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Rohrer’s paper is a 100-yard-dash, in record time. Here’s my 50-yard dash response. 
  
The main message and narrative are crystal clear, as are the design and the results. There is 
nothing to bemoan from my end. I will, of course, float a few ideas the author might take under 
consideration, either for a revision or for a future extension of this inarguably important piece of 
research. 
  
[1] I understand the difficulty to find the best measure, and I think the author found a good one. 
Yet, it should be noted that with this measure there is no way to overestimate the speed of the 
fastest female. Might this create a bias if the only way to err is in the direction predicted? 
  
[2] More could be said about what the respondents might be thinking, however speculative the 
effort. I suspect respondents might be engaging in some sort of Kahnemanian attribute 
substitution exercise. They find it hard to imagine men and women of different ages running side 
by side, but find it easy to imagine men and women of the same age running. 
  
[3] If so, one might ask where the woman is at the moment the man crosses the finishing line (or 
any line; now the woman might, in theory, be ahead, which addresses point [1]). One could also 
ask when, if ever, the sex difference will disappear (or reverse; again, making bi-directional 
errors, in principle, possible). 
  
[4] The skeptical description of the misleading literature should be improved, not in the least so 
that the author can protect himself from having his own concern of bias among others thrown 
back at him. 
  
[5] Is the author suggesting that folks get their equalitarian ideas from the few papers he 
critiques? That is just not likely. So, where do the ideas come from? General equalitarian ideology 
may play a role, a simple-minded critique of the “patriarchy,” or mechanisms of imaginability as 
noted above. 
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[6] Incidentally, the tenor of this paper reminds me of anecdotal claims, made by intelligent and 
well-meaning women, that women have a much higher pain tolerance than men. This strikes me 
as false, but I am not aware of research (one would have to dig a little). 


