a headscarf in public, 24% said they publicly wear a headscarf
most or some of the time, and 40% said they never wear it (Pew Research Center, 2011).
Northover et al. (2017) obtained similar percentages among their sample of 372 Muslim
women living in the US. In September and October 2017, these women were asked what
percentage of the time they wore a headscarf, niqab, chador, or other religious head
covering when they left their homes and went out into public places. Thirty-six percent
reported always covering their heads, 35% reported covering part of the time, and 29%
reported never covering. This variability in modesty should increase the signaling value
of modest clothing.
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Because of the present study’s focus on Muslim women, I will here clarify two
useful terms, hijab and hijabi. Hijab is an Arabic word meaning ‘cover’, ‘screen’, or ‘veil’
(Merriam-Webster, n.d.). The word hijab is commonly used to refer to a piece of cloth
worn by many Muslim women that covers their hair and neck3; this headcover is also
called a headscarf or veil. The word hijab may also refer to the covering of women’s
heads and bodies in general, for example, with long, loose clothing (Litchmore & Safdar,
2016, p. 205). In this paper, I will use the word hijab to refer specifically to a headscarf,
and I will use the terms headscarf and hijab interchangeably. I will also use the word
hijabi, a commonly used neutral term for a woman who wears hijab.
Study Overview
The present study utilized a within-subjects design, chosen because it has greater
power than a between-subjects design. Participants read two passages describing
fictional situations in which they met with a potential female friend. Participants
indicated what kind of outfit they would wear to meet this friend in both situations. One
passage detailed a situation in which the participant obtained a reputation for
promiscuity; the other passage provided no information about reputation. I predicted
that participants would choose more modest outfits for the promiscuous reputation
passage, because if women dress modestly to signal to other women that they (a) pose no
mate poaching threat and (b) are committed to a long-term mating strategy, then women
should dress more modestly around women with whom they have a reputation for
promiscuity. To counteract such a reputation, women may wish to send an especially
strong signal that they are not promiscuous. I also tested the claim that this signaling
behavior is used to a greater degree by religious women.

3

Women may use hijab to cover their chest in addition to their hair and neck, or to cover only their hair.
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Method
Participants
Participants were Muslim women living in the United States, 18 to 35 years of age
(M = 26.42, SD = 5.05), with a straight sexual orientation. The selected age range
includes women who are probably at peak sexual value and therefore the greatest threat
to other women’s mate acquisition and retention. It is plausible that women with a nonstraight sexual orientation judge modest dress differently than straight women, so only
women who indicated a straight sexual orientation were included in the study.
Participants were recruited by the research and software company Qualtrics via research
panels.
Data were collected from 406 participants. At the end of the study, participants
were asked if they had encountered any problems. Four participants wrote about
problems loading images, and two stated that they had accidentally selected choices they
had not intended to. Data for these six participants were removed. Data were removed
for an additional eight participants because their responses on a particular survey
question implied that they did not intend to follow instructions; see the Procedure
section for details. After removing these 14 participants, the total sample size was n =
392.
Although all participants identified as Muslim, 3.3% also identified as Atheist,
4.1% identified as Agnostic, and 0.3% (one participant) identified as Agnostic Atheist.
Not surprisingly, most participants—92.3%—identified as “none of these” (i.e., not
Atheist, Agnostic, or Agnostic Atheist).

13

Procedure
The experiment was conducted as an online Qualtrics survey
(https://www.qualtrics.com). Due to the difficulty of recruiting Muslim women in the
United States, participants accessed the study on their own, rather than coming to a lab.
Participants were told they were participating in a study about self-presentation among
Muslim women. Three attention-check items were included in the survey; participants
who missed any of them were filtered out before completing the survey.
First, participants read the consent form (see Appendix A). Next, they were asked
to provide the following demographic information: gender, age, sexual orientation
(attracted to men, attracted to women, or attracted to both men and women), and
religious affiliation. These items served to confirm that individuals met the inclusion
criteria (i.e., female, 18 to 35 years of age, attracted to men, and Muslim). Further data
were not collected from those who did not meet the requirements.
Next, participants were asked to read a passage and imagine they were in the
situation described. According to the passage, the participant has just moved to a new
town and hopes to make some friends; to this end, the participant has plans to meet with
a woman and either one or two men; the participant has spent a little time with the
woman already; and the participant believes this woman might become a good friend
someday. After reading the passage, the participants were asked eight questions meant
to obscure the hypothesis (“red herring items”—explained in detail below in the seventh
paragraph of the Procedure section). Next, participants were asked to think about the
outfit they would wear if they were in the situation described in the passage. Participants
were asked four questions about the clothes they would wear. The first two questions
were red herring items (explained in detail below). The third question asked participants
if they would cover their hair with a religious head cover, such as a headscarf. After
14

selecting either ‘yes’ or ‘no’, participants were directed to the fourth question, which
presented participants with 17 outfits modeled on a stylized image of a young woman.
Participants who indicated that they would cover their hair were shown 17 outfits with
headscarves (from now on, ‘hijab outfits’); participants who indicated that they would
not cover their hair were shown 17 outfits without headscarves (from now on, ‘non-hijab
outfits’). The outfits were pre-rated on modesty by a separate sample from the
population of study. Participants were asked to choose the one outfit that was closest to
what they would wear if they were in the situation described by the passage they had just
read. The modesty of the outfits chosen by participants served as the dependent variable
outfit modesty.
Next, participants read a second passage and were again told to imagine they
were in the situation described. The second passage was similar to the first, but this time,
according to the passage, the participant’s social media account was recently hacked to
make it seem like she sleeps with a lot of men, and the potential female friend with
whom the participant will meet has seen the hacked account. After reading the passage,
the participants followed the same procedure they did after the first passage. Refer to
Appendix B for the complete text of the passages.
The passages served as the independent variable reputation. In the “no
reputation” condition (first passage), the participant moves to a new town and meets
with a potential female friend. In the “promiscuous reputation” condition (second
passage), the potential female friend has the impression that the participant is
promiscuous. Both scenarios involved hot days because women who are not committed
to everyday modest dress are more likely to wear revealing outfits on hot days. This was
meant to increase variance in the dependent variable, outfit modesty. In the
promiscuous reputation condition, a woman likely believes that the participant pursues a
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short-term mating strategy and perhaps also that she is a mate poaching threat;
participants may have wished to dress modestly for this woman to compensate for their
promiscuous reputation. The presence of the men in the two scenarios may seem
unnecessary, because it is only the knowledge of the female character that differs
between conditions. However, the presence of men may provide more signaling power to
modest dress, because the presence of men allows women to show other women that
they dress modestly around men. This seems useful for signaling that they do not intend
to poach men from other women or pursue a short-term mating strategy.
After choosing outfits for both passages, participants completed a measure of
religiosity. Next, they completed measures of five potential moderators, which were
included for exploratory purposes: need for group affiliation, exclusion concern, mate
value, motivation to seem sexually restricted, and motivation to be seen as a nonpoacher. It was suspected that the independent variable (reputation) would have a
stronger effect on participants with high scores on these potential moderators. The
rationale is as follows: Participants with a strong need for group affiliation and a great
deal of concern about being excluded would be more motivated to please the female
character so they could affiliate with her and avoid exclusion. Participants with high
mate value scores would consider themselves to be a greater threat to the female
character. And participants who were highly motivated to seem sexually restricted and to
seem unlikely to mate poach would be more worried about failing to meet those goals
once they had obtained a promiscuous reputation. These potential moderators were
measured after the dependent variable (outfit modesty) in order to reduce demand
characteristics.
Next, participants were asked about the frequency with which they covered their
hair: “When you leave your home and go out in public places other than a mosque, how
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often do you cover your hair with hijab or some other religious head covering?” Response
choices were never, rarely, sometimes, most of the time, and always. Next, participants
were given the option to leave a comment. Finally, participants were presented with a
debriefing (see Appendix C).
The within-subjects design of the experiment likely increased the risk of demand
characteristics. Precautions were therefore taken to attenuate demand characteristics,
with the goal of convincing participants that the study was ultimately interested in the
effect of mood on self-presentation, rather than the effect of being perceived by women
as promiscuous on modesty. Instructions before the second (promiscuous reputation)
passage included the following: “We believe that social behaviors and self-expression are
influenced by mood. Previously, you read a passage and were asked to indicate the
behavior and self-expression choices you would have made if you were in that situation.
Below, we will present you with a situation that is similar to the one you’ve already read
about, but with some important differences. There is a 50% chance the passage will
describe a positive situation (which may put you in a good mood) and a 50% chance the
passage will describe a negative situation (which may put you in a bad mood).” The
promiscuous reputation passage, presented next, was labeled “Negative Situation”. The
purpose of these details was to convince participants that the promiscuous reputation
incident was meant merely to negatively affect their mood. To reinforce the idea that the
study was interested in mood (rather than perceptions of promiscuity), the red herring
questions included six Likert items on mood (“To what degree do you
feel…content/upset/excited/cheerful/nervous/hostile?”). To reinforce the idea that the
study was interested in self-presentation generally (rather than modesty specifically), the
red herring questions included four items about behavior and dress irrelevant to modest
dress—what time the participants would arrive to meet the potential female friend (e.g.,
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10 minutes early), how participants would react to their phone ringing while with
company (e.g., ignore the phone), and whether the participants would wear a watch or
sunglasses. These red herring items are presented in Appendix D. The effect of mood on
self-presentation was chosen as the cover story because it seemed unlikely that
participants would think they were expected to choose more modest clothes for a
“negative situation” or due to a “bad mood”. Thus, if participants chose more modest
outfits for the promiscuous reputation scenario, demand characteristics caused by the
cover story would be an unlikely explanation.
Previously, I mentioned that data were removed for eight participants due to
their responses on a particular survey question. The survey question referred to is the
red herring item which asked participants what time they would arrive to meet the
potential friends. Participants could choose one of four options related to their time of
arrival (e.g., 15 minutes early, 10 minutes early), or they could choose “other” and type a
response. Eight participants selected “other” and stated that they would not meet the
characters in the scenario (e.g., “I wouldn’t go”; “I’ll cancel”), sometimes with the
explanation that they would not meet with strange men (e.g., “I don’t meet up with men I
don’t know”). Because the participants’ task was to choose the outfits they would wear if
they were to meet the characters in the passages, and these eight participants stated that
they would not meet the characters, their data were removed.
Outfits
The outfits were assembled with a web application, perhaps best understood as
an electronic paper doll designer, called “Street Style” (Rinmaru Games, n.d.). Several
outfits were then modified using GNU Image Manipulation Program, or GIMP (GIMP
Development Team, 2018). There were three kinds of modifications. First, headscarves
were added to several outfits. There were two different styles of headscarves, with one
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style concealing more than the other. Second, several outfits were made more modest.
This was accomplished by adding pants under dresses, extending the length of one of the
shirts to transform it into a dress, extending the length of sleeves, raising necklines, and
adding modest shirts under initially revealing dresses. Third, one outfit was modified to
bring it into alignment with current fashion (i.e., low-waisted shorts were transformed
into high-waisted shorts). In addition to the modifications, two modest outfits were
created entirely in GIMP.
The outfits were pre-rated on modesty by a subset of a separate sample of 200
participants from the same population as those participating in the experiment (i.e.,
Muslim women living in the United States, 18 to 35 years of age, with a straight sexual
orientation). The 200 participants who rated outfits were not able to participate in the
experiment. These participants were recruited by Qualtrics via research panels. Outfits
were rated on a Likert scale with the options 1 (Extremely immodest), 2 (Immodest), 3
(Slightly immodest), 4 (Neither modest nor immodest), 5 (Slightly modest), 6 (Modest),
and 7 (Extremely modest). Each outfit was rated by 104 to 114 women. The mean
modesty rating for each individual outfit supplied that outfit’s modesty score in the
present study. Modesty scores ranged from 2.67 to 5.95 for non-hijab outfits and 5.08 to
6.41 for hijab outfits. Although the lowest-scored non-hijab outfits had modesty scores
much lower than the lowest-scored hijab outfits, twelve out of the seventeen hijab outfits
had lower modesty scores than one or more non-hijab outfits. The outfits and their
modesty scores are presented in Appendix E.
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Measures
Religiosity
Religiosity was measured with 8 items modified from an existing measure of
religious commitment (Cohen et al., 2006). The first six items were: (1) “How strongly do
you believe in God?” (2) “How religious are you?” (3) “How spiritual are you?” (4) “How
much do you believe in the teachings of your (a) religion?” (5) “How important a part of
your identity is religion or faith to you?” and (6) “If someone wanted to understand who
you are as a person, how important would religion or faith be?” These items were
measured on a 7-point Likert scale with the options not at all, not much, a little,
somewhat, quite a bit, very much, and deeply or extremely. The final two items were:
(7) “How often do you attend religious services?” and (8) “How often do you practice the
requirements of your (a) religion?” These items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale
with the options never, very rarely, rarely, occasionally, moderately, frequently, and
very frequently. The mean score for these eight items served as a measure of participant
religiosity, with higher scores indicating greater religiosity.
This religiosity scale was selected over alternative religiosity measures due to its
generalizability. Although the present study sampled from only one population (i.e.,
young straight US Muslim women), future research in this area may involve different
populations. The items on the present religiosity scale seem applicable to members of
several religious groups including Muslims, Christians, and Jews. Furthermore, the
items do not require the participant to have a religious affiliation in order to answer
sensibly. In the future, therefore, results from the present study may be compared to
results from research involving individuals from different religious groups and
individuals lacking religious affiliation.
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Need for Group Affiliation
The participants’ need for group affiliation was measured with six items (Neel et
al., 2016): (1) “Being part of a group is important to me.” (2) “I enjoy working with a
group to accomplish a goal.” (3) “I like being part of a team.” (4) “Working in a group is
usually more trouble than it’s worth.” (5) “When I’m in a group, I do things to help the
group stay together.” (6) “Getting along with the people around me is a high priority.” All
items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). Item 4 was reverse scored, and the mean of all six items served as a
measure of the participants’ need for group affiliation.
Exclusion Concern
Concern about social exclusion was measured with six items (Neel et al., 2016):
(1) “I would be extremely hurt if a friend excluded me.” (2) “It would be a big deal to me
if a group excluded me.” (3) “It bothers me when groups of people I know do things
without me.” (4) “I worry about being rejected.” (5) “I often wonder whether I am being
excluded.” (6) “I often think about whether other people accept me.” All items were
measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). The mean of all six items served as a measure of the participants’ concern about
being excluded by other people.
Mate Value
Mate value was measured with four items (Edlund & Sagarin, 2014): (1) “Overall,
how would you rate your level of desirability as a partner?” (2) “Overall, how would
members of the opposite sex rate your level of desirability as a partner?” (3) “Overall,
how do you believe you compare to other people in desirability as a partner?” and (4)
“Overall, how good of a catch are you?” Responses could range from 1 to 7. The mean
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score of these four items served as a measure of perceived mate value, with higher scores
indicating higher mate value.
Motivation to Seem Sexually Restricted
To my knowledge, there were no pre-existing measures of motivation to seem
sexually restricted. Participants were provided with the instructions, “Suppose other
women believed certain things about you. How much would it bother you if they believed
the following?” I measured this variable with three items created for the present study:
(1) “How much would it bother you if other women thought you slept with a lot of men?”
(2) “How much would it bother you if other women thought you slept with men you had
no intention of ever seeing again?” and (3) “How much would it bother you if other
women thought you often slept with men you had just met?” Response choices were 1
(Not at all), 2 (A little), 3 (A moderate amount), 4 (A lot), and 5 (Extremely). The mean
of these three items served as a measure of motivation to be seen by women as sexually
restricted; higher scores indicated greater motivation.
Motivation to be Seen as a Non-Poacher
To my knowledge, there were also no pre-existing measures of motivation to be
seen as someone who does not mate poach. I measured this variable with four items
created for the present study: (1) “How much would it bother you if other women
thought you had convinced men to cheat on their wives or girlfriends with you?” (2)
“How much would it bother you if other women thought you wanted to sleep with their
boyfriends or husbands?” (3) “How much would it bother you if other women thought
you knowingly slept with men who had girlfriends or wives?” and (4) “How much would
it bother you if other women thought you had persuaded men to leave their wives or
break up with their girlfriends for you?” Response choices were 1 (Not at all), 2 (A little),
3 (A moderate amount), 4 (A lot), and 5 (Extremely). The mean of these four items
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served as a measure of motivation to be seen by women as a non-poacher; higher scores
indicated greater motivation. The items for this scale were placed on the same page of
the survey as the items for the motivation to seem sexually restricted scale, and thus
shared instructions.
All of these measures and their instructions are presented in their entirety in
Appendix F.
Results
Scale Validation
To my knowledge, the present religiosity scale has never been measured with
Muslim women before. Therefore, I conducted an exploratory factor analysis of
religiosity to assess its dimensionality. I also conducted exploratory factor analyses for
motivation to seem sexually restricted and motivation to be seen as a non-poacher;
because the present study was the first to use these scales, it was important to assess
their validity.
Religiosity
Evaluation of the scree plot and the factor loading matrix (see Table 1) suggests a
one-factor solution. The first extracted factor has an eigenvalue of 5.4. This first factor
accounts for 67.5% of the total variance among the set of 8 religiosity scale items. The
second extracted factor has an eigenvalue of 0.7, accounting for 8.75% of the total
variance. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .91, indicating excellent internal consistency
among the items on the scale.
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Table 1
Ordinary Least Squares Unrotated Factor Loadings for Religiosity
Item
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5
Item 6
Item 7
Item 8

Factor
Loading
0.78
0.88
0.60
0.82
0.88
0.85
0.70
0.80

Motivation to Seem Sexually Restricted
The scree plot and factor loading matrix (see Table 2) suggest a one-factor
solution. The first extracted factor has an eigenvalue of 2.9, accounting for 96.67% of the
total variance among the set of 3 scale items. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .98,
indicating excellent internal consistency among the items on the scale.

Table 2
Ordinary Least Squares Unrotated Factor Loadings for Motivation to Seem Sexually
Restricted
Item
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3

Factor
Loading
0.97
0.99
0.98
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Motivation to be Seen as a Non-Poacher
Evaluation of the scree plot and the factor loading matrix (see Table 3) suggests a
one-factor solution. The first extracted factor has an eigenvalue of 3.9, accounting for
97.5% of the total variance among the set of 4 scale items. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale
was .97, indicating excellent internal consistency among the items on the scale.

Table 3
Ordinary Least Squares Unrotated Factor Loadings for Motivation to be Seen as a NonPoacher
Item
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4

Factor
Loading
0.98
0.97
0.98
0.98

Hair-Covering
When asked how often they covered their hair in public places, 34.4% of
participants indicated Never, 11.8% indicated Rarely, 9.0% indicated Sometimes, 6.4%
indicated Most of the time, and 38.3% indicated Always.
There was a significant correlation between reported hair-covering frequency and
religiosity, r = .53, n = 386, p < .001, whereby more religious women reported covering
their hair more frequently.
Generally, self-reported real-life hair-covering frequency was also related—in the
expected way—to participants’ choices to cover or not cover their hair for their
hypothetical scenario outfits. For example, out of 134 women who indicated that they
never cover their hair in real life, 130 chose non-hijab outfits, and of the 149 women who
indicated that they always cover their hair, 143 chose hijab outfits. Table 4 presents the
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complete cross-tabulation between reported real-life hair-covering frequency and
hypothetical outfit hair-covering choice.
After reading the no reputation version of the passage, 49.5% of participants
chose hijab outfits and 50.5% of participants chose to show their hair. Of those who
chose hijab the first time, 96.9% chose hijab for their second outfit (i.e., for the
promiscuous reputation scenario) and 3.09% of them chose to show their hair. Of those
who showed their hair the first time, 96.5% also showed their hair the second time,
whereas 3.5% switched to hijab.
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130
2
2
134

Never
5
143
1
149

Always
Total
188
188
13
389

Note. Total sample size n = 392; three participants did not indicate hair-covering frequency; all three chose non-hijab
outfits.

Total

Outfit Choice
Non-Hijab
Hijab
Both

Hair-Covering Frequency
Rarely
Sometimes
Most of
the time
34
18
1
7
15
21
5
2
3
46
35
25

Number of Participants Who Chose Non-Hijab Outfits, Hijab Outfits, or Both (One per Scenario) Categorized by Reported
Real-Life Hair-Covering Frequency

Table 4

Outfit Modesty
As explained previously, participants were asked to think about the outfits they
would wear if they were in the situations described by the passages they read. Those who
indicated that their hypothetical outfit would include a headscarf were presented with 17
hijab outfits, and those who indicated that their hypothetical outfit would not include a
headscarf were presented with 17 non-hijab outfits. Because participants were shown a
different set of outfits depending on whether they indicated they would cover their hair
or not, data were divided into two samples for hypothesis tests. Analyses were conducted
separately for participants who chose hijab outfits for both scenarios (“hijab sample”; n =
188) and those who chose non-hijab outfits for both scenarios (“non-hijab sample”; n =
191). Participants who chose a hijab outfit for one scenario and a non-hijab outfit for the
other (n = 13) were excluded from the following analyses. See Table 5 for descriptive and
reliability statistics for the potential mediators (i.e., religiosity, need for group affiliation,
exclusion concern, mate value, motivation to seem sexually restricted, and motivation to
be seen as a non-poacher). See Table 6 and Table 7 for correlation matrices for haircovering frequency and the potential mediators for the non-hijab and hijab samples,
respectively.
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s α for Potential Moderators
Variable
Religiosity
Need for Group Affiliation
Exclusion Concern
Mate Value
MSR a
MNP b

Non-Hijab Sample
M
SD
n
α
4.75 1.17 188 .91
4.87 1.13 189 .83
4.45 1.54 189 .90
5.08 1.01 191 .82
3.07 1.49 190 .96
3.67 1.60 189 .98

a MSR

= Motivation to Seem Sexually Restricted.

b MNP

= Motivation to be Seen as a Non-Poacher.
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M
5.85
4.84
4.42
4.98
3.17
3.34

Hijab Sample
SD
n
0.74 188
1.13 188
1.52 187
0.97 187
1.71 187
1.75 187

α
.84
.79
.90
.80
.99
.97
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1
–

MNP = Motivation to be Seen as a Non-Poacher.

b

.20
[.06, .33]
.007
.02
[-.12, .17]
.752
-.17
[-.31, -.03]
.021
-.04
[-.18, .11]
.618
-.11
[-.25, .04]
.137
-.17
[-.31, -.03]
.021

MSR = Motivation to Seem Sexually Restricted.

r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value

a

7. MNP b

6. MSR a

5. Mate Value

4. Exclusion
Concern

3. Need for Group
Affiliation

2. Religiosity

Variable
1. Hair-Covering
Frequency

.01
[-.13, .15]
.885
-.04
[-.19, .10]
.565
-.03
[-.17, .12]
.704
.30
[.16, .43]
.000
.10
[-.05, .24]
.197

–

2

.27
[.13, .40]
.000
.11
[-.04, .25]
.143
.14
[-.00, .28]
.053
.14
[-.01, .27]
.063

–

3

-.15
[-.29, -.01]
.040
.23
[.09, .36]
.001
.33
[.19, .45]
.000

–

4

-.12
[-.26, .02]
.101
-.10
[-.24, .05]
.193

–

5

.73
[.66, .79]
.000

–

6

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Matrix for Hair-Covering Frequency and Potential Moderators for Non-Hijab Sample

Table 6

–

7
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1
–

MNP = Motivation to be Seen as a Non-Poacher.

b

.28
[.14, .41]
.000
.06
[-.08, .21]
.380
.15
[.01, .29]
.036
.10
[-.04, .24]
.160
.16
[.01, .29]
.034
.08
[-.07, .22]
.280

MSR = Motivation to Seem Sexually Restricted.

r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value
r
95% CI
p-value

a

7. MNP b

6. MSR a

5. Mate Value

4. Exclusion
Concern

3. Need for Group
Affiliation

2. Religiosity

Variable
1. Hair-Covering
Frequency

.15
[.01, .29]
.037
.00
[-.14, .15]
.980
.19
[.05, .33]
.008
-.00
[-.15, .14]
.959
-.05
[-.20, .09]
.470

–

2

.30
[.16, .43]
.000
.23
[.09, .36]
.001
.05
[-.09, .20]
.472
.06
[-.09, .20]
.449

–

3

.03
[-.12, .17]
.716
.12
[-.03, .26]
.117
.08
[-.07, .22]
.293

–

4

-.03
[-.17, .12]
.692
-.09
[-.23, .05]
.209

–

5

.84
[.80, .88]
.000

–

6

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Matrix for Hair-Covering Frequency and Potential Moderators for Hijab Sample

Table 7

–

7

Main Analyses
First, I ran a pair of linear mixed effects models with religiosity and reputation as
predictors and outfit modesty as the criterion.
For the hijab sample, the effect of reputation on outfit modesty was not
significant; t(186) = 0.50, p = .615, b = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.05]. Mean outfit
modesty was virtually identical between scenarios (no reputation scenario: M = 6.00, SD
= 0.33; promiscuous reputation scenario: M = 6.01, SD = 0.31). There was, however, a
significant main effect of religiosity, t(279) = 4.51, p < .001, b = 0.14, 95% CI = [0.08,
0.20], whereby more religious women chose more modest outfits. Furthermore, there
was a marginally significant interaction between religiosity and reputation, t(186) = 1.68, p = .096, b = -0.05, 95% CI = [-0.10, 0.01]. Simple slopes analyses predicted that
less religious participants—those with religiosity scores one standard deviation below the
mean—would choose outfits that were about 0.05 points more modest for the
promiscuous reputation scenario than the no reputation scenario; participants of
average religiosity—those with religiosity scores at the mean—would choose outfits that
were about 0.01 points more modest; and highly religious participants—those with
religiosity scores one standard deviation above the mean—would choose outfits that were
about 0.02 points less modest for the promiscuous reputation scenario. In other words,
less religious women chose outfits that were more modest for the promiscuous
reputation scenario than they did for the no reputation scenario. However, the p-value
for this interaction just reaches marginal significance (p = .096), so the interaction
should be interpreted with caution. The interaction is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1
Predicted Outfit Modesty for Hijab Sample as a Function of Reputation and Religiosity
6.5

No Reputation
6.25
Promiscuous Reputation

Modesty

6

5.75

5.5

5.25

5
Low Religiosity (-1 SD) Average Religiosity (M) High Religiosity (+1 SD)
Religiosity
Note. Outfit modesty scores ranged from 5.08 to 6.41 for hijab outfits.
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Among women in the non-hijab sample, participants chose outfits that were
significantly more modest for the promiscuous reputation scenario (M = 4.66, SD =
0.84) than they did for the no reputation scenario (M = 4.49, SD = 0.91), t(186) = 3.14, p
= .002, b = 0.19, 95% CI = [0.07, 0.31]. There was also a significant main effect of
religiosity, t(295.39) = 4.67, p < .001, b = 0.25, 95% CI = [0.14, 0.35], whereby more
religious women chose more modest outfits. The interaction between religiosity and
reputation was not significant, t(186) = -1.36, p = .175, b = -0.07, 95% CI = [-0.17, 0.03].
Exploratory Analyses
I ran five additional pairs of linear mixed effects models to explore possible
moderators. As with the main analyses, outfit modesty was the criterion. Each model
included reputation as a predictor as well as a second predictor: need for group
affiliation, exclusion concern, mate value, motivation to seem sexually restricted, or
motivation to be seen as a non-poacher.
Need for Group Affiliation. Among the hijab sample, the main effect of
reputation was not significant, t(186) = 0.51, p = .613, b = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.05].
The main effect of need for group affiliation was also not significant, t(271.15) = 0.20, p =
.844, b = 0.00, 95% CI = [-0.04, 0.04]. However, the interaction between need for group
affiliation and reputation was significant, t(186) = -2.34, p = .021, b = -0.04, 95% CI = [0.08, -0.01]. Simple slopes analyses predicted that women with little need for group
affiliation—those with scores one standard deviation below the mean—would choose
outfits for the promiscuous reputation scenario that were about 0.06 points more
modest than the outfits they chose for the no reputation scenario; participants with an
average need for affiliation—those with scores at the mean—would choose outfits that
were about 0.01 points more modest; and participants with a strong need for affiliation—
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those with need for affiliation scores one standard deviation above the mean—would
choose outfits that were 0.04 points less modest. The interaction is presented in Figure
2.

Figure 2
Predicted Outfit Modesty for Hijab Sample as a Function of Reputation and Need for
Group Affiliation
6.5
No Reputation
6.25

Promiscuous Reputation

Modesty

6

5.75

5.5

5.25

5
Low Need (-1 SD)

Average Need (M)

High Need (+1 SD)

Need for Group Affiliation
Note. Outfit modesty scores ranged from 5.08 to 6.41 for hijab outfits.
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Among the non-hijab sample, the main effect of reputation was significant, t(187)
= 2.78, p = .006, b = 0.17, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.30]. The main effect of need for group
affiliation was not significant, t(293.45) = 0.13, p = .897, b = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.10, 0.12],
and neither was the interaction between need for group affiliation and reputation, t(187)
= 0.46, p = .645, b = 0.03, 95% CI = [-0.08, 0.14].
Exclusion Concern. Among the hijab sample, the main effect of reputation was
not significant, t(185) = 0.53, p = .600, b = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.05]. The main effect
of exclusion concern was also not significant, t(271.96) = -0.91, p = .365, b = -0.01, 95%
CI = [-0.04, 0.02]. The interaction between exclusion concern and reputation was not
significant either, t(185) = -0.09, p = .931, b = -0.00, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.03].
Among the non-hijab sample, the main effect of reputation was significant, t(187)
= 2.87, p = .005, b = 0.17, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.29], whereas the main effect of exclusion
concern was not significant, t(287.71) = -1.60, p = .111, b = -0.07, 95% CI = [-0.15, 0.02].
These outcomes were qualified by a significant interaction between exclusion concern
and reputation, t(187) = 3.55, p < .001, b = 0.14, 95% CI = [0.06, 0.22], whereby the
effect of reputation was greater among women with higher exclusion concern scores.
Simple slopes analyses predicted that women with a strong exclusion concern—those
with exclusion concern scores one standard deviation above the mean—would choose
outfits for the promiscuous reputation scenario that were about 0.39 points more modest
than the outfits they chose for the no reputation scenario; participants with average
exclusion concern—those with scores at the mean—would choose outfits that were about
0.17 points more modest; and women with little exclusion concern—those with scores
one standard deviation below the mean—would choose outfits that were about 0.04
points less modest. This model is presented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3
Predicted Outfit Modesty for Non-Hijab Sample as a Function of Reputation and
Exclusion Concern
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Note. Outfit modesty scores ranged from 2.67 to 5.95 for non-hijab outfits.

Mate Value. Among the hijab sample, the main effect of reputation was not
significant, t(185) = 0.41, p = .686, b = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.05]. The main effect of
mate value was not significant either, t(270.28) = 0.29, p = .772, b = 0.01, 95% CI = [0.04, 0.05]. The interaction between mate value and reputation was also not significant,
t(185) = -1.40, p = .163, b = -0.03, 95% CI = [-0.07, 0.01].
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Among the non-hijab sample, the main effect of reputation was significant, t(189)
= 2.65, p = .009, b = 0.17, 95% CI = [0.04, 0.29]. The main effect of mate value was not
significant, t(298.93) = -0.87, p = .383, b = -0.05, 95% CI = [-0.18, 0.07], nor was the
interaction between mate value and reputation, t(189) = -1.11, p = .267, b = -0.07, 95% CI
= [-0.19, 0.05].
Motivation to Seem Sexually Restricted. Among the hijab sample, the main
effect of reputation was not significant, t(185) = 0.60, p = .551, b = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.03,
0.05]. Likewise, the main effect of motivation to seem sexually restricted was not
significant, t(273.81) = 1.42, p = .156, b = 0.02, 95% CI = [-0.01, 0.05], and neither was
the interaction between motivation to seem sexually restricted and reputation, t(185) = 0.91, p = .364, b = -0.01, 95% CI = [-0.04, 0.01].
Among the non-hijab sample, the main effect of reputation was significant, t(188)
= 2.48, p = .014, b = 0.15, 95% CI = [0.03, 0.27]. The main effect of motivation to seem
sexually restricted was also significant, t(298.38) = 2.83, p = .005, b = 0.12, 95% CI =
[0.04, 0.20], whereby women with higher motivation scores chose more modest outfits.
However, the interaction between motivation to seem sexually restricted and reputation
was not significant, t(188) = 0.08, p = .939, b = 0.00, 95% CI = [-0.08, 0.09].
For the non-hijab sample, religiosity and motivation to seem sexually restricted
were significantly positively correlated, r = .30, p < .001 (see Table 6). To investigate
whether the main effect of motivation to seem sexually restricted described above was
driven by religiosity, I conducted another linear mixed effects model, just for the nonhijab sample, with reputation, motivation to seem sexually restricted, and religiosity as
predictors and outfit modesty as the criterion. The main effect of reputation remained
significant, t(186) = 2.97, p = .003, b = 0.18, 95% CI = [0.06, 0.30]. The main effect of
religiosity was also significant, t(184) = 3.78, p < .001, b = 0.18, 95% CI = [0.09, 0.27].
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Motivation to seem sexually restricted was a significant predictor above and beyond
religiosity and reputation; t(184) = 2.02, p = .045, b = 0.08, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.15].
Motivation to be Seen as a Non-Poacher. Among the hijab sample, the
main effect of reputation was not significant, t(185) = 0.34, p = .735, b = 0.01, 95% CI =
[-0.03, 0.05]. The main effect of motivation to be seen as a non-poacher was not
significant either, t(269.48) = -0.10, p = .922, b = -0.00, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.03]. The
interaction between motivation to be seen as a non-poacher and reputation was also not
significant, t(185) = 0.27, p = .784, b = 0.00, 95% CI = [-0.02, 0.03].
Among the non-hijab sample, the main effect of reputation was significant, t(187)
= 2.79, p = .006, b = 0.17, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.30]. The main effect of motivation to be
seen as a non-poacher was not significant, t(294.05) = 0.76, p = .449, b = 0.03, 95% CI =
[-0.05, 0.11], and neither was the interaction between motivation to be seen as a nonpoacher and reputation, t(187) = 1.20, p = .233, b = 0.05, 95% CI = [-0.03, 0.12].
Number of Men. Either one man or two men were present in the passages
(“You will meet Ms. A and Mr. S this afternoon…”; “You will meet Ms. L and the two men
later today…”). Every participant was presented with the one-man version of one passage
and the two-men version of the other passage. The order was counter-balanced; for
about half of the participants, one man was present in the no reputation passage and two
men were present in the promiscuous reputation passage, and for the rest of the
participants, the reverse was true. The focus of the present study is on the influence
women have on the modesty of other women; however, the differing number of men
present in the passages allowed me to investigate—in an exploratory fashion—the
influence of men.
I conducted a between-subjects t-test with the number of men present (one man
versus two men) in the no reputation scenario as the independent variable and the
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modesty of the no reputation outfit as the dependent variable. For the hijab sample, the
difference in modesty between one man present (M = 6.01, SD = 0.35) and two men
present (M = 6.00, SD = 0.31) was not significant, t(186) = 0.18, p = .856, d = 0.03.
Among the non-hijab sample, the difference in modesty between one man present (M =
4.40, SD = 0.93) and two men present (M = 4.58, SD = 0.89) was also not significant,
t(189) = -1.45, p = .150, d = -0.21.
Next, I conducted a multiple regression with the number of men present in the no
reputation scenario and religiosity as predictors and the modesty of the no reputation
outfit as the criterion. For the hijab sample, the overall regression was significant, F(3,
184) = 6.63, p < .001, R2 = .10, although religiosity was the only significant predictor,
t(184) = 4.46, p < .001, b = 0.14, 95% CI = [0.08, 0.21] (number of men present: t(184) =
0.16, p = .877, b = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.09, 0.10]; interaction between religiosity and
number of men: t(184) = -0.66, p = .508, b = -0.04, 95% CI = [-0.17, 0.08]).
The overall regression was also significant for the non-hijab sample, F(3, 184) =
8.14, p < .001, R2 = .12. Religiosity was again a significant predictor, t(184) = 4.67, p <
.001, b = 0.25, 95% CI = [0.15, 0.36]. The number of men present was a marginally
significant predictor, t(184) = 1.80, p = .074, b = 0.23, 95% CI = [-0.02, 0.48], such that
women chose more modest outfits when two men were present. The interaction between
religiosity and number of men was not significant, t(184) = 0.71, p = .479, b = 0.08, 95%
CI = [-0.14, 0.29].
Finally, I conducted a multiple regression with the number of men present in the
no reputation scenario and mate value as predictors and the modesty of the no
reputation outfit as the criterion. For the hijab sample, the overall regression was not
significant, F(3, 183) = 0.36, p = .783, R2 = .01. Mate value was not a significant
predictor, t(183) = 0.35, p = .726, b = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.04, 0.06]; the number of men
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present was not a significant predictor, t(183) = -0.18, p = .859, b = -0.01, 95% CI = [0.11, 0.09]; and the interaction between mate value and number of men present was not
significant, t(183) = -0.98, p = .327, b = -0.05, 95% CI = [-0.15, 0.05].
For the non-hijab sample, the overall regression was significant, F(3, 187) = 2.66,
p = .049, R2 = .04. Mate value was not a significant predictor, t(187) = -1.44, p = .152, b =
-0.10, 95% CI = [-0.23, 0.04]. The number of men present was also not a significant
predictor, t(187) = 1.49, p = .138, b = 0.19, 95% CI = [-0.06, 0.45]. However, the
interaction between mate value and number of men present was significant, t(187) = 2.25, p = .025, b = -0.30, 95% CI = [-0.56, -0.04], whereby women with lower reported
mate value chose outfits that were more modest when two men were present compared
to when one man was present. Simple slopes analyses predicted that women with low
reported mate value (i.e., those with scores one standard deviation below the mean)
would choose outfits that were about 0.50 points more modest for two men; women with
average reported mate value (i.e., those with scores at the mean) would choose outfits
that were about 0.19 points more modest for two men; and women of high reported mate
value (i.e., those with scores one standard deviation above the mean) would choose
outfits that were about 0.11 points less modest for two men. The model is presented in
Figure 4.
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Figure 4
Predicted No Reputation Outfit Modesty for Non-Hijab Sample as a Function of Number
of Men Present and Mate Value
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Note. Outfit modesty scores ranged from 2.67 to 5.95 for non-hijab outfits.

Discussion
I tested the hypothesis that women dress modestly to signal to other women that
they (a) pose no mate poaching threat and (b) are committed to a long-term mating
strategy, and that this is true to a greater degree for religious women. If the hypothesis is
true, participants should have chosen more modest outfits for the promiscuous
reputation scenario than they did for the no reputation scenario, and the difference in
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modesty between the two scenarios should have been greater for more religious women
than it was for less religious women. The hypothesis was only partially supported.
Women in the non-hijab sample and less religious women from the hijab sample chose
more modest outfits for the promiscuous reputation scenario than they did for the no
reputation scenario. This suggests that some women dress modestly to signal sexual
restrictedness to other women, but that this is true to a greater degree for women who
are less religious, not for women who are more religious; the women who chose more
modest outfits for the promiscuous reputation scenario were the less religious women
from the hijab sample and women from the non-hijab sample, which obtained a lower
mean religiosity score (4.75) than the hijab sample (5.85).
One plausible explanation for the present results is that less religious women vary
the modesty of their public dress according to their goals for a particular situation,
whereas more religious women do not. For example, more revealing outfits may be more
comfortable in hot weather (Sandikci & Ger, 2010) and may result in greater perceived
attractiveness as judged by men (Mahmud & Swami, 2010; Pazhoohi & Hosseinchari,
2014; Swami, 2013), so a less religious woman might choose a more revealing outfit if
she wishes to stay cool on a hot day or to be attractive to men. However, appearing less
sexually permissive to other women may take priority if she has gained a reputation for
promiscuity with other women who can confer benefits (e.g., friendship) and/or inflict
harm (e.g., social exclusion) on her. If goals that are best achieved with revealing
clothing are judged to be less important in a particular situation than the goal of
appearing sexually nonpermissive to other women, a less religious woman may dress
modestly. For more religious women, however, the goals best achieved with modest
clothing (e.g., fulfilling a religious obligation) may always take priority over goals better
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achieved with revealing clothing (e.g., staying cool on a hot day). In future research,
these goals (e.g., comfort, attractiveness, religious duty) can be assessed.
The present study suggests that the more religious women are, the more
modestly they dress (Hone & McCullough, 2019), but that this modesty is not influenced
by the presence or absence of a promiscuous reputation as perceived by another woman
(at least, not as it was manipulated in the present study). This latter finding may indicate
that highly religious women are not motivated to dress modestly by concerns about other
women’s beliefs about their sexual restrictedness. The results of the present study do not
reveal what does motivate highly religious women to dress modestly; perhaps they are
directly motivated by a desire to please their god.
Need for Group Affiliation
I expected need for group affiliation to moderate the effect of reputation such
that participants with higher need for group affiliation scores would be more inclined to
increase the modesty of the outfits they chose for the promiscuous reputation scenario
relative to the no reputation scenario. A woman who strongly desires to affiliate with a
group should be more motivated to be seen by others as an appealing group member,
and thus be more motivated to suppress cues of promiscuity—which may make her
undesirable as a group member to other women—and therefore increase her modesty
when the female character suspects her of promiscuity. Among the hijab sample, need
for group affiliation did moderate the effect of reputation on modesty, but in the opposite
way expected. It was participants with lower need for group affiliation scores who chose
the most modest outfits for the promiscuous reputation scenario relative to the no
reputation scenario. I cannot think of a plausible explanation for these results; perhaps
they are a type I error. Need for group affiliation did not moderate the effect of
reputation for the non-hijab sample.
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Exclusion Concern
I expected that participants would generally choose more modest outfits for the
promiscuous reputation scenario relative to the no reputation scenario, and that this
difference in modesty between scenarios would be greater for women with higher
exclusion concern scores. The more a woman worries about being excluded by others,
the more motivated she probably is to avoid looking promiscuous to other women—who
may exclude her for her apparent promiscuity—and thus the more likely she is to dress
modestly when the female character does indeed suspect her of promiscuity. The
expected pattern of results appeared among the non-hijab sample, with the effect of
reputation being greater among women with higher exclusion concern scores. However,
exclusion concern did not moderate the effect of reputation for the hijab sample. Perhaps
outcomes differed between samples because reference groups differed between samples.
For the non-hijab sample, exclusion concern was negatively correlated with haircovering frequency (Table 6; r = -.17, p = .021); in other words, the women from the nonhijab sample with higher exclusion concern scores reported covering their hair less often.
This may indicate that the women from the non-hijab sample tended to socialize mainly
with non-Muslims and liberal Muslims who do not wear or promote hijab; wearing hijab
may put one at risk of exclusion from such groups. Therefore, if the women from the
non-hijab sample imagined that the female character was from this reference group—a
group which may not prioritize women’s modesty—they may have wished to leave a good
impression with the female character by choosing the most fashionable or flattering
outfits, instead of choosing the most modest outfits. Among the non-hijab sample,
increasing exclusion concern was associated with decreasing modesty for the no
reputation scenario (Figure 3). The non-hijab-sample women with greater exclusion
concern may have chosen less modest outfits for the no reputation condition because the
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most modest outfits may have been perceived by these women as unfashionable
(Sandikci & Ger, 2007). However, these same women chose more modest outfits for the
promiscuous reputation scenario compared to women with less exclusion concern. Once
these women obtained a promiscuous (and therefore threatening) reputation with the
female character, perhaps signaling the opposite of promiscuity with modest clothing
became a more important goal than wearing stylish clothes. Another way of looking at
this is that the women with the greatest exclusion concern were the most motivated to
leave a good impression with the female character; in the no reputation scenario, that
meant choosing a fashionable outfit, whereas in the promiscuous reputation scenario,
that meant appearing sexually restricted.
For the hijab sample, exclusion concern was positively correlated with haircovering frequency (Table 7; r = .15, p = .036). In other words, the women from the hijab
sample with higher exclusion concern scores reported covering their hair more often.
This may indicate that the women from the hijab sample tended to socialize mainly with
conservative Muslims who wear and promote hijab; a woman who foregoes wearing
hijab may be at risk of exclusion from such groups. Perhaps the women from the hijab
sample imagined that the female character was from this reference group. Therefore,
unlike women from the non-hijab sample, the women from the hijab sample probably
did not believe they would make the best impression on the fictional woman in the no
reputation scenario by choosing the most attractive outfits. Surprisingly, given that
exclusion concern was positively related to hair-covering frequency in this sample,
women with greater exclusion concern did not choose more modest outfits. This suggests
that the hijab is not merely a garment that increases or is intended to increase modesty.
It may be a signal of Muslim identity (Cole & Ahmadi, 2003; Litchmore & Safdar, 2016)
or commitment to Islamic moral values (Sosis, 2006).
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Mate Value
I expected that mate value would moderate reputation such that the effect of
reputation would be stronger for women with higher mate value scores. Although I am
unaware of any research on the matter, it seems plausible that women with greater selfjudged mate value view themselves as a greater threat to other women; therefore, when
they wish to appear unthreatening to women, they may take more action to do so than
women with lower self-judged mate value. In the present study, that action would consist
of choosing a more modest outfit in the promiscuous reputation scenario. However, mate
value did not interact with reputation for either sample.
In their study of women’s modest dress, Krems et al. (2019) found that women
who reported that other women think they are very physically attractive selected more
modest outfits to wear to a hypothetical all-female social gathering compared to a
hypothetical mixed-sex social gathering. Women who rated themselves as low in physical
attractiveness chose outfits that were similarly modest for the all-female and mixed-sex
gatherings. Furthermore, compared to women with lower self-reported physical
attractiveness, women with higher attractiveness indicated that they would wear a less
sexy and skin-revealing outfit to meet a prospective female friend. This suggests that
physically attractive women are more likely than less attractive women to dress modestly
in the presence of other women.
The results of the present study do not suggest the same. However, participants
of the present study were told that they would meet with one or two men in addition to
the potential female friend, whereas Krems et al.’s (2019) participants were told that they
would meet only with women. Women have multiple goals, some of which may be
facilitated by modest dress (such as appearing sexually restricted to women), and some
of which may be hindered by modest dress (such as appearing physically attractive to
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men). When meeting with other women, physically attractive women likely have more to
lose by dressing revealingly than unattractive women. When meeting with men,
physically attractive women likely have more to gain by dressing revealingly than
unattractive women. Therefore, when women meet with other women, it seems likely
that physically attractive women will dress more modestly than will less attractive
women; this is what the results of Krems et al. seem to show. However, when women
meet with a group consisting of both men and women, the competing goals of appearing
attractive to men and appearing sexually restricted to women may drive physically
attractive women to compromise with their dress, wearing something that is as modest
(or revealing) as that worn by less attractive women (all other things being equal); this
may explain the results of the present study.
Motivation to Seem Sexually Restricted and to be Seen as a Non-Poacher
I hypothesized that modest dress may serve as a signal of sexual restrictedness
and intentions not to mate poach. Therefore, I expected motivation to seem sexually
restricted and motivation to be seen as a non-poacher to moderate reputation such that
the effect of reputation would be stronger for women high in these variables. However,
this was not the case for either sample.
Perhaps motivation to be seen as a non-poacher was unrelated to outfit modesty
in the present study because the participant was believed to be promiscuous, but not
necessarily a mate poacher, in the promiscuous reputation scenario. If the potential
female friend had suspected the participant was a mate poacher, perhaps individuals
who are more motivated to be seen as non-poachers would have chosen more modest
outfits.
Motivation to seem sexually restricted did not interact with reputation either. The
only significant finding was a main effect of motivation to seem sexually restricted
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among the non-hijab sample whereby women who were more motivated to seem
restricted chose more modest outfits. Religiosity and motivation to seem sexually
restricted were positively correlated for the non-hijab sample, and this seems to be
partially responsible for the main effect of motivation to seem restricted. However, the
main effect—though smaller—held when controlling for religiosity. Thus, it seems that
the women from the non-hijab sample who were more concerned about gaining a
promiscuous reputation among women chose more modest outfits, even controlling for
religiosity.
It is worth considering more fully the correlations between religiosity and
motivation to seem sexually restricted (Tables 6 and 7). For the non-hijab sample, these
variables were significantly correlated, r = .30, p < .001. For the hijab sample, however,
there was no relationship between these variables, r = -.00, p = .959. Why would
motivation to seem restricted be associated with religiosity only for the non-hijab
sample? I posted this question on two subreddits, “hijabis” and “exmuslim” (Northover,
2020a, 2020b). A possible explanation based on responder feedback is as follows: Hijab
may be taken as a sign of piety (and thus sexual purity). Therefore, Muslims may grant
hijabis a higher moral status than they do non-hijabis. Because highly religious nonhijabis do not benefit from the halo effect of hijab, they may not be recognized by other
Muslims to be as pious as highly religious non-hijabis believe themselves to be. Thus,
highly religious non-hijabis may be particularly sensitive to their sexual reputations; they
may wish to prove that they are just as virtuous as hijabis.
Number of Men
The main interest of the present study is the effect women have on each other’s
modesty; therefore, the vignettes focus on a fictional female character and her beliefs
about the participant. However, the vignettes also briefly mention either one or two men.
49

If religious women dress modestly as a reaction to men, outfit modesty may vary
according to the number of men present in the scenarios.
Among women in the hijab sample, mean outfit modesty was nearly identical for
both conditions (6.01 for one man and 6.00 for two men). The slight difference in
modesty was not significant for any analyses conducted. Thus, no evidence from the
present study supports the claim that religious women dress modestly for men. However,
it is possible that the women from the hijab sample do dress modestly as a reaction to the
presence of men, but the presence of one man has the same effect as the presence of two
men.
Among women in the non-hijab sample, mean outfit modesty was greater when
two men were present (4.58) than when one man was present (4.40). For a simple t-test,
this difference was not significant. For a regression including religiosity as a second
predictor, the difference was marginally significant. I do not consider this compelling
evidence in support of a main effect. However, for a regression including mate value as a
second predictor, the number of men significantly interacted with mate value, such that
women with lower self-reported mate value chose outfits that were more modest in the
presence of two men compared to one man (Figure 4).
Perhaps the women from the non-hijab sample were faced with competing
goals—one goal to appear sexually restricted, and the other goal to appear physically
attractive. Choosing a more modest outfit is a means to achieving the goal of appearing
sexually restricted, whereas choosing a more attractive (and therefore less modest) outfit
is a means to achieving the goal of appearing attractive. Whether a woman dresses more
modestly to achieve the first goal or dresses more attractively to achieve the second goal,
her strategy may be more successful in the presence of two men than it is in the presence
of one man. Dressing attractively in the presence of two men allows a woman to
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potentially attract two men rather than one. Dressing modestly in the presence of two
men allows a woman to demonstrate her modesty for two men (and any women also
present) rather than one. It may also result in a stronger signal of sexual restrictedness
because the woman passes on the opportunity to appear attractive in the presence of a
larger number of men; in other words, she passes on the opportunity to appear attractive
when she would have had greater odds of success.
Women from the non-hijab sample who believed they were high in mate value
may have prioritized appearing attractive over appearing sexually restricted. They chose
outfits that were slightly less modest in the presence of two men compared to one man.
Considering themselves to be high in mate value, they likely believed they could achieve
the goal of appearing attractive. Women who judged their mate value to be low, on the
other hand, may have predicted less success for themselves at attracting men, and thus
prioritized appearing sexually restricted. These women dressed more modestly in the
presence of two men than they did in the presence of one man.
It seems that the women from the non-hijab sample were influenced by—perhaps
through some combination of conscious and automatic processes—not only what they
hoped to accomplish, but also how likely they were to succeed given their personal
attributes (mate value) and the context of the situation (the number of men present).
Whatever it was that the women from the hijab sample hoped to accomplish, their
strategy was usually modest dress, regardless of their mate value or the number of men
present.
Overall Findings
Overall, the present findings strongly suggest that religion plays an important
role in women’s dress. First, religiosity was positively related to outfit modesty for both
the hijab and non-hijab samples; this was true for every model that included religiosity,
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and the relationship was always highly significant (all ps < .001). Second, the less
religious women altered the modesty of their clothing according to social reputation,
whereas the more religious women did not. Finally, although all participants selfidentified as Muslims, outcomes varied substantially between the group of women who
chose outfits with religious headcovers and the group who chose outfits without religious
headcovers. For example, on average, the former group did not alter the modesty of their
outfits according to social reputation, whereas the latter group did.
The present findings also suggest that Muslim women may use modest dress to
signal sexual restrictedness to other women, but that this strategy is not used by all
Muslim women. It is more likely to be used by non-hijabis, especially those who are very
concerned about being socially excluded or very concerned about developing a
promiscuous reputation among other women. In general, only the least religious of the
hijabis are likely to use this strategy.
According to my hypothesis, religious women dress modestly to signal sexual
restrictedness and a disinterest in mate poaching to other women. In the promiscuous
reputation scenario, the participant’s hypothetical potential female friend gets the
impression that the participant is promiscuous. It seems likely, therefore, that a
participant who chooses a more modest outfit for this scenario compared to the no
reputation scenario is using modest dress to signal sexual restrictedness. Among the
non-hijab sample—the sample most responsive to reputation—individuals with more
motivation to seem sexually restricted indeed chose more modest outfits.
However, there is little evidence that modest dress is used by Muslim women to
signal a lack of intent to mate poach; individuals with more motivation to be seen as
non-poachers did not choose more modest outfits. This seems inconsistent with the
previously mentioned study by Northover et al. (2017) in which Muslim and non-Muslim
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participants rated Muslim target women as less likely to mate poach the more modestly
the targets were dressed. Perhaps motivation to be seen as a non-poacher was not related
to outfit modesty in the present study because the participant was believed to be
promiscuous, but not necessarily a mate poacher, in the promiscuous reputation
scenario.
Limitations and Future Directions
I will briefly discuss eight limitations of the present study. Each discussion will
include recommendations for future research. Then I will discuss two major questions
for future research to answer: Why do more religious Muslim women dress modestly?
and Would the present results replicate with other religious groups?
Demand Characteristics
As discussed previously, the within-subjects design of the present study may have
created demand characteristics. Participants might have believed they were expected to
choose more modest outfits for the promiscuous reputation scenario, and that this was
because of the female potential friend’s impression that the participant was
promiscuous. As explained in the Method section, actions were taken to reduce demand
characteristics. Religiosity and the other potential mediators were measured after
participants chose their outfits; therefore, if any participants determined the role
religiosity plays in my hypothesis, they would have done so after measurements were
taken on the dependent variable. Additionally, a cover story and red herring questions
may have obscured the hypothesis. Recall that the cover story implied a relationship
between bad mood and self-expression. The cover story was chosen because it seemed
unlikely that participants would think they were expected to choose more modest clothes
for a “negative situation” or due to a “bad mood”. However, the potential for demand
characteristics to have encouraged participants to choose more modest outfits for the
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promiscuous reputation scenario remains a threat to internal validity. Future research
should strive to avoid demand characteristics, such as by utilizing a between-subjects
design.
Order and Confounding
All participants read the promiscuous reputation scenario after the no reputation
scenario; thus, reputation was confounded with scenario order. This confounding was
necessary for implementation of the cover story. I cannot think of a reason why scenario
order would affect outfit modesty, but future studies should nonetheless avoid
confounding order with the independent variable.
Motivation to Seem Sexually Restricted and Motivation to be Seen as a
Non-Poacher are Unvalidated Scales
I was unaware of any previously existing scales to measure motivation to seem
sexually restricted and motivation to be seen as a non-poacher, so I created my own.
These two scales have only been subjected to basic validity testing—dimensionality (with
exploratory factor analysis) and internal consistency (with Cronbach’s alpha)—and only
with data from the present sample. Validity testing should be conducted with additional
samples and using additional methods, such as determining if the scales successfully
predict relevant behaviors, and investigating whether the scales correlate positively with
measures of similar concepts, such as fear of negative evaluation (Watson & Friend,
1969), and negatively with measures of opposite concepts, such as unrestricted
sociosexuality (Sociosexual Orientation Inventory: Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; revised
version: Penke & Asendorpf, 2008) and sexual online self-presentation (Baumgartner et
al., 2015). Furthermore, it is worth investigating whether these ‘motivation’ scales
measure women’s concerns about their sexual reputation specifically; perhaps they

54

measure concerns about reputation generally. Until these two scales are more thoroughly
validated, the results of analyses involving them should be considered with caution.
Generalizability
The present study recruited participants from a narrow population: Muslim
women, living in the US, 18 to 35 years old, with a straight sexual orientation. It is not
clear to what extent the results generalize to women lacking this exact combination of
demographic characteristics. Perhaps women from an older age group are less concerned
with intrasexual competition, for instance. To take another example, women who
experience sexual attraction toward other women likely have different or additional goals
concerning women, such as mate acquisition. Also consider Muslim women living
outside of the US; they may share many Islamic cultural elements with those living
within the US, but they are also exposed to cultural ideas about modesty and dress that
differ. Even Islamic cultural elements vary between Islamic cultures.
The present study’s sample was restricted in another way as well. Three
attention-checks were included in the survey (e.g., “Please select ‘Moderately’. Thank you
for paying attention!”). Participants who missed any attention-checks were not allowed
to complete the survey, and their data were excluded from all analyses. The goal was to
retain participants who were paying attention, but the upshot may be that the results of
the present study only generalize to conscientious women. Research has found a small
but positive correlation between conscientiousness and religiosity (Saroglou, 2002).
Therefore, perhaps the present sample was slightly more religious on average than the
population from which they were recruited.
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Social Desirability
Among the participants, both religiosity and modest dress may have been
considered virtuous. Therefore, participants who were socially desirable responders may
have exaggerated both their religiosity and the modesty of their dress. It is possible that
the relationship between religiosity scores and modesty of outfits is partially due to
socially desirable responding. Future research should therefore try to control for socially
desirable responding.
Ethnic Origin and Immigration Status
In the present study, no information was collected on the ethnic origin or
immigration status of the participants. These factors are likely to affect hair-covering
behavior and modesty even in cases of equal religiosity. For example, religiosity may be
less related to modesty among women who have recently immigrated from a country in
which dress is drastically more modest than it is in the US. For these women, modest
dress may be predicted largely by cultural modesty norms from their country of origin.
The effect of religiosity on modesty was smaller for the hijab sample than it was for the
non-hijab sample; perhaps the hijab sample included a larger number of immigrant
women than the non-hijab sample. Future research may wish to take such factors into
account.
Operationalization of Modesty
One way to move forward is to replicate the present findings using multiple
operationalizations of modesty. In the present study, outfit modesty was measured by
having participants choose from a set of outfits. An alternative measure of outfit modesty
is to ask participants to draw an outfit onto the outline of a woman’s body (Durante et
al., 2008). This technique seems like a good option if participation takes place in a lab;
for an online study, implementing this technique presents a challenge. Another option is
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to ask participants to rate aspects of their outfits on Likert scales. For example, they
could indicate how sexy or revealing their outfit would be in a hypothetical situation
(Krems et al., 2019), or whether they’d button their coat all the way to the top. Future
research should not rely on one operationalization of modesty.
Two Sets of Outfits
In the present study, women who indicated that they would wear hijab with their
hypothetical outfits were shown a different set of outfits than women who indicated that
they would not wear hijab. Statistical analyses were conducted separately for the women
who saw one set and the women who saw the other (i.e., the hijab sample and the nonhijab sample). I compared results from these two samples, but could not treat sample
identity (i.e., hijab versus non-hijab) as a variable. If similar studies are conducted
involving outfit choice, all participants should be shown the same set of outfits. This will
result in higher-powered statistical analyses and allow for statistical comparisons to be
made between women who choose hijab and women who do not.
Furthermore, the hijab and non-hijab samples differed in religiosity. The hijab
sample had a greater mean (5.85), a greater minimum (3.25), and a smaller range (3.75)
than the non-hijab sample (M = 4.75, minimum = 1.25, range = 5.75). By splitting the
overall sample into groups that differed on religiosity, it was difficult to test the idea that
religiosity moderates the relationship between reputation and modesty. Showing all
participants the same set of outfits would therefore allow for a more powerful test of
religiosity as a moderator.
Why Do More Religious Muslim Women Dress Modestly?
The results of the present study suggest that less religious Muslim women dress
modestly at least in part to signal sexual restrictedness to other women. However, there
is little evidence that more religious Muslim women do the same.
57

Islam values women’s sexual restrictedness (Brooks, 1995; Dialmy, 2010;
Goodwin, 2003; Inge, 2017; Tarsin, 2015). It follows that those who are most committed
to Islam should value sexual restrictedness the most. The present study provides limited
insight into whether more religious Muslim women value sexual restrictedness to a
greater degree than less religious Muslim women. Participants were not asked how much
they value sexual restrictedness; they were asked to what degree they would be bothered
if women believed they participated in unrestricted sexual behaviors. It seems likely that
women who highly value sexual restrictedness are particularly bothered by women
thinking they are not restricted, but it is likely possible for someone to value (and
commit to) sexual restrictedness without feeling especially concerned about appearing
unrestricted to others.
That being said, if motivation to seem sexually restricted is taken as an indirect
measure of the degree to which women value sexual restrictedness, it seems that more
religious Muslim women care about sexual restrictedness similarly to or more than less
religious Muslim women—among the hijab sample, motivation to seem sexually
restricted was unrelated to religiosity, but among the non-hijab sample, it was positively
related to religiosity.
However, the most religious women did not choose more modest outfits for the
scenario in which a potential female friend doubts their sexual restrictedness. One
possible explanation is that although more religious Muslim women care about their
reputation for sexual restrictedness as much as or more than less religious Muslim
women, and more religious Muslim women dress more modestly than less religious
Muslim women, signaling sexual restrictedness is not a proximate cause for their modest
dress. Highly religious Muslim women may consider modest dress primarily a religious
obligation, one they fulfill to please their god. I stress again that more religious Muslim
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women do care whether or not women think they are sexually restricted; however, that
concern is seemingly not a direct cause of their choice to dress modestly. Highly religious
Muslim women may place modesty into a religious practice category for which God’s
opinion is the only one that matters to them.
Would the Present Results Replicate with Other Religious Groups?
An obvious limitation of the present study is its restriction to Muslim women,
despite hypothesizing about women from Abrahamic religious traditions generally.
Indeed, the initial plan for the present study was to recruit Christian and Jewish women
in addition to Muslim women. However, it was soon apparent that the present study
would only be feasible if restricted to one religious group; despite the fact that Christian,
Jewish, and Muslim groups all promote women’s modest dress, the details of acceptable
wardrobe differ between groups to such a degree that almost exclusively different sets of
experimental outfits would have been necessary. For example, pants are often part of
Muslim women’s modest outfits (Bucar, 2017; Lewis, 2015), whereas many Orthodox
Jewish women eschew pants (Josephs, 2009; Lampert, 2013; My Jewish Learning, n.d.).
On the other hand, Orthodox Jewish women may show their legs below the knees
(Fenton, 2016; Josephs, 2018; Katz, n.d.), whereas this would be considered immodest
among Muslim women and virtually unheard of for hijabis (Bucar, 2017; Lewis, 2015).
Different sets of outfits would have required separate statistical analyses for Christian,
Jewish, and Muslim women.
Given the present study’s restriction to Muslim women, it is unknown to what
degree the present results are unique to Muslim women. How similar would the results
have been if participants had been recruited from another Abrahamic religious
population? For example, if a similar study was conducted with Orthodox Jewish women
or Mormon women, would the less religious among them choose more modest outfits for
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the promiscuous reputation scenario, whereas the more religious would not? Among
Orthodox Jewish women, would the sample split naturally into groups that differed in
hair-covering practice (e.g., wig, headscarf, hat), and would those groups differ from
each other the way the hijab sample and non-hijab sample differed?
Similarities in results between Muslim, Jewish, and Christian women would
suggest a high level of similarity between Islam, Judaism, and Christianity regarding the
values about women’s modest dress imparted on—or adopted by—adherents. Even more
intriguing is the possibility of obtaining similar findings with women from nonAbrahamic religious groups.
Conclusion
Women balance multiple goals as they navigate their social worlds. The strategies
they employ to achieve these goals may include regulating the modesty of their clothing.
Women may dress modestly for many reasons—social, cultural, political, religious, and
so on (Bucar, 2017). The present study suggests that less religious women dress modestly
to signal sexual restrictedness to other women. More religious women dress more
modestly than less religious women, but they may not dress modestly to signal sexual
restrictedness. I suggest that currently the two most important goals for this area of
research are to determine the proximate reasons that more religious women dress
modestly and to investigate modest dress among women from non-Muslim religious
groups.
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Dear Participant:
I am Professor Adam Cohen from the Department of Psychology at Arizona State
University.
I am conducting a study examining self-presentation among Muslim women. I
am inviting your participation, which will involve approximately 20 minutes. You will
read two short passages and answer some questions about self-presentation.
Your participation in this study is voluntary. If you choose not to participate or to
withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. If you participate, you will
receive compensation consistent with the protocol for the Institutional Review Board of
Arizona State University.
At the beginning of the survey, there will be some screening questions. Those who
are ineligible to participate will not complete the rest of the survey. Furthermore, at
various places throughout the survey, there will be a few questions designed to check
that participants are paying attention. These questions will instruct participants how to
respond. Those who respond not according to instructions will not complete the rest of
the survey.
Your responses will be anonymous. At no time will your name be linked to any of
your responses. The results of this study may be used in reports, presentations, or
publications, but your name will not be known. Results will be shown only in aggregate
form.
If you have any questions concerning the research study, please contact the
research team at: Adam Cohen: (480) 965-7845 or adamcohen@asu.edu. If you have any
questions about your rights as a subject/participant in this research, or if you feel you
have been placed at risk, you can contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board, through the ASU Office of Research Integrity and Assurance, at (480)
965-6788.
By checking “I agree”, you are consenting to participate in the study.
Sincerely,
Adam B. Cohen, PhD.
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Each participant was presented first with the No Reputation passage, randomly
assigned to either Version A or Version B. Each participant was presented second with
the Promiscuous Reputation passage. Participants who were assigned No Reputation
Version A were assigned Promiscuous Reputation Version B; participants who were
assigned No Reputation Version B were assigned Promiscuous Reputation Version A.
NO REPUTATION - VERSION A
You have just moved to a new town. You plan on staying here for a very long time.
It’s been a bit tough since you got here, because you’re lonely; you don’t have any friends
here yet. You’d really like to make friends. Fortunately, you’ve made plans this afternoon
to meet with two people from a friend-finder app. Let’s refer to these people as Ms. A and
Mr. S.
Ms. A is a woman the same age as you. You’ve spent time with her twice already
and believe you and she could become great friends. Mr. S is a man who is also about
your age. Both you and Ms. A will meet him for the first time today.
You will meet Ms. A and Mr. S this afternoon at a coffee shop. It is a hot, sunny
day.
NO REPUTATION - VERSION B
Recently you moved to a small town. You would like to make this town your
permanent home. You’re hoping to make some friends in town; if you had friends here,
you’d probably be less lonely. Later today, you’re supposed to meet with three people
from an online meet-up group.
One of these people is a woman about your age; let’s call her Ms. L. You’ve spent
time with her once already and think she could become a close friend. The other two
people are men. Both you and Ms. L will be meeting the men for the first time.
You will meet Ms. L and the two men later today at a park. It is a warm, humid
day.
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PROMISCUOUS REPUTATION - VERSION A
You have just moved to a new town. You plan on staying here for a very long time.
It’s been a bit tough since you got here, because you’re lonely; you don’t have any friends
here yet. You’d really like to make friends. Fortunately, you’ve made plans this afternoon
to meet with two people from a friend-finder app. Let’s refer to these people as Ms. A and
Mr. S.
Ms. A is a woman the same age as you. You’ve spent time with her twice already
and believe you and she could become great friends. Mr. S is a man who is also about
your age. Both you and Ms. A will meet him for the first time today.
As stated previously, you’ve spent time with Ms. A twice before. Unfortunately,
after the last time you saw her, your social media account was hacked. The hacker
inserted false information about your personal life. For example, the hacker made it
seem like you sleep with a lot of men, especially men you’ve just met. Ms. A saw your
social media page, and now she has the impression that you sleep with a lot of men -often men you’ve just met and don’t plan on seeing ever again. Ms. A expressed some
reluctance to meet with you today, and you’re pretty sure it’s because of what she saw on
your hacked account.
You will meet Ms. A and Mr. S this afternoon at a coffee shop. It is a hot, sunny
day.
PROMISCUOUS REPUTATION - VERSION B
Recently you moved to a small town. You would like to make this town your
permanent home. You’re hoping to make some friends in town; if you had friends here,
you’d probably be less lonely. Later today, you’re supposed to meet with three people
from an online meet-up group.
One of these people is a woman about your age; let’s call her Ms. L. You’ve spent
time with her once already and think she could become a close friend. The other two
people are men. Both you and Ms. L will be meeting the men for the first time.
As stated previously, you’ve spent time with Ms. L once before. Unfortunately,
after the last time you saw her, your social media account was hacked. The hacker
inserted false information about your personal life. For example, the hacker made it
seem like you sleep with a lot of men, especially men you’ve just met. Ms. L saw your
social media page, and now she has the impression that you sleep with a lot of men -often men you’ve just met and don’t plan on seeing ever again. Ms. L expressed some
reluctance to meet with you today, and you’re pretty sure it’s because of what she saw on
your hacked account.
You will meet Ms. L and the two men later today at a park. It is a warm, humid
day.
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DEBRIEFING FORM
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Thank you for your participation in this study!
We are interested in religious women's modest dress. We hypothesize that one
function of dressing modestly is to signal to women that the modest dresser does not
intend to mate poach (that is, steal the boyfriends and husbands of other women) and
that the modest dresser is committed to a long-term mating strategy (that is, long-term,
serious, committed romantic relationships). Furthermore, we believe that modest
dressing is used this way especially by religious women.
To be clear, we don't think this is the only purpose of modest dress; women may
dress modestly for many reasons, such as religious obligation, a desire to please God, to
remind themselves to behave virtuously, to avoid unwanted attention from men, and so
on.
We ask that you do not discuss this experiment with any other participants. It is
important that participants perform the experiment without knowing its purpose.
Knowledge ahead of time might affect their responses.
If you have any questions or comments about the research, please email
Professor Cohen at adamcohen@asu.edu.
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RED HERRING ITEMS
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In the following questions, you will be asked about your mood right now. To what degree
do you feel each of the following?
Content
o Not at all
o A little
o Moderately
o Quite a bit
o Very much
Upset
o
o
o
o
o

Not at all
A little
Moderately
Quite a bit
Very much

Excited
o Not at all
o A little
o Moderately
o Quite a bit
o Very much
Cheerful
o Not at all
o A little
o Moderately
o Quite a bit
o Very much
Nervous
o Not at all
o A little
o Moderately
o Quite a bit
o Very much
Hostile
o Not at all
o A little
o Moderately
o Quite a bit
o Very much
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Consider the passage you read. Please answer the following questions as if you were in
the situation described.
You have plans to meet Ms. A and Mr. S at the coffee shop at 2:00 pm. What time will
you try to arrive?
o 1:45 pm (15 minutes early)
o 1:50 pm (10 minutes early)
o 1:55 pm (5 minutes early)
o 2:00 (right on time)
o Other ________________________
If your cell phone rings while you're with company at the coffee shop, how will you react?
o Definitely answer the phone
o Probably answer the phone
o Maybe answer the phone
o Check to see who’s calling, but don’t answer the phone
o Ignore the phone
Consider the passage you read. Please think about the outfit you would wear if you were
in the situation described. Picture the clothes you would wear.
Would you wear a watch?
o Yes
o No
Would you wear sunglasses?
o Yes
o No
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OUTFITS AND THEIR MODESTY SCORES
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Modesty score = 2.67

Modesty score = 2.80
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Modesty score = 2.92

Modesty score = 3.57
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Modesty score = 3.76

Modesty score = 4.15
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Modesty score = 4.51

Modesty score = 5.08
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Modesty score = 5.13

Modesty score = 5.16
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Modesty score = 5.18

Modesty score = 5.21
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Modesty score = 5.23

Modesty score = 5.33

85

Modesty score = 5.35

Modesty score = 5.36

86

Modesty score = 5.40

Modesty score = 5.45
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Modesty score = 5.54

Modesty score = 5.57
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Modesty score = 5.65

Modesty score = 5.66
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Modesty score = 5.76

Modesty score = 5.77
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Modesty score = 5.79

Modesty score = 5.79
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Modesty score = 5.88

Modesty score = 5.91
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Modesty score = 5.93

Modesty score = 5.98
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Modesty score = 6.02

Modesty score = 6.12
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Modesty score = 6.13

Modesty score = 6.41
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APPENDIX F
INSTRUCTIONS AND ITEMS FOR MEASURES
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RELIGIOSITY
Please answer the following questions.
(1) How strongly do you believe in God?
o Not at all
o Not much
o A little
o Somewhat
o Quite a bit
o Very much
o Deeply or extremely
(2) How religious are you?
o Not at all
o Not much
o A little
o Somewhat
o Quite a bit
o Very much
o Deeply or extremely
(3) How spiritual are you?
o Not at all
o Not much
o A little
o Somewhat
o Quite a bit
o Very much
o Deeply or extremely
(4) How much do you believe in the teachings of your (a) religion?
o Not at all
o Not much
o A little
o Somewhat
o Quite a bit
o Very much
o Deeply or extremely
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(5) How important a part of your identity is religion or faith to you?
o Not at all
o Not much
o A little
o Somewhat
o Quite a bit
o Very much
o Deeply or extremely
(6) If someone wanted to understand who you are as a person, how important would
religion or faith be?
o Not at all
o Not much
o A little
o Somewhat
o Quite a bit
o Very much
o Deeply or extremely
(7) How often do you attend religious services?
o Never
o Very rarely
o Rarely
o Occasionally
o Moderately
o Frequently
o Very frequently
(8) How often do you practice the requirements of your (a) religion?
o Never
o Very rarely
o Rarely
o Occasionally
o Moderately
o Frequently
o Very frequently
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NEED FOR GROUP AFFILIATION
We are interested in whether the following statements are true of you at this point in
your life. Please answer how well the questions apply to you in general now, not whether
these have been true of you in the past or may be true in the future. For each question,
think about the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement.
(1) Being part of a group is important to me.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
(2) I enjoy working with a group to accomplish a goal.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
(3) I like being part of a team.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
(4) Working in a group is usually more trouble than it’s worth. (R)
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
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(5) When I’m in a group, I do things to help the group stay together.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
(6) Getting along with the people around me is a high priority.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree

EXCLUSION CONCERN
We are interested in whether the following statements are true of you at this point in
your life. Please answer how well the questions apply to you in general now, not whether
these have been true of you in the past or may be true in the future. For each question,
think about the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement.
(1) I would be extremely hurt if a friend excluded me.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
(2) It would be a big deal to me if a group excluded me.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
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(3) It bothers me when groups of people I know do things without me.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
(4) I worry about being rejected.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
(5) I often wonder whether I am being excluded.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
(6) I often think about whether other people accept me.
o 1 strongly disagree
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 strongly agree
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MATE VALUE
Many people look at specific characteristics in choosing their potential marriage
partners. Some common desirable traits include: being socially exciting, age, being
physically attractive, having a good sense of humor, being kind and understanding,
having good financial/professional status, being of high intelligence, being in good
health, and liking children.
(1) Overall, how would you rate your level of desirability as a partner on the following
scale?
o 1 Extremely undesirable
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 Extremely desirable
(2) Overall, how would members of the opposite sex rate your level of desirability as a
partner on the following scale?
o 1 Extremely undesirable
o 2
o 3
o 4
o 5
o 6
o 7 Extremely desirable
(3) Overall, how do you believe you compare to other people in desirability as a partner
on the following scale?
o 1 Very much lower than average
o 2 Lower than average
o 3 Slightly lower than average
o 4 Average
o 5 Slightly higher than average
o 6 Higher than average
o 7 Very much higher than average
(4) Overall, how good of a catch are you?
o 1 Very bad catch
o 2 Bad catch
o 3 Somewhat bad of a catch
o 4 Average catch
o 5 Somewhat good of a catch
o 6 Good catch
o 7 Very good catch
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MOTIVATION TO SEEM SEXUALLY RESTRICTED
Suppose other women believed certain things about you. How much would it bother you
if they believed the following?
How much would it bother you if other women thought...
(1) …you slept with a lot of men?
o Not at all
o A little
o A moderate amount
o A lot
o Extremely
(2) … you slept with men you had no intention of ever seeing again?
o Not at all
o A little
o A moderate amount
o A lot
o Extremely
(3) … you often slept with men you had just met?
o Not at all
o A little
o A moderate amount
o A lot
o Extremely
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MOTIVATION TO BE SEEN AS A NON-POACHER
Suppose other women believed certain things about you. How much would it bother you
if they believed the following?
How much would it bother you if other women thought...
(1) … you had convinced men to cheat on their wives or girlfriends with you?
o Not at all
o A little
o A moderate amount
o A lot
o Extremely
(2) … you wanted to sleep with their boyfriends or husbands?
o Not at all
o A little
o A moderate amount
o A lot
o Extremely
(3) … you knowingly slept with men who had girlfriends or wives?
o Not at all
o A little
o A moderate amount
o A lot
o Extremely
(4) … you had persuaded men to leave their wives or break up with their girlfriends for
you?
o Not at all
o A little
o A moderate amount
o A lot
o Extremely
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IRB APPROVAL
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APPROVAL: MODIFICATION
Adam Cohen
CLAS-NS: Psychology
480/965-7345
Adam.Cohen@asu.edu
Dear Adam Cohen:
On 9/13/2019 the ASU IRB reviewed the following protocol:
Type of Review: Modification/Update
Title: Religious Women’s Modest Dress as a Signal to
Other Women
Investigator: Adam Cohen
IRB ID: STUDY00010402
Funding: None
Grant Title: None
Grant ID: None
Documents Reviewed: • Consent Forms.pdf, Category: Consent Form;
• Survey Items.pdf, Category: Measures (Survey
questions/Interview questions /interview
guides/focus
group questions);

The IRB approved the modification.
When consent is appropriate, you must use final, watermarked versions available under
the “Documents” tab in ERA-IRB.
In conducting this protocol you are required to follow the requirements listed in the
INVESTIGATOR MANUAL (HRP-103).
Sincerely,
IRB Administrator
cc:

Stefanie Northover
Stefanie Northover
106

