Initial Test for Study 6
[bookmark: _GoBack]	This study was designed to provide an initial test for Study 6. We had no plans for the targeted sample size, and thus, the data was collected via two rounds.
Method.
[bookmark: _Hlk126938428]	Participants. A total of 428 single Americans (250 women; Mage = 36.22, SD = 9.02; 85.0% European American, 10.7% African American, 1.4% Asian American, 2.3% Hispanic American, and 0.5% others) from Amazon Mechanical Turk participated in the study. Sensitivity power analysis revealed that a minimum effect size of f = 0.14 could be detected (α = .05, 80% power). In a 2 (condition: mating vs. control) by 2 (type of requested help: dependency-oriented vs. autonomy-oriented) between-subjects design, participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. All participants took part in this study in exchange for a small monetary reward. Informed consent was obtained from all participants prior to their participation.
Procedure and Measures. The procedure was identical to that of Study 3 except that all participants were informed being assigned to the role of “assistant” in the cooperation task. In particular, after being randomly assigned to either the mating or the control condition, using the same paradigm as in Study 3, participants were then presented with both the hints and the final answers to all 8 questions. Later, participants were notified that their partner asked for their help to solve 5 questions. In the dependency-oriented help condition, their partner asked for 5 final answers (i.e., James/ Mary wants you to answer the question for him/her). In contrast, those in the autonomy-oriented help condition, their partner asked for 5 hints (i.e., James/ Mary wants to get a hint from you so that she/he can answer the question himself/herself). Participants were then instructed to provide help to their partner by sending either the final answers or the hints according to the condition they were in.
After this, participants were instructed to indicate their romantic feelings toward their partner (i.e., help-seeker) using three items: “I find my partner attractive,” “I find my partner desirable,” and “I would like to go on a date with my partner.” An overall romantic interests score was calculated by averaging the scores (α = .90), with higher scores corresponding to higher levels of romantic interests. 
Participants also evaluated their partner’s romantic interests in them by responding to three questions: “My partner felt romantic chemistry with me”, “My partner is romantically interested in me” and “My partner is attracted to me”. An overall romantic interest score was calculated by averaging the scores, with higher scores indicating higher levels of perceived romantic interests (α = .78). 
As a control measure, participants evaluated their partner on perceived competence using one items: “I feel that my partner is competent” (1 = Not at all; 7 = very much). In addition, we measured participants’ sense of power during the pair work using two items: “I was in control during the task” and “I felt powerful during the task” (1 = Not at all; 7 = very much). An overall sense of power was calculated by averaging the scores (r = .71, p <.001), with higher scores corresponding to higher levels of sense of power. Moreover, participants were asked to rate their involvement in the task using the same two items as in Study 3 (r = .63, p <.001).
Finally, participants reported their demographic information and relationship history (the number of times they have been in a romantic relationship). Same as in Study 3, participants answered an open question to probe suspicions about the real purpose of the study, and none of the participants had reported feeling suspicious. They were then thanked and debriefed.
Results and Discussion
Manipulation Check. Consistent with prior studies, participants in the mating condition (M = 5.58, SD = 1.38) reported higher levels of mating motivation than those in the control condition (M = 4.52, SD = 1.71), F(1, 426) = 50.31, p < .001, ηp2 = .106 , 95% CI = [0.770, 1.360]. 
Help-Providers’ Romantic Interests. Data was submitted to an ANOVA by treating condition (mating vs. control) and type of requested help (dependency-oriented vs. autonomy-oriented) as between-subject factors. The interaction between condition and type of requested help was significant, F(1, 424) = 6.88, p = .009, ηp2 = .016, 95% CI = [0.181, 1.263]. This effect remained to be significant after controlling for age, gender, relationship history, and perceived partner’s competence, F(1, 420) = 12.72, p < .001, ηp2 = .029, 95% CI = [0.408, 1.409]. Replicating the findings of Study 5 (see Figure 1s below), when a mating goal was activated, participants perceived the help-seeker as more attractive when dependency-oriented help (M = 5.74, SD = 1.22), compared to autonomy-oriented help (M = 4.81, SD = 1.56), was requested, F(1, 213) = 23.33, p < .001, ηp2 = .099, 95% CI = [0.545, 1.298]. In contrast, in the control condition, the difference between these two types of requested help was not significant (dependency-oriented: M = 5.02, SD = 1.26; autonomy-oriented: M = 4.82, SD = 1.60), F(1, 211) = 1.01, p = .315, ηp2 = .005, 95% CI = [- 0.591, 0.191]. The main effect of help was also significant, F(1, 424) = 16.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .038, 95% CI = [0.063, 0.308]. On average, participants perceived the help-seeker as more attractive when dependency-oriented help (M = 5.39, SD = 1.29), compared to autonomy-oriented help (M = 4.82, SD = 1.58), was sought. The main effect of mating goal was also significant, F(1, 424) = 6.56, p = .011, ηp2 = .015, 95% CI = [0.093, 0.647]. Compared to those in the control condition (M = 4.92, SD = 1.45), participants in the mating condition (M = 5.29, SD = 1.47) perceived the help-seeker as more attractive.
Participants’ evaluation on their partner’s romantic interests in them. Data was submitted to an ANOVA by treating condition (mating vs. control) and type of requested help (dependency-oriented vs. autonomy-oriented) as between-subject factors. The interaction between condition and type of requested help was significant, F(1, 424) = 5.37, p = .021, ηp2 = .012, 95% CI = [0.087, 1.063]. This effect remained to be significant after controlling for age, gender, relationship history, and perceived partner’s competence, F(1, 420) = 11.81, p = .003, ηp2 = .020, 95% CI = [0.227, 1.120]. When sense of power was further entered as a covariate, the interaction effect remained significant, F(1, 419) = 6.35, p = .012, ηp2 = .015, 95% CI = [0.110, 0.891].
In particular, when a mating goal was activated, participants believed that the help-seeker was more interested in them when dependency-oriented help (M = 5.74, SD = 1.17), compared to autonomy-oriented help (M = 4.98, SD = 1.33), was requested, F(1, 213) = 19.73, p < .001, ηp2 = .085, 95% CI = [0.421, 1.094]. In contrast, in the control condition, the difference between these two types of requested help was not significant (dependency: M = 5.12, SD = 1.19; autonomy: M = 4.94, SD = 1.43), F(1, 211) = 1.03, p = .312, ηp2 = .005, 95% CI = [-0.538, 0.173]. 
The main effect of requested type of help was also significant, F(1, 424) = 14.36, p < .001, ηp2 = .033, 95% CI = [0.234, 0.728]. Generally, participants perceived the help-seeker was more romantically interested in them when dependency-oriented help (M = 5.44, SD = 1.22) was sought, compared to autonomy-oriented help (M = 4.96, SD = 1.38). The main effect of mating goal was also significant, F(1, 424) = 7.32, p = .007, ηp2 = .017, 95% CI = [0.101, 0.599]. Participants perceived the help-seeker was more interested in them in the mating condition (M = 5.38, SD = 1.30) compared to the control condition (M = 5.03, SD = 1.32).
Sense of Power. An ANOVA analysis treating condition (mating vs. control) and type of requested help (dependency-oriented vs. autonomy-oriented) as between-subjects factors revealed a significant main effect of help type, F(1, 424) = 13.60, p < .001, ηp2 = .031, 95% CI = [0.312, 1.040]. On average, participants felt more powerful when dependency-oriented help (M = 5.55, SD = 1.22), compared to autonomy-oriented help (M = 5.05, SD = 1.50), was sought. Importantly, the interaction between condition and type of requested help was not significant, F(1, 424) = 2.14, p = .144, ηp2 = .005, 95% CI = [-0.132, 0.900]. In addition, when sense of power was entered as a covariate, the interaction effect between condition and type of requested help on help-providers’ romantic interests remained significant, F(1, 423) = 4.76, p = .030, ηp2 = .011, 95% CI = [0.052, 1.006].
Therefore, this initial test successfully replicated the finding of Studies 4A, 4B, and 5, such that when a mating goal was made salient, people perceived a potential mate as more attractive if the sought help was dependency-oriented (versus autonomy-oriented). In addition, this effect remained so after controlling for the sense of power help-providers experienced.
Figure 1s. The Effect of Mating on Romantic Attraction Felt by Help-Providers as a Function of Type of Request Help (Study 6). Error Bars Represent +/- 1SE [image: ]
Pilot/Initial Test for Study 7
[bookmark: _Hlk127536722]This pilot study was to examine if seeking dependency-oriented (versus autonomy-oriented) help from participants’ romantic partner would make these participants perceive the help-seeker as a threat and engage in mate-guarding behavior.
Method
	Participants. We recruited 203 heterosexual Americans who were involved in a romantic relationship when the study was conducted. Participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk to complete the study in exchange for a small amount of monetary reward (104 men; Mage = 38.17, SD = 11.54; 86.8% European American, 6.9% Asian American, 3.9% Hispanic American, and 2.4% others). In terms of relationship status, 85.3% of the participants were married, 4.5% were cohabiting, 5.9% were steady dating with someone, 4.4% were dating with multiple people. Participants were randomly assigned to either a dependency-oriented or an autonomy-oriented help condition. Informed consent was obtained from all participants prior to their participation.
Procedure and Materials. Participants were first instructed to evaluate their partner’s mate value with the modified version of the Self-Perceived Mating Success Scale (Landolt et al., 1995). Sample items were: “Members of the opposite sex that my partner likes, tend to like him/her back” and “My partner receives many compliments from members of the opposite sex.” Participants indicated their agreements on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Average scores were calculated to indicate perceived partner’s mate value, with higher scores indicating higher levels of partner’s mate value (α = .78). 
Next, participants were randomly assigned to either the dependency-oriented help or the autonomy-oriented help condition. For this, adapted from Krems et al. (2016), participants were exposed to a face image of an opposite-sex person (i.e. Sara for female participants and Jack for male participants) and were then randomly assigned to one of the two vignettes. In particular, participants were instructed to vividly imagine that they were at a housewarming party. Then, participants overheard Sara/Jack and participants’ partner talking about how to pick a good bottle of wine, and importantly, Sara/Jack either asked for dependency-oriented help or autonomy-oriented help from participants’ partner depending on the condition they were in. Specifically, Sara/Jack said: “That’s so difficult for me to grapple with. Can you choose one for me?” (dependency-oriented) or “That’s so difficult for me to grapple with. Can you explain how to do it? I will choose one on my own.” (autonomy-oriented). 
To measure the extent to which participants would perceive the target as threatening participants then answered several questions regarding their feelings. Specifically, participants were instructed respond to two items: “Sara/Jack was flirtatious,” and “Sara/Jack was trustworthy (Reversed scored).” An overall score was calculated by averaging the scores across items, with higher scores corresponding to higher levels of perceived threat (r = .32, p < .001). 
We also measured mate guarding behavior. Specifically, participants responded to four items adapted from Krems et al. (2016), including: “How willing are you to consider Sara/Jack as a close friend?” “What is the amount of contact you would like have with Sara/Jack?” “How willing are you to allow Sara/Jack to befriend your own romantic partner?” and “What is the amount of contact you would like your partner to have with Sara/Jack?” Responses were made on 7-point Likert scales ranging from -3 (very unwilling/ I wouldn’t want any kind of contact) to 3(very willing/ I could see us/them as best friends). The scores of these four items were averaged to index partner guarding, with lower scores indicating higher levels of partner guarding (α = .87). 
Finally, participants were instructed to provide their demographic information, and were then directed to a debriefing page.
Results and Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk127536784][bookmark: _Hlk84260433]ANOVA analysis showed a main effect of requested help type on perceived threat, F(1, 201) = 4.48, p = .035, ηp2 = .022, 95% CI = [0.015, 0.429]. After controlling for gender, age, and their partner’s mate value, this effect remained significant, F(1, 198) = 4.88, p = .028, ηp2 = .024, 95% CI = [0.025, 0.443]. In particular, the target was more likely to be perceived as threatening when the requested help was dependency-oriented (M = 4.13, SD = 0.87) than autonomy-oriented (M = 3.90, SD = 0.60). Further ANCOVA controlling for gender, age, and partner’s mate value showed that the main effect of requested help type was still significant, F(1, 197) = 4.67, p = .032, ηp2 = .023, 95% CI = [0.020, 0.432]. Gender had no significant moderating effect in this process, F(1, 197) = 0.68, p = .794, ηp2 = .000. 
An ANOVA analysis revealed a significant interaction between the type of requested help and gender on mate guarding, F(1, 199) = 8.99, p = .003, ηp2 = .043, 95% CI = [0.300, 1.453]. This effect remained significant when gender, age, and partner’s mate value were controlled for, F(1, 197) = 7.44, p = .007, ηp2 = .036, 95% CI = [0.185, 1.155]. Specifically, female participants showed stronger inclination of mate guarding when the target requested dependency-oriented help (M = 0.92; SD = 1.42) than autonomy-oriented help (M = 1.53; SD = 0.99), F(1, 98) = 6.24, p = .014, ηp2 = .060, 95% CI = [0.126, 1.102]. In contrast, male participants exhibited similar levels of mating guarding regardless of the type of requested help (dependency-oriented help request: M = 1.68; SD = 0.98; autonomy-oriented help request: M = 1.42; SD = 0.63), F(1, 101) = 2.65, p = .107, ηp2 = .026, 95% CI = [-0.582, 0.057].
This pilot demonstrated when participants’ romantic partner received dependency-oriented help-seeking from another potential mate, participants could sense the threat. This is consistent with findings from prior studies that dependency-oriented help-seeking can be viewed as a signal for romantic interests in intimate relationships. 
Interestingly, the effect of help types on mate guarding behavior varied as a function of gender. The reason for the gender discrepancy might lie in the different ways through which two genders prefer to guard their mates. Previous research demonstrated that although men reported similar levels of jealousy toward a potential romantic competitor as women did, men chose more explicitly aggressive and direct ways to guard their mates (i.e., aggression and violence toward intra-sexual competitors; e.g., Arnocky et al., 2014; Barber, 2009; Weir et al., 2011; Wilson & Daly, 1985). In contrast, mate guarding behavior tested in this pilot was mild and somehow indirect (i.e., refraining partner’s further contact with the competitor), and this could account for the gender differences obtained.
The main purpose of the subsequent Study 7 was to test whether dependency-oriented help-seeking signals romantic interests from a competitor’s perspective. If dependency-oriented help-seeking signals romantic interest on the part of the help-seeker, people should be more likely to perceive a target who seeks dependency-oriented help from people’s own romantic partner as a mate poacher. In other words, perceived mate poaching, rather than participants' mate guarding, serves as a more direct test of our hypothesis. As a result, we decided to focus on capturing mate poaching in a systematic manner in subsequent Study 7. Meanwhile, we excluded mate guarding behavior in subsequent Study 7 because it could further vary based on a competitor's gender and other potential factors as explained above.
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