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The

ABSTRACT

evolutionary perspective on human mating can be

logically extended to sex differences in distress to

. emotional and sexual infidelity. To date, most of the

research has focused only on sex differences in subjective

distress to emotional and sexual infidelity. This research

was

designed to examine ™ within-sex” differences in

response to infidelity using the Big-5 personality factors.

Responses to emotional and sexual infidelity were examined,

such as violence, seeking counseling and confiding in

friends. Male and female undergraduates were asked to think

about a serious romantic relationship and then to imagine

their partner’s committing sexual or emotional infidelity.

Participants indicated which of the two infidelities was

most distressing. Participants were then asked to indicate

the

likelihood that they would engage in 28 specific

responses. Predictive links were established between

several personality factors and the likelihood of the

participant’s responses following a partner’s infidelity.

For

example, Agreeable, Emotionally Stable participants

were unlikely to have an affair and ask friends about

someone new following their partner’s emotional or sexual

infidelity. Participants scoring high on Intellect-Openness

iii




reported that talking to théir partner following his/her
sexual orvemotional infidelity was highly likely. Howevér,
only emotional infidelity would prompt Agreeable,
Extyaverted and Conscientious participants to talk to their
partner. Discuséibn focused on eXpanding.our understaﬁding
of sex differences and the role played by select
personality factors in response to sexual and emotional

infidelity.
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- INTRODUCTION

 Many faCtorszhéve_béenvaund'tQ.influence ,

ihterpersonalgattraction‘and déting/mating;préferehces; ‘

-These,factors'include:»perinquity‘(Nahembw‘&vLawtoﬁ, 1975;

: NéWcomb,71961;~Segal,”1974); intérperébnal negotiation'

- (Duck &.Miell,.l983); physical appearance-(Gfeen,xBuchanan,.

& Héuer,}l984}fHatfieldr&-Sprecher,‘1986; SpreCher,j1989;v5

Walst
simi]

attif

1974 ;

. Lott
| sexug
impo?

resol

:éf,'ﬁronsdn; A5rahams; &»Rottmaﬁ, ;966);'geneti¢'
Lé#ity (ﬁushtbn & NiCholson, 1988)'and éharing éiﬁiigr
:udes,Valuésandvbeiiefs’(Bané; 1971; Clore & Byrﬁe;
Cramer? Weiss,uSteigleder; & Baliih§, 1985; Lott &
i986;21972);jBased.on‘barwinfs (i871)'conceptvof

y1 selection, more recent work has focused on the

rtance of a women's,rebroduCtive value and on a man’s

‘v’ﬁhre;
 (e.g
‘pofer
Gomed

heaif

1£ce botentiai'fdrmatefselection and reproductiVe:
g@g,”It hasibeep speculatéd £hat7meen»may;be moré'
1;enedby.theb5tén£iéi loss of‘ecoﬁomic‘stability
_éduéatiénal:ééhiévement,'chiél SﬁatusL earning>
1tia1)jand'emotional‘ihfideiitY) whereas men afe'mdre;
érhéd.Wiﬁh‘physibéIiéttributes”(e.é.-attractiyeﬁess,

:h,uYOﬁtHX,éndfthé ﬁdﬁeﬁtial loss of sexual exclusivity

(Buss, Larsén}fWéSten,g&ﬂsemmelroth, 1992{ Cramer, Abraham,v

Fernsz

1ndez} & Mahler, 1999;‘Cramer; Manning—Ryan, Johnson, &'




Barbé,?ih présé). ﬁxplénati6ns;fo£»ﬁheéé sex differén¢eS',.
have cbme_frbmiah eVQlﬁtioﬁary perééective as'well>és
tradltidnal social_léarhiﬁg pérspectivgs} Howeﬁér, the

" social 1e§£nin§_perspe¢tive does not appear to be as
adequate és‘the:evdlﬁtiQnaryipérspective,iﬁexplaiﬁiﬁg;::‘
thése séX:differencéS (Crémef;lAbréham, Johhson,:&'Méﬁhinéri:
Ryan >199§; Cramer et él.,‘in%pféss}bwiederman,& Allgeiér[fh

1993) . To date, the.research‘has focused only on sex

‘differences in subjective distress to emotional and sexual -
infidelity. In contrast, the présent_research is désigﬁéd ;

‘to investigatevindividﬁalidifferenéeé in résthSevto'éexﬁal‘v
and emotibnai,infidelity.using thevBing médel fo
persénality és'a theoretiéal-starting,point.]f
Eyglgtion‘vs; SocialLeérning Theori |
EVOiuﬁiogary'pheofistSQhéve afgued‘that”seg_~
:differeﬁéesiin;ﬁﬁﬁan;mate;éélGCtion,werévthe’feégit 6f
natural selection (Buss, 1?87;”Buss,‘1994;’Bu%s & Barnes,
1986, Daly & Wilson, 1983; DeKay & Buss, 1992; Symons,
1959;'Trivérs;'1972;v1985).‘Mpre specifically;evéidtiéhar§ .
theoriSts believe:ghat*compleg pSyChélogiC%ibédaptétiQﬁé”‘ :
occurred,in response-toséx—specificvprobléms;huﬁans..
encountered‘early;in the'gvoiutiénary prodéési(e;g., Buss,;

1996; Buss, 1991a),'Hence,nit'is ¢onceivablé‘that some




- were

‘adaptations‘differ in men and WQmen to the extent that each

sex encoUntered different~reproductive obstacles (Buss &

Schm;tt,v1993); In:other words, men and women are asSﬁmed‘

. to possess pSychdlogical'adaptetions that are selectede

because they are adaptive.

In theory, natural selection favored men who were less

sexually discriminating and more desirous of sex with a

varie

more

stron

offep

ty of partﬁefs.'Womeh, on‘the othervhand,bwhe Were
concerned-with seeking a mate with resource potential
more favored by natﬁral selection. Thus; men'whe had e
g liking for sex with many partners prObably.had more .

. : 3 v ’ o } .
ring than men” who were monogamous, therefore ensuring

the iurViVal of some offspring. Women have different

obstadcles such as a long gestation period, child bearing

and rearing, and protection. Women who tended to choose e

mates| that had resource potential were more likely to have

k offspring that survived than women who chose mates that did

ﬁot provide for them or their offspring. These differences

in reproductive strategy, are therefore believed to have an

impac

1993;

L on men and women’s sexual selection (Buss & Schmitt,

-

DeKay & Buss, 1992; Daly & Wilson, 1992).

An alternative explanation'for the sex differences in

human| mate selection lies in traditional social learning




 theory. In theory,menand womén differ‘in‘sexﬁal Selectioﬁ,
based on aifféfénﬁial:Sééiéiizatioh.iMéﬁiénd women.afe
tauéht to Vaer re1ationships>f§f»different reaé§ns,:énd 
 therefore their‘ma;éseleétion tacticé énd their,coﬁéerns
'regardingpbtential,ibss.aré different (White & Mullen,
v.19é9 Wiedermén’&Allgeier, 1992; Wiédermén & Allgéier;
1993). In théor§, if men and WQmen wéré'reared_identically,
‘within a family‘ahd‘a cultufe, then_thére would Be no -
éppareﬁt sex differenceé in théir.sekual seléctions.
Accordinglgg éodial'learniﬁg thebfy,vsexual acfivity»
may be.moye,saliént to men’s self-concept and self—esteem.
v'Howéver, the bpportunity to be'hurturant with a

relationship may be more salient to a‘women'S‘self—cOncept

1))

and self-esteem (Josephs, Markus; & Tafarodi, 1992). It has
iﬁdeﬁd b¢én>found that'men, compéred‘to women! reported
moré ﬁiequéntcsegualfurgegi(Joﬁes & Bariow, 199@) more
ffééﬁgn#sexﬁéi(arduéai’(Kﬁoth, BOyd}‘& Singer, 1988) and
- morevfrequeﬁtsexual'deéifé (BeckLBbzﬁan,_& QﬁaltrOugh,
>199i).vAlso,‘men, comparedvto:woménlfated sexuai‘actiVity
_as'being'mofé important in a relationship. Women, oﬁ,the
other hand, pléce.moreimpbrtance“than'men do on¢thé
émdtional in£imacy and‘personal:invésfment ih‘a,

 re1ationship.(Houston, 1981; Peplau, Rubin, & Hill, 1977). .

4




With

regard to sexual selection, it then follows that men

~would be more focused on a sexual threat and women would be

more

focused on an emotional threat because of the way

culture influenced each sex (Wiederman & Allgeier, 1992;

Wiede

glars:
mate
the 1
eiabc
were’
“quest
place
éubét
to me

Buss

- somet

suffi

rman & Allgeier, 1993).

It is important to mention that one of the most

ng problems witﬁ a social learning theory of human

selection is that this traditional view simply pushes

:elevant questioﬁs of explanation further back. After

prating this social learning view that men and women

taught to value sexual selection differently, the

rion of why and how sﬁch differentiél learning takes

> within a culture, as well as why there is a

rantial amoﬁnt of cross cultural similarity with regard

1fe selection (Buss, 1989; Buunk, Angleitner; Oubaid,v&
1996; Fiinn, 1988), remains unanéwered (Buss, 1992).v

The traaitionalvsocial learning assumption that

‘hing was “ learned” from one’s culture is not

cient to explain sex differences in human mate

selection. Rather, it is merely a description of the

CUurre

Allge

ent state of affairs (e.g., Buss, 1994; Wiederman &

2ier, 1993). In contrast, when human mate selection is

viewed from an evolutionary perspective/approach, the




n cul

ture” con81sts of 1nd1v1duals who possess

vpsychologlcal adaptatlons (mechanlsms) Wthh were shaped by

,natural selectlon (Lumsden, 1989 Tooby & Cosmldes, 1992)

Human Mate Selection From an EVolutlonarV PerSpectlve

'Accordlng to the evolutlonary psychology of mate

selectlon, females compared to males, are expected-to,,f.

prefer.mates7with resource potential and males, compared to .

females are ekpectedmto‘prefer‘mates;With a;hlghjlikéllhOOd»“

. of reproductive success. According to gexual strategies

‘:_theory (Buss &,SChmitt,‘1§93), femaleswpreferfmates'who are”

]intelligent ambltlous and have good earnlng potentlal For

example,-becauSehwomen‘lnyest heavlly in gestatlon, chlld

Ibearlng and‘rearing);andfproteCtion,“they-oan, in theory,

increase their reproductive success by selecting a partner

who can and will contribute personal and material resources

U to theftaskfof,shelteringlandhprovisioningyher and,her

. child.?Therefore,vwomen7preferumenfwith resource potential

,because‘these'men-possess7the’means*to'garner'material

‘7.resources Wthh they may be w1111ng to share :r"h

A Males, on the other hand prefer young and attractlve

;matesmbecanSe'those partlcularitralts are,l;nked_to.7"

' fert;

 attrs

Llity, Men:prefer‘physically'attraotiye‘women.becaUSe:'

wctiveness is a proximal cue to a women’s age and



‘general health (BnSS,,1994;'Kenrick_& Keefe,dl992,fSYmons,5‘

%1979f.‘Consistent withvthesegprediCtiOHS,jWQmen'haVé,been

7"fonndzto‘breferda sOcialldebminant (e;g.’mature,'hrgni;

o social status, material resources) partner, and men have

been

foundntd'prefer a“young,fhealthy,ﬂthSically

dattractive partner (Buss,;1989;-ansu&_Barnes,:l987;v

"Cramer, Schaefer, & Reld 1996, Kenrickf& Keefe,,1992;‘:'

- Landolt, Lalumlere, &-Qu;nsey, 1995; SpreCher,L1989;

ToWnsend 1989 Wlederman,'1993; Wiedermanf&jAllgeier,'v

. 1992)

five

;‘Buss (l989),*fer'example, conducted'andambitious“

-year study‘inv01ving 37 eultures;'Females,:more than =

K males,:preferred ars0cially dominant‘partner (e.g;fmature,”

 high

" than|.

soc1al status, material reSources), and males, more

females, preferred a young phys1cally attractlve

partnerf ThlS suggested a degree of psychologlcal unlty or

spec
géog:

. dive

ies-typlcallty of‘men'and women that'surpassed
raphical,‘racial,*political,fethnic and sexuai -

rsityj

xsEVQL

empi

emot

1992)

JtionarvaerSDeetiVe on‘Emotional andaSexual Infideiitv

, Mate selectlon crlterla have been loglcally and

rlcally 11nked to sex dlfferences 1n response to
ional‘andhsexual infidelity'(Buss,-;994;:Buss et al.,

Buss & Schmitt,m1993; Cramer et‘alﬁ,*in'press;




- your

Symons, 1979) and to jealousy (Dijkétra’& Buunk, 1998);’For

example, females, more than males,'are"predicted to_be'moré

distressed by a mate’s.emotional infidelity‘becausevit

signals a potentiél-threat to the males commitment to the

relationship, and-therefore.to‘the'continued access to

crit

1cal material resources and economic stability which

may be critical for the survival of her éhildrén;

Conv

more

have

prem

Fd
g

pate
evid

pred

stud

emot

anot
the
ﬁajo
aé’m

In ¢

efsely/‘malés, mofé than females, afe predicted‘to be
’distresséd by a ﬁate’s’seﬁual infideiity.because:men
evolved a mate'selection strategy that places a

ium on sexuai exclusivity and the resultant inérease in
rnity ceftainty. Psychological and physiolégical

ence has been found to éupport the sex—lihked
iction:deécribed above (Bués etbal., 1992) .

Buss et al. (1992)'presénted‘two scenarios to coliege
enﬁs{v(a) “Iﬁégine your partner forming a deep

ional éﬁtachment to another‘perSon"‘aﬁd (b) “Imagine
partnér ehjoyingtpaésiénate sexuai intercourse withp
her‘pefson.” Péfticipants were asked to choose which of
two infidelities WOuld distress or upset them mére:HThe
rity gf men (60%) chose the sexual‘infideiity écenario
ofe distreSsing wheréaé‘only 17% of the women did so.

ontrast, 83% of theVWOmenvand only 40% of the men were




more

distressed by the emotional infidelity. Hence,

imagining a romantic partner’s emotional attachment to a

rival was more distressing for women than for men. However,

'in contrast, the men reported being more distressed than

the women by imagining a partner’s sexual infidelity. In a.

cross-cultural comparison (i.e. Germany, the Netherlands

and

for

and

the United States), Buunk et al. (1996) found Support
the predicted sex differences in response to emotional

gsexual infidelity (for additional cross cultural

evidence see: Buss et al., 1999; Cramer et al., 1999a;

Geary, Rumsey, Bow—Thomas,’& Hoard, 1995; Wiederman &

Kendall, 1999).

Critics of the evolutionary perspective have proposed

an alternative analysis to explain the sex differences in

response to emotional and sexual infidelity. This
& '

alternative analysis is, in part, based on recognizing that

the

imagined infidelities may be logically related. In

other words, the imagined infidelities are not independent

of each other (DeSteno & Salovey, 1996; Harris &

Christenfeld, 1996). Harris and Christenfeld argued that

when

a forced-choice format is used, participants logically

repoxrt more distress to the infidelity (e.g. sexual or

emotional) which implies that the other infidelity has




occurred as well. They argued that the apparent sex
differences were not the result of evolved tendencies,

rather, are a result of sex differences in the learned

relationship between love and sex. In short, “men think

but

women have sex only when in love and women think men have

sex without love” (p. 364). Therefore, women are more
distressed upon learning of their partner'é emotional

infidelity because it implies that he is also sexually

unfaithful. Sexual infidelity, while still troubling, is

less|distressing because women acknowledge‘that “men often

have|sex without being in love” (p. 364). In contrast,
have| learned a different relationship between the two
infidelities. Men perceive sexual infidelity as more
distressing, compared to emotional infidelity, because
assume a women'’s sexual infidelity denotes she is also
;1ove. Emotional infidelity, on the other hahd, is less
distressing because‘men acknowledge that “women can be
love Without‘having sex” (p. 364). Hence, the sex |
differences refleét variation in the way men and women
logically relate the infidelities, rather than evolved

selection strategies.

men

they

in

in

mate

Harris and Christenfeld (1996) found support for the

previously reported sex differences in subjective distress

10




.toemétional_aﬁdvsexuai infideli£y; HoWevér['ﬁhé‘prééiéfedv
‘sex diffefenqeéﬁregardihg‘thevinfeiéﬁfiai 1ink béﬁweép ;J
»’eﬁotioﬁéi aha'éexuai'iﬁfideiity Werefoniypartially
'Suppgrtéd;‘Fe@aléé Wéfg,iaékpredicted, ﬁQre likely to
report'that_emdtional:ihfidelitykimpliéd‘sexual infideliﬁy cL
;thén tovrepérf.tha§ sexual_iﬁfidéiity’impliedeﬁdtioﬁdiﬁ )
infidelity.’Howeﬁét; m?lés dia;n§t‘repo£t a.strdnger'
inferenﬁial»iinKFbétW¢éﬁ ééiual infideiify:aﬁd eméEiona174f

)  infideiity than bétween emotional infidelity ahd‘séxua11

infidelity (see also ﬁeSténO‘&‘Salovey;91996).

EXtendiﬁd‘the Evolufiohér? Perspective»tQ'OtheriviolatiQns—
|'To date;,mos#fdf Ehe“reSe§rchfhas‘juSﬁifiably foéused
 §f sex’diffefénCe$ ih‘réSponseto,eﬁQtiénal and sexuél
infidéiity«bééause-ofyﬁhé SeriouéheSS of;theif
>¢Qnseqﬁenceé;'FQreiample,<aéross afvériety_df;cﬁltufes;
male sexual'jealouSyghés‘beenufqundthJbea major caﬁée of
sériguévhéfﬁffdfwdmen;iincluding,wife beéting'and‘homiqide.
| (Daly &WllSOn jj9§8?; ‘byély‘,- ‘Wilson, & Weghorst, 1982) . |
'vHéQéver)?éithoﬁéﬂjé@ogibﬁal_ahd SéXﬁal'ihfidéliﬁyare j
fécoéniiedvasnsériousviolatiénseof¥trust;’they are\néither
'thé énly‘énes,that_caﬁ fundémentaily afféct‘a reiatiohéhip

nor the'only ones that can be satisfactorily addreSSed'by‘ 

11




an evqiutipnarf;peiépecti?e;1&@@;alternatiﬁé exb1éhationA
éfférea by.Harxi§ égd_Chtistghféid (19§6fjhas‘intﬁitiVe
appeél, hbwé&er( the Validityf¢f £h¢ éﬁaleis}appéars,to,be"
limitédlto sek‘differences in'rééponse:to emotiénal;and“
seXu#l,infidelity. Their alté?ﬁative‘anélysisidoeé ﬁot

‘ readileextena to other, more épecifid/ﬁviblations—of—’.
tfust” (see‘Cfaﬁer et'él;, i999af éramer ef-él.,‘infpreSS);”
The evolutionary‘perspectivefmaihtains that men and
womén are more likeiy to:férm relatiQnshiﬁé with:potenfial:
.partnérsiwho”pbsééss:characteristics (e;g. reéoﬁrce
pg;§2§;§l §r‘reproductivebﬁalﬁé)’that,afe cénsiétent Witﬁ"
theirfmate seléctibn‘strategieé‘(Buss & Schmitt;v19935}f
Therefore, it‘is.reasbnable to assﬁme'thatvmén and woﬁeﬁ
trust thaf their pértneré willféndéavor to méintain these
charactefistiés‘dﬁring thewrélatioﬁship.>Women trust that
theirmatés_Will.conﬁiﬁue'to.possesS the ébility,to pfovide' ‘
~economic stability for the family; while men_truSt‘that
their mates‘wiillmaintain alevel of'gener§l heélth»and

' physica1 attré¢tivéness, and also,remain'seXuéiiy‘.
VéCéessible (i;e, reprodu¢ti§ely Valuable); Any violation"of'
’these‘spécifié trusts should"bé,distfessing tb’bOthv
‘pértnefsg However, an eVQiutionéry perSPectivelpredicts»sex

differences_in respoﬁse'to‘the violations-of-trust that

12




threaten relationship factors such as economic security,

social status, health,_attractivenéés»and sexual

- accesSibility. Accordingly, Cramer et al. (in press)

investigated sex differences in response to emotional and

sexu

that

3]l infidelity and to additional_viOlations—othrust

I

reflected male/female selection strategies.‘For;:

example, male interests included sexual exclusivity

(fid
1nte
secu
- the

(c)

job,
(d)

gain
look
Cram
comp
, emot
dist
eval
dist

_attr

ality)ﬁéﬁd;ph?aiéai attractivenesé[-and‘femaié
Eests4iﬁdiuded‘eﬁotibnal attachment and-econamié.
tity;'Théy'compated'male‘and female:responSes to: (a)h
léss.ofvemotional attachment; (b) séxaal infidelity;
the ioss thecoﬁomic security (e.g. partner losing a
no loﬁgér:ablefto‘work, no 1ongar desiring tobwork);
the loss bfvphysical attractivenéas (e.g. partner

ing about lOOvpounds; no-longer making an effort to
attractivé); and (e) the 1oss of‘sexual‘intimacy.i
er‘et‘al..COhfirmed pte?ious findings that féﬁalés,
ared to males were distressed more by the loss of
ional attachment; and males, compared to females’were
ressed’mora by sexual'infidelity. Consisteﬁt with'the
utionary perspective, they found the men weré more
ressed than women.by_their mates loss ot thsical‘

activeness or the loss of sexual intimacy. Women, on

13




- viols

»the‘c

ther‘hana;”were more‘diStresSed'than-menfby‘the loss»f

. of eéonomie'security'(seewalsoACramer»et-al}i.1999a)e

Chris

seleg

\distr

eeiec
”ehgac
womer
becaL
vuhfai
_sexua

emoti

reporn

‘mph

Uniik

does

occuy
each
were

belie

‘Cramer etgal}fkihapreSS)falso ihvestigatedearriS'and‘f

tehfeléfsh(iSQGX.hypotheeie)that’Whehﬁeh?ahdonﬁeh

t‘between eﬁQtiohaI ahdheekhaliinfrdeiityjtheienevthat
eSSed them>the ﬁoetain‘a:fereed;chOice.format they’
£ the 1nf1de11ty Wthh 1mp11ed that a partner haS"

jed 1n the other 1nf1de11ty as well Consequentlyﬁ‘

] report that emotlohal 1nf1del1ty lsndietreeeing,'

1se it impiies that a’bartner’ie‘alse eexﬁally;

thful; Ih'theory,vwomen have 1earnea‘thatva‘partnerfs

1 infrdelitYrdees,nbt;meanfthat a partner'ie

enaliy uhfaithful aehhellﬁMeh; on theotherfhahd,h-.
ththat sexhal;rhtideiityh;e diStressihg because»it
ee'that.a>bartnerisvalso emotiona11Yhhnfaithfui:

e women}hmenhavellearned’that,emdtiohal‘ihfideiity

nothmeah a'partner,issexually~anfaithful'as weli;:r
Toftest thetlikelihood that theheeeurreheeheﬁ onehu

vtiOnfof—truStiimplied'that thexbther-vi01ationhWas_

ring or would occur, participants were asked to rate

vpair'ofaviolations»twice, The order of“the\'ri‘olatifons"j

reversed, representing,_in theOry,vthef“ngical

£7 of women'and‘men‘reSpeetiVely7(DeSteno & Salovey, ..




1996

; HarriS-&‘Cﬁristenféld, 1996)5>Fdr example[;the  :

partlcipantS’ratéd the likelihood of a~partﬁer being k

sexually unféithful afterflearning the pértner.Was

emotlonally}unféithful, and then the likelihood of parther

being emOtionailj uhfaithful after.learning the partner was

| sexually»unfaithﬁul.

Cramer et ai; (in press) provided a serious challenge

to explanations 6f the sex differences based on the

perceived relatedness of the violations-of-trust (DeSteno &

Salovey, 1996; Hérris & Christenfeld,‘l996).’Using’DeSteno

and

(see

Saloveyrs:differéntial infidelity implication.(DII) '

DeSteho & Salovey, 1996 for a‘complete desdriptibn))v

Cramer et al. coﬁld neither confirm previously rgported”“v

find

ings nor demonstrate that the alternative analysis '

could be extende$ tb other violations-of-trust. That is,

" Harzxr

is and Chrisﬁenfeld (1996) reportéd‘that, although

women believe’ that emotional infidelity implied sexual

infidelity, as Wéll,_thé men did not beiieve that the

infi

A\Y log

jelities were related in a manner consistent with the

Lcal belief hypothesis.” In addition, DeStend:and

Saloyvey (1996) réported that women believe emotional

infi

that

delity impliés’sexua1 infide1ity, but they predicted

men would not relate the infidelities in any specific

Vo
L .




N

: but;t

“relat

~ They

provi

- womer]

trust.

~ obsezx

;‘manner;’However,'éramer et al; found the opp081te Men dld

‘report that sexual 1nf1de11ty 1mp11ed emotlonal 1nf1de11ty,b

edeinatnannerinredietednby_thedalternativeianaiyeis;
oonoluded?that,dthedalternatire'analyeisdoes not;'
deha satiéfaetor§ generaldexplanation forlwhy menfandii
1_differedrin‘theirdreported.digﬁress'Eo_violations;bf—'
‘Rather, theﬁnorefpareimonious}eiplanatione*for,thev

ved sex differenoes in‘enbjective distress to.thef

violationsfofftrnst are proVided by anﬁevolutionary '

- persg

bective (Cramer et'al.,‘in press) .

Another_Challende3torthehA1ternative Analysis

- Larse

~|In their;Critiqnelof[the‘alternative analysis, Buss, -

211 and Westen‘(1996)»described a“simple prOceduralfteSt

- of the argument that the sexual asymmetries in subjective

“distress to emotional and sexual infidelity covary with how

men‘and women have 1earnedttogrationally link the

infidelities;’They”Suggested asking,men andfwomen to

imagJ

unfaJ

ne. a partner belng emotlonally and sexually

‘thful' and then to 1ndlcate Wthh component of the

A infldellty was the most dlstre881ng U81ng thlS procedure

to determlne‘whlchv;nfldelity‘men and,women find the;mOSt

fdistressing‘should‘logically eliminate their inclination to

16




choose the infideliﬁy'that’serVes'as the basis for

inferring that the other infidelity is occurring as well.

*An'evolutiOnary&pérSPedtive-is not expected‘to be so easily

challenged by‘the use of this pfbcedUré tb‘teét i;s

hypotheses.

- |In order to test the scientific merit of. an

éﬁolutibnary‘pérspective'and‘the'alternative analysis

‘regarding sex differences in subjective[distress to a

partner?s‘emotiOnal and/or sexual'infidelity, Cramer,

Abraham, JohnsQn, and Manning—RYan (1939) tested'three ‘

hypotheses.iThe'first hypothesis Was.derived from an

‘.evolutionary perspectivé and the alternatiVe‘analysisL[Men

and women were asked to imagine a partner being emotionally

r s

infi

':f§rm
:~more
F‘enjo
"Beéa
pers
as‘t

posi

‘more

3xualiy ﬁnfaithfui} andvthén to indicate which
ielity Was,the méstgdistressing; RéSults indicatéd tﬁat_
‘deén:thdnmméﬁ wefe'distfeésedsby iﬁagining a-partner 
ing a_déé§'émotiQnal attachmentvﬁo another»person; aﬁdi
_ﬁen than}womén‘Weré diétressed by.ihaginiﬁg“a partner
ying’paséiénate.séxual intércdurSé with anothér perééh.
@Sthheseersulté‘QérgvcompéLible.ﬁiﬁhﬁan évélutiénat?
péctiVe'and thewalternépi?e anélyéis; ﬁhey cannbt sere
he‘bésis‘for'évalﬁatiﬁé the:sCienFifiévméfit of the £wo

tions. The second hypothesis was derived fromfthé,

17




alternative analysis, and asserted that men would report
that seXual}infidelity implied that co-occurrence of
emotional infidelity more so than the'reverse, and that
women would report that emotional infidelity implied the
co-occurrence of sexual infidelity more so than the
reverse. Results testing the second hypothesis were not
cqn81stent with the alternative analysis. For men, sexual
infidelity did nbt imply the co-occurrence of émotional
infidelity more -reliably than the reverse. And for womern,
the relationship between sexual and emotiénal infidelity
was 1n accord with the “male perspectiﬁe,” rather than the
predicted “female perspective.” The third hypothesis was
dérived from an evolutionary perspective. Men and womenv
were | asked to imagine a partnef being emotionally and
sexually unfaithful, and then to indicate which component
of the infidelity would be the most distressing. Results
testing the third hypothesis were consistent with an
evolutionary perspective. That is, more men than women were
distressed by the sexual component of a partner’s
infidelity, and more/women/that men were distressed by the
emotional component of a partner’s infidelity. Obgervingv‘
distress resulﬁs consistent with the first and third

hypotheses validated the explanatory and predictive power

18




.of'anfevolutionary perspeetiye. Ae a.resnlt, Qramer et‘aig
(19995) provrded strong-snpport foryan'eyolntionary
perspectiye of the Sex differences in eubjectiyeodiStrese
to emotlonal and sexual 1nf1de11ty (for addltlonal ev1denoe
see Buss‘et ai,. 1999) | o o |
Ihg_Big—SlPersonality ﬁactors‘
“Seyeral'researohers’haye poStulated7tnat at;least five
major personality:dimenSione-are-needed.to.capture the'mays‘
‘ in-whioh individuals differ}vEmotional*Stabiiity.Versue' |
Neurotrcism, Extraversion'(snrgency), Agreeablenees,t
 Conscientionsness,‘and”Intellect—bpennees"to nemr”.‘
experiences’(Mcéraeu& CQSta,,1987 Goldberg, 19815, These‘ ‘
>>five dlmenelons‘of personalrty offer a powerful descrlptlon
becanee eacn‘faotOr pertains to behavior in'a“wide variety
oﬁ Situations‘and becanse‘thesexfactore are:nearly -
indenendent. Costa, McCrae and Dye (1991) descrlbe the flvei
:faCtDrs asifollows (a) Neurotlclsm is defined by a.
tendency,to,exPe?ience nnpleaeant.emotions:relgtively’.
easily{ Componentsyof NeurotioiSm inolude anxiety;yji
‘hoetility[ depreseion,iselr:conscionsness,uimpnlsiveness»
.andivulnerability; (b)oExtraversion'is defined by a
tend=ncy to seek new experlences and to enjoy tne company

of other people Components of Extraver81on 1nclude warmth




grégariousnéss, aSSertiVeness, éctivity, excitement sééking
and positivé'emotionsj (c)}Aéreeableneés is‘defiﬁed by a.
tendenCY-to bé cdmpassionate toward othersfand nofl
antagonistic; It implies a concern for the welfére of bther,
peéple.‘CQmpohen£s of Agreeabieness include trust) |
stralghtforwafdﬁess; altruisﬁ,-éompiiance, modesty and
teﬁder—mindeéhéss;]d) Conscientiousness is defined by a
rtendency to show Self—diséipline; to be‘dutiful and tQ
strive for achiévement'and competence.vPeople high in
Conscientiousness argvlikely to cémplete whatgver task»théy
‘say théthill pefform. Components of Conscientiousness’
inclUde_competence,kdrder; dutifulness, achievement -
striving, self—discipline and déliberation;vand (e)
Intellect—Opennessvtobexperience is the hardest of thé five
faétars to define. Roughly speaking, this dimension is
defined by‘é tendency to enjoy new culturally related
»expériences, espéciaily intelleétual:experiencés, the arts,
fanﬁasies and any‘new'experienCe thatvexpdsés the person to
new ideas.‘Componeﬁ;sof Intéllect-Openness to experience>
include'féntaéy, éstheticé, feeliﬁgs, actions, ideas and
values.

‘Thé Bié—S persbnality structure has beenvplaced in

social context. Buss (1991b), for example, explored the

- 20




‘role

"Of:thefBig;SQih,péfféfmiﬁg adtibné that producéd,upset”

in ome’s spouse and eliciting actions from one’s spouse = - -

that were1upsetting{‘Forgexample,ﬁWivés,'whOSé'husbandsf

- were

low_bn‘Agreeabléﬁess and EmétionaltStability} reported 

' condescension, abuse, unfaithfulness, inconsiderateness, =

alcohol abuse, emotional.conStridtion and Sélf—centeredness

 infEheir:husbahds. LowVIntelléthambng males predicted ‘f -'”

majdr’cléSses:0f upset? including'upéet‘dﬁe‘to neglédt,

incomnsiderateness, abuse, self-absorption, moodiness,

sekualiwithholding, alcohol'abusé and emotional

“constrictidnﬂﬂﬂqsbandsﬂhigh in ExtraverSiOﬁ were 1ikely to

'upset;theirrwives by_béing'cOndescending.jHusbands low on

- Cons

cientiousness tended to upset their»wives by being

condescending. Husbands low on Conscientiousness tended to

s

upset their wives by:being unfaithful .

to”w
simi
expe.
.Agré

bein
unfa;

" patt

The pattérn of‘ubééﬁ husbands éxperieﬁééd when marfied
ives‘with‘ceftain personalityfactbfs $howed:some‘
Laritieslwhen quparedfwith the‘pétterh wivesy‘
qienégd:;Huébahds,"whoSe wivesvwéreulow on
éablénessTalso feported'thét their mates’ﬁpéet'them'by
; ;ondes§§ﬁding, pOSQe$SiVé—depéndentfjeaious,
ithful»and:seifQCéntéred; CQnéistént with thé husbaﬁds ‘

ern, low‘Intéllect was‘linked WithvaICOhol-abuse and
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emotional constriction in the wives.

The most distinctive pattern Buss reported was

associated with the Extraversion factor. Highly Extraverted

females appeared to upset their husbands not only by being

condescending, but also by being abusive and physically

self

+absorbed. Overall, Buss demonstrated that mates with

certain personality dimensions reliably performed and

elicited actions that evoked upset in their partners.

five

Buss (1992) explored the relationship between the

_factor model and usage of manipulation tactics within

close relationships. People who scored low on Surgency

‘tend
she’
subm

Agre

(e.gl.

fun

reas
give
that
Agre
coen

not

~d to use debasement tactics (e.g. lower myself so

11 do it, look sickly so she’ll do it, etc.) suggesting
issiveness. Those people who scored high on

eableness tended to use pleasure induction tactics

tell her that she will enjoy it, show hef how much

it is). Agreeableness was also linked with the use of
on tactics (e.g. expléin why you want her to do it,
reasons for doing it, point‘out all the good‘things
will come from doing it). Those who scored low on the
eableness factor, on the other hand, tended to use
cion tactics (e.g.'demahd that she do it, criticize for

doing it, yell at her so she’ll do it) and silent

22




treatment tactics (e.g. ignore her until she agrees to do

it, be silent until she agrees to do it, don’t respond to

her until she does it). Those who scored high on

Cons

Stab

who

(e.gl

unti
tend
buy
befo
In c
tend
mone
on I
plea
tend
spou

ever

¢ientiousness tended to use reason tactics. Emotionally
1lity was linked reliably to regression. That is, thosé
scored low on this factor tended to use regression

pout until she doeé it, sulk until she does it, whine
] she does it). Low scores on Emotional Stability also

ed to usé coercion and monetary reward (e.g. promise to
something if she does it, give smali gift or card

re asking her to do it, offer money so she will do it).
omparison, those who scored high on EmQtional Stability
ed to use hardball tactics (e.g. threats of withholding
v, physical violence, deception). Those who scored high
ntellect-Openness tended to use reason tactics and

sure induction.‘High écorers on Intellect-Openness also
ed to use the social compariSon tactic (e.g. compare

se to others who would perform the act, mention that

yone else is doing it), however, that link was small in

magnitude. Once again, Buss (1992) demonstrated the

impa
the

the

rtance of the five personality factors with regard to
use of manipulation tactics in close relationships and

humanistic merit of placing the Big-5 factors in social
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Statement'of‘thefProblemd S o

A;The'preSent study is deSigned,to investigate ‘T

Nl
Bl

individual differences in response to emotional and sexual

infiielity and by dOing so place ‘the Big 5 model of

persanality in another important soc1al context There;are;

two

categories of individual differencesvof'interest; (a)

biological sex and](b).perSOnality factors. If sted to

imagine emotional and sexual infidelity in a close romantic

'relatiOnShip‘inua forcedAChoice format,,recall»that from an

evolutionary perspective women are expected to be more

distressed than men by emotional infidelity and men are'

expected to be:more distressed than womern by seXualA

infidelity However; haVing made that chOice (i e. sexualﬁ

or emotional infidelity as most distreSSing), how do men

and |

women-respond to the‘infidelity? Several hypotheses can’

'be tested. An illustrative sample follows: If the threat

from a man’s emotional. infidelity is diversion of his love

or‘economic resources to the:rival; the-value of the‘male.

endures despite his infidelity Therefore,kone way to

res
~Hen

agg

pond to the threat would be by eliminating the rival

ce, women, compared to men are more 1ike1y to respond

ressivelyitoward'a rival (i.e. confront'rival; badmouth
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. afte

riva

1, harass rival, make trouble for rival; see Paul &

Galloway, 1994).

Because an unfaithful woman loses her value, the male

is expected to reduce his investments in her. Hence, men

are more likely to respond aggressively toward the partner

(i.e.

othe
Barb

men

infi
Fema
verb
weig
talk

(Joh

will

pers

thsicaily hurt partner, demand: stay away from

rs) or end the rélationship (Johnson, Manﬁing—Ryan,'

o, & Cramer, 1997). According~to Daly and Wilson (1988)
often end the relationship with violencé or divorce

r a sexual infidelity, regardless of wheﬁher the
delity‘was-a consequence of choice or of forcible rape.
les, compared to males, are more likely to respbnd
ally. Hencé, femaleé‘are more likely go give greater
ht to responses such as:,verbalizing‘disappointment,
ing it over or seeking counseling for self/partner
nson et al., 1997).

Personality is the second individual difference that
be investigated. What are the implications of

onality for the ways in which men and women respond to

sexual and emotional infidelity? The Big-5 factors are

expe
opti

peop

cted to be intuitively linked to a variety of response
ons to sexual and embtional infidelity. For example,

le who score high on the Agreeableness factor may be
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more likely to verbaliée their disappointment or seek
counseling. People who are low on Extraversion may be more
likely to do nothing or put in more time at work. People
who écore iow on Conscientiousnesé?may be more likely to
embarrass their partner and the rival, or have an affair.
In cpmparison, those who score high on Conscientiousness

may be more likely to leave the relationship. Men and women

who - are lbw on Emotional Stability may be more likely to
physically hurt their partner or themselves, destroy
property, éonfrént rival or harass rival.

Secondarily, the present research was designed to
investigate preferences,for short-term and long-term mates
and perceived mating success as predictdré of response to
emotional and sexual iﬁfidelity. Illustrative hypotheses
follow: Peqple who have high mating success may be more
iikely to leave the relationship, call up old
boyfriend/girlfriend or have an affair. However, people who
have |low mating success may>be more likely to try harder to
make |partner happy, forgive partner or éonfront rival.
METHOD

Partlcipants

Two hﬁndred (100 males, 100 females)‘undergraduates

from|California State University, San Bernardino were
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recruited either individually or from group situatioﬁs, The

average age of the participants was 25.85 years old. The

participants identified themselves as: Caucasian, 44.5% (n

= 89), Hispanic, 29% (n

18),

58), African American, 9% (n =

.Pacific Islander, 2% (n = 4) and other 2.5% (n = 5).

Participants reported that 41.5% were “single and not in a

committed relationship” (n = 83), 33.5% were “single and in

a committed relationship” (n

37

= 4).

67), 18.5% were “married” (n

), 4.5% were divorced (n 9) and 2% reported other (n

Ninety-two percent of the participants reported

having had “some college” and 8% were “college graduates.”

Participants were naive to the experimental design_and were

treated in accordance with ethical principles adopted by

the'American PsychblOgical Association (1992).

Materials and Procedure

Materials included a demographics questionnaire, The

Relationship Dilemmas Questionnaire (RDQ) with paired sex-

linked violations-of-trust, the 40 item Big-5 Mini-Marker

Set
Scal
1995

Land

(Saucier, }994), a Peréeptions of - the Opposite Sex
c (POSS, adapted from Landolt,‘Lalumiere, & Quinsey,
) and a‘Mating Preference Scale (MPS, adépted from
olt‘et al, 1995).

After agreeing to participate and signing the informed
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,ccnsent (eee_AppendiX»I),'participantewnefe_asked to
ccmpletere eerieéioffqueeticnnaires,?n demographics_'
'questionnaire (see‘AppendixA)?aekedvpafticipante tceiit‘

' indicate'theifbgender, ege; sexuel'crientaticn, |
.,relationship statns, educaticnalvievel,iand race/ethnicity.v

Participants were then asked to complete the 40-item

‘Mini—Marker-Set (eeeprpendix B)QVThis écale was deeigned
to measure fiVe.pefsoneiity factors using,a_short scale
format.'ParticipantstwerevaSked to respondito forty traits
in‘terms‘of how descriptive the ttaits‘are about oneself, A
9—pcint Likert—typeiscale‘anchored with the phrases; 1 =

Extremely Inaccurate and 9 = Extremely Accurate was used to

measure_each_tteit,-:

»} ihe RDQ Wes designedtc determine which of two sex—
iinkedb&iolaticns;ofétrustvwas most distressing. The
inst%uctions,:eaepted,ffcm Buseiet al. (1992); asked
participents to 5Please think of a‘seiious‘committed
rcmantic‘reiaticnship that you have had in the past, that
’5you.currentl?ihave, or that»you would’like to have.VWhat
wonld distress or»upeet»yon more?” (p. 252)} Participants
were then insttucted to circle eitherpA or B (see Appendix
C) . |

After reSponding to sexual and emotional infidelity,

¢
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“parti

circl

indic

cipants indiéated‘how distréSsing_the.Violatidnrthey’
ed was to them ona 0 to 100 point Scale; with O

ating not distréssingfahd 100 indicating éxtrémely ‘

distressing. Participants then indicated how distressingf

the violation they did not circle was to them on a 0 to iQO

point

scale, with 0 -indicating not distressing and'lOO‘

indicating extremely distressing (seevAppendix D) .

- parti

Following the subjective distress ratith}j

sipants indicated the likelihood that they would

engage in a'pérticﬁlaf'réépohse option to the violation-of-

trust they.circléd on a 0 to 100 point scale, with 0

\indicating definitely would not do and 100 indicating

definitely would do (see Appendix E), The résponée options

were

ﬁelécted, in part, from an extensive list of'actiohs

and motiVes developed by Paul and Galloway (1994).

Following completion of the RDQ, participants were

asked to‘complete the POSS (see Appendix F). This scale was

deSigned.to measure perceived mating success (Landolt et

al.,

1995) . Participants‘wére asked‘to reSpond toleight_,

.items'on-a Liker;;ﬁype”sCale‘ranging from 1 to 7,‘wherev1‘=

disagree and 7 = agree.

asked

Following completion of the POSS, participants were

1 to complete the MPS (see Appendix G). This scale was
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designed to measure the ﬁarticipants preferences and
motivations with regard to shbrt—term and long-term mating
(Landolt et al., 1995). Participants were.asked to respond
to eight items using a 7-point Likert-type scale, where 1 =
disagree and 7 = agree.

The questionnaires were administered individually,
with the estimated time of compietion being approximately 1
hr. Following completion of the battery, participants were
debriefed (see Appendix I).

- RESULTS

Percentages of men and women reporting more distress
to emotional and sexual infidelity are repérted in Table 1.
As predicted, and consistent with previously reported
results, sex differences in response tb‘emotional'and
sexual infidelity were obtained. That is, more men than

women. reported being distressed by'their partner’s sexual

infidelity, and more women than men reported being
distressed by théir partner’s emotional infidelity, yx* (1,
N = 200) = ;é.él,‘p < .001, ¢* = .09. The effect Size,(¢ﬂ
revealed that~participaht sex accounted for 9% of the

variance in the choice of infidelity (i.e. sexual or

emotional infidelity) evoking the most subjective distress.
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Table

1

Percentage of Men and Women Selecting Emotional/Sexual

Infidelity as the Most Distressing

Participants
Men ‘Women
Sexuall Infidelity , 76 46
Emoti

onal Infidelity 24 . 54

“level

that:

Due to the exploratory nature of this study an alpha
was set at p < .10. In order to test the hypotheses

(a) women, compared to men, were likely more to

respond aggressively toward a rival, (b) men were more

likel

femal

Y to respondvaggressively toward the partner, and (c)

es, compared to males, were more likely to respond

verbally, a series of .2 x 2 ANOVAS (Participant sex x

Infidelity choice) were conducted on the response option

likelihood ratings. The ANOVA results are presented in

Table 2. Several main effects were found for participant

sex (see Table 3). Men were more likely than women to:

confront the riwval, harass the rival, make trouble for the

rival, ask friends about someone new, destroy property,
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have an affair(é)) and do nbthing}

. Women were mbreilikely £haanen to:'vérbalizé theirv’_

disapgointment,'loqk more attractiVéiregularly, and seek 

Canseling‘for thémselvesgand/or their partner.

Maih‘effectSQfOr infidelity choice'weré.alstobserved _

(see Table 3). Sexual iﬁfidelity,fcompared to emotional

infid
socia

new,

was m
to ma
Monop

‘couns

were

2lity, Was;more iikely'pb.lead»to: sdeingvangef,_,'
lizing Witﬁéﬁt”éér£ﬁer,.askiﬁgiﬁfiendé.ébout sémeone
ieaviné thé relatioﬁéhip; énd'aestroying prdperty..
Emotional infidelity;-comparédbﬁé'sexuél infideiity, _
ore;likely tdyleadgto:‘talking it over,‘tryiﬁg héﬁdér "
ke-par;nér:happy,,férgiving partner, changing seif,
élizing'ﬁérﬁher}s.freéTtime,ahd.fiﬁally:seeking

eling for‘thémse1Vés ahd/or their partnerJ

In addition to the_méin effects, several interactions

also observed. Men (M = 77.07)'wére more likely than

women' (M = 68;96)'to 1éave»the»relationship in response to

a sexual infidelity, ahd‘women (M = 58{76)‘Were moreblikely

than|

men (M = 41.67).to>leaVe in:responée'to'an‘emotional-

{ ihfiie1ity; Men were more likely to have an affair in .

- response to a sexual infidelity-(M = 27.84) than to an.

emotionél‘infidelity'(m = 14.86), aﬁd women were mdre

likely to have-anﬂaffair_in'respdnse to ‘an emotional

- 32




infidelity (M = 9.85) than to a sexual infidelity (M =
5.89) | Men were more likely to forgive in response to an

emotional infidelity (M = 64.88) than to a sexual

infidelity (M = 31.17), and men (M = 64.88) were more
likely thén women (M = 49.31) to forgive in regsponse to a
sexual infidelity. Finally, men (M = 53.38) were more
likely than womén (M = 34.69) to change self in response to
an ejotional infidelity, and more likely to change self in

response to an emotional infidelity (M = 53.38) than to a

sequl infidelity (M = 30.13).

.
|

Tabli 2 - 3

FfRatios for Main Effects‘and Interactions

Responée Options ) Sex (S) Infidelity(I) S'x I
Confronﬁ Rival 6.37°. 1.80 0.04
Harags Rival 13.10° 1.07 0.97
Badmouth Rival ‘ 0.37 | 0.08 ‘ 1.48
LMake! trouble for rival  7.66° : 2.84 0.23
Show Ange‘r 1.49 5.68° 0.03
Embarrass Partner 1.47 0.95 | 0.05
Talk it over 1.65 4.67" 0.34
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Table |2 cont.

Response Options Sex (8) Infidelity(I) I
Try hérder to make
partner happy 0.09 , 24 .32° .93
Keep partnef from

going out 0.75 0.57 .40
Check up on where

partner is 0.88 0.22 .34
Socialize without

paytner 2.66 8.10° .56
Ask friends about

someone new 2.98 6f13c .18
Leave the relationship 0.83 21.29° .51°
Physically hurt partner 0.0L 0.04 .47
Get ci;unk 0.18 0.05 .19
Put in more time at

work 0.45 2.00 .003
Verbalize Disappointment 3.35° 0.81 .10
Destroy Property 3.78” 3.66° .43
Forgive Partner 2.61 29.57° .77
Change Self 2.59 6.30° .32°
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2 cht. 

Table
Response~0ptions Sex (S) Infidelity(i)-_ S x1I
Monopalize partner’s

free time 0.11 .23° | 0.28
Démani: “Stay away

from others” 0.92 .15v - - 0.37
call up old boYfriend/‘

giplfriend | 0.16 .78 ‘ 0.69
Look more attractive

regulafly 13.16° .15" 0.14'
Seek counseling for

self/partner 3.82° 3.09° ,  0.44
Have |an affair(s) 9.85° .10 3.89°
Phys:.‘calllybhurt self 2.52 '.003‘ 0.33
Do nothing 8.02° .45 1.28
Note! df ; .196; p'<’ 10; 05; ¢ =p < .01
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Table |3

Likelihood of Engaging in Response Options

Main Effect Means

Response Options Emotional Sexual Male Female
Confront Rival 52.31 - 63.23 66.29° 51.65°
Harass Rival o 22}98 32.76 38.57° 19.33°
Badmouth Rival 42.04 44 .35 46.29 40.61

Make trouble for

rival 17.65  30.17 33.67°  16.91°
Show Anger 70.90° | .79.61a 75.19 | 77 .24
Eﬁbarrass Partner | 32.41° 39.22° 40.51 132.62
Talk it over | 86.37 75.39 75.19 84.15

Try harder to make

partner happy 60.08° - 34.02° 40.36 48.00
Keep |partner from

éoing out 24.29 22.05 24.60 21.25
Check up on where |

partner is 32.13 | 33.24 30.35 35.26
‘Socialize without

partner . 66.08° 76.02°¢ 71.03 73.25
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‘Table (3 cont.

Response Options

Emotional'

 Main Efféct~Meansv

‘Sexual

- Male

Female

Ask friend‘abouﬁi
someone néw 36
 Leave thé
relationship o | 53
Physically hurt‘
.’?artnef  S
 Get vdrv'unk 26
o A o a4
at work 38

Verbalize.

disappointment 72,
Destroy PGCérty - 8.
 Forgive Partner 54,

ChangevSélf : - ;“§,40.

Monopolize partner’s

free time : R 25..

' ngand: “Stay away

from others” 11.

.06°
.50% -

.24

.v99v_l -

.74

49

37

51.

74,

26
45 .
74,
18.7
31.
- 31.

16.

13.

01°

.05

.34

04

28°

53

68.57

27.
41,

“69.

18

39,

35

17,

14,

.34 .

.23

90

92

90% .

.99°

26

.71

72

92

- 38.

63.

.25

43.

77.

a1,

33

22

10

15

45

.24

.29

25

32°

08

.68
.37
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Table

»‘Respo

3 cont..

- Main Effect Means

nse Options "Emotional‘ Sexual H'-iMale . Female

 call up dld'bOY/

girlfriend . 22.77  26.21 25.00 = 24.74

Look

more attractive

regularly ~  55.77  47.78 41.46°  60.33°

Seek
sel
Have

Phys1

counseling for
f/partner . 40.65% 28.78% 26.71°  40.11°
an affair(s)  11.39  19.56 ~ 24.72°  8.03°

cally hurt self 1.99 ~ ° 2.80  3.70 1.27

Do ndéthing  13.54  12.02  17.91° 7.31°

Note

df =1, 196; a=p < .10; b =p < .05; ¢ =p < .01,

 speci
- for t
were

indilc

Agree

The Big-5 factors were'construcféd.by summing eight

fiC’trait des¢ri§térs-fbr each‘factorL Seé Appendix B
he’ﬁféitsrConstitutiﬂg,each.factor; The hegative‘itéms
réﬁérsed écoréd. Tﬁus, high S¢o£es_on a-fécﬁdrv

afed péééeésing more éf that féctor;

In Qrdér?to test;the intuitivé hypotheses’that:'(aj

able people were more likely to verbalize their
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diséppointment or seek counseling, (b) Conscientiousness
people were more likely to leave the relationship and (c)
Emotionally Unstable people were more likely to physically
hurt their partner or themselves, destroy property,
confront a rival or héfass'a rival, a point bi-serial
correlation was calculated. Table 4 indicates‘the
relationship between the Big-5 personality factors and

response options to emotional infidelity selected as most

distressing. Because the focus was on personality, the
analyses reported below were collapsed across sex.
Emotionally Stable participants were less likely to make
trouhle for rival, socialize without partner/-ask friends
about someone new, get drunk, put in more time atvwork,
‘cail up old boyfriend/girlfriend, and look moretattractivé
regularly!

| Agreeable pértiéipants were more likely to talk it

over|with their partner. They were also less likely to ask

friends about someone new, physically hurt fheir partner
and have an affai;(s).

Highly Extraverted participants were less likely to
make| trouble for the rival, destroy property, demand: “stay
away from others, énd,do nothing. In addition, they were

more likely to talk it over with their partner.
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(s

lighly Open/Intellectual participaﬁts were less likely

to embarrass their parther, keep partner from going out,

physically hﬁrt their pértner, destroy property, have an

affair(s),_and do nothing} Additionally, théy were more

:likely to talk it over with their partner and verbalize

their| disappointment.

make

ConSgientiousness participants were less likely to

trouble for the rival, thsically hurt their partner,

J

get drunk, put in more time at work, destroy property,

{demandﬁ “stay away from others,” have'an'affair(s),_and.do

noth

ing. They were -also more likely to talk it over with
. theirz partner.
Table 4

Correlations Between Big-5 Personality Factors and

Lnse ODtions‘to Emotional Infidelity Selected as the

Resp
Most Distreséind'

Big-5 Factors
Response Options  EMOS AGR EXT INTC = CON
Canront Rival -.11 -.09 -.03 .09 .02
Harass Rival -.07 -.18 .02 -.05 -.05
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Table 4 cont .

Big-5 Factors

Response Options EMOS AGR EXT INTC CON:
Badmouth Rival -.17 .03 -.01 -.08 -.10
Make trouble for

rival -.22° -.08 -.19° -.05 -.23"
Show Anger -.01 -.01 .03 | -.01 -.03
Embarrass Partner -.03 -.12 - d6 -.20° -.02
Talk /it over

with partner .18 .39° .22°% 37° 28°
Try harder to make

partner happy' -.07 .09 .14 .05 .01
Keep| partner from

going out -.04 .01 -.13 - Z9° -.13
Check up on where

partner is -.10 .09 01 -.12 -.11
Socialize without

partner -.21° .08 .12 .17 .04
Ask |friends about

someone new -.20? -.25° -.07 -.12 -.14
Léa‘e the

.01 -.01 .04 Y.Ol -.13

relationship
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Table |4 cont.

Big-5 Factors

AGR EXT - INTC

Response Options EMOS CON
PhysiLally hurt

paaner -.09 -.19° -.11 S -.32° -.28
Get drunk -.30° -.16 -.03 -.07 -.29°
Put in more time

at work - 20" .05 08 .02 - .19°
Verbalize

disappointment -.05 .11 .16 .21° -.04
Destroy Property -.02 -.14 -.23° -.35° -.35°
Forgive Partner .14 .03 -.15 .00 .07
Change Self -.13 -.05 —.68 14 .01
Monopolize

partner’s free

time -.02 16 .07 -.12 .06
Demand: “Stay

away from

otthers” -.01 .00 -.20°% - -.19 -.21°
Calj up old boy/

|
girlfriend -.24° .10 -.06 -.16 -.09
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Table |4 cont.

Big-5 Factors

Response Options EMOS AGR - EXT INTC CON

|

Look more

attractive
regularly -.31° - .00 .02 -.02 -.06

Seek |counseling

for self/

partner .03 .09 .13 .05 J11
Have |an affair(s) —.03, -.37° -.17 S -.37° -.22%
Physically hurt

sell £ .03 -.13 .05 -.12 -.10
Do nothing -.12 -.11 _ 22" -.28°> -.21°
Hg;gf a=p< .10; b =p < .05; ¢ =p < .01.

EMOS = Emotional Stability; AGR = Agreeableness; EXT =
Extraversion; INTC = Intellect/Openness; CON =

Conscientiousness

In order to examine the relationship between the Big-5
personality factors and response options to sexual

infidelity selected as the most distressiﬁg, a point bi-

serial correlation was calculated (see Table 5). Once
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again, because the focus was on personality, the analyses
were collapsed across éex. Emotionally Stable participants
were less likely to badmouth the rival, make trouble for
the ri&al; keep partner from going oﬁt; check up on where
partner is; ask friends about someone new, get drunk, put
in more time atbwork, monopolize partner’s free time,
demand: “stay away from others,” call up an old
boyfriend/girlfriénd, and have an éffair(s). Moreover, they
were more likely to forgive their partner.

Agreeable participants were less likely to confront
the rival, harass the rival, badmouth the rival, make
~trouble fof the rival, ask friends about someone new, get
drunk, destroy bropefty, and have an affair(s). In
addition, theyrwerebmore likely to change self, look more
attractive regularly, and seek counseling for themselves
and/or their partner.

Highly Extraverted participants were less likely to
get drunk and less likely to demand: “stay away from
others.” They were also more likeiy to badmouth the rival,
socialize without their partner,.and destroy property.
Iritellectual/Open participants were more likely to
talk| it over with’their partner, socialize without their

partner, verbalize disappointment, look more attractive
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fegularly, and have an affair(s).

COnscientious participahts were léss‘likely to ask

friends about someone new, get drunk, have an affair(s),

and do nothing. Additionally, they were more likely to

s

socialize without their partner. i

Table 5

Correlations‘BetWeen Big-5 Personality Factors and

~ Response Optibhs'to Sexua1 Infidelity Selected as the

‘Most Distressing

Big—S Factors

'\with partner

Response thions 1 EMOS AGR EXT INTC . CON
Confront Rival -.08 -.18" 10 -.13 -.06
Harass Rival: S.09  -.24° .061.“‘ -.01  f;09 
Badmouth Ri&alv! 23 - 19° 02 01
Make trouble5féf‘

ripal 160 -.23% 12 04 03
~ Show Anger f' _.13 .01 .10 06 ;09
Embarrésé:Péftﬁér—.lo .12 04 07 - .08
" Talk it_O&ef'

.05

.03 .07 . .18® .08
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Table |5 cont.
’Big}5 Factors

Response Options EMOS  AGR ' EXT  INTC - CON

iTry erder ﬁQ make‘ *:“ 

partnerhéppyif-l}oé; }f' .12 ,,fg,03:’~ _b .07 .'—.O3~
Keépjpartner from;.‘ | o |
éoing’out o ~;175‘ _v¥.o9 | o3 . -.04 -.07

Check up on where

partner is 13 —.285 . .o8 ‘a;05' '} ot - .oa
SoCiélizewithOﬁt |

partner ;.12]':,v o8 Cl1et  .v<2é4= o280
Ask friendsAabgut ’ | |
,éémeoné'new | f.éﬁd'_:‘—fzec ‘-ii;09 o .‘.69 -.15°
“Leave‘thé
‘réEationship ‘ —;14  -.04 ;—!00  i , .08’ | .05
Phyéically'hurﬁﬁ - | - |
-partnér;f “-f: ,;;o3‘» .‘7foéf‘ff‘;:bo .04 .06
f; Get |drunk } ; ;' v—:23“ ‘ ;:28c ;glzib  | ,‘.07 | Q)l?%
Pﬁt in more‘time‘

at work ~  -.24°  -.01 .07 .13 .06

Verbalize
DlSappointméht' ;OOv" '—.03 ,12" ' .18° .08
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Table |5 cont.

Big-5 Factors

Response Options EMOS AGR EXT INTC CON
I ,

DestrLy Property -.13 -.22° .21° 03 -.09
Forgive Partner .18" .15 -.05 .08 -.05
Change Self .08 20° .10 .13 .06
Monopolize |

parther’s frée

time .26° .01 | -.10 -.04 -.03
Demand: “Stay

away from

others” .22° -.06 -.16% -.01 -.04
Call up old

bo /girlfriend .25° -.09 .10 11 -.13
Look more

a%tractive

regularly .16% .16 | .11 .17 . -.04
See [counseling for

self/partner .04 .17° .01 .11 .05
Have an affair(s) 26e -.29¢ .09 .18° -.25°
Physiéaily hurt

self .03 -.12 -.05 -.11 —“.03
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Table |5 cont. |

iBiq—S'Factors

-EMOS

Response Options EMOS - AGR -~ EXT  INIC CON
Do nothing -.06  -.10  -.06 . -.08  -.17°
Note. a = p < .10; b = p < .05; ¢ = p < .01.

= EmOtional Stability; AGR = Agreeableness; EXT =

ExtranrSion;"LNTC,; Intellect/Opénne887 CON =

-Cons

cientiousness . =

In order to test the hypotheses that participahts with

a high peréeived mating success were more likely to leave

thé
have
indi
and
scor
nega
higk

perc

most

perc

relationship, call up an old bdyfriehd/girlfriend or

an affair, a correlation was calculated. Table 6

cates the relationship between perceived mating success

engaging in avparticular response option. The POSS

es were thained*by summing‘eight specific items. The
tive'items;(four and eight) Were reversed'séored.:Thus,
sqores‘on the‘POSS‘indicated abhigh,degree of

eived mating success.

For pafticipants choosing émotional infidelity as the
distressing, those people with higher levels of

eived matingwsuccess‘indicatéd a greater likelihood of
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showing anger, leaving the relationship, physically hurting
theirApartper, verbalizing their disappointment, calling up
an olg boyfriend/girlfriend, looking'more attractive
regularly, and finally having an affair(s). Additionally,

participants choosing emotional infidelity as the most

distressing, those people with higher levels of perceived

mating success indicated a lesser 1ikelihood of forgiving
theiy partner.

For\participants choosing sexual infidelity as the
most [distressing, those people with higher levels of
perceived mating success indicated a greater likelihood of
showing anger, changing self, and calling»up an old

boyfriend/girlfriend.

Table 6

Correlations Between Attitudes Toward the Opposite Sex and

Response Options

\

Most Distressing Infidelity

ReSponse Option ‘Emotional ' Sexual
CQJernt Rival .07 .08
Harass Rival .09 .03
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Table|6 cont.

Most Distressing Infidelity

Response‘Option " Emotional Sexual
Badeuﬁh‘Rival _ .09 .r.ll
Make |trouble for rival -.02 ‘ .11
Show Anger' : | o.21¢ .17°
Embarrass Partner . .03 -.03 "
Talk| it over with partner ;05 .15
Try harder to make partner
happy .05 -.02
.Keep partner from going out -.03 .13
Check up on where paftner is .13 .04
Socialize without partner -.01 7 .05
Ask| friends about someone
. nlew . .13 ’ : -.02
Legve the relationship .22% .03
Physically hurt partner .19° : .13
Get drunk -.04 .12
Put in more time at work -.02 -.14
Verbalize Disappointment .21° © .00
Destroy ?roperty .03 .02
FJrgive Partner -.28° | .02



Table 6 eont.e

Most Distressinq Infidelity

An evolutionary analysis of human mating has generated

51

'Respo,selOptienil - ' _Emotienél Sexual
Chan e’Self'-f'f~i‘ i TS .16°
.Monojdlize“partnerfs ffeev' B
time o |  ". -.05 -.01
Demand: “Stay'away from
ot ers”. | R B -.04 .00
Calll up old'bey/girlfriendv ;23§ l 20°
LoQk more aﬁtractiVe |
regula;ly’:v | ‘ 7 :”,.205 .22°
SeeT couneeling'fof
eself/partner,“ o B ' .01 15
Hav anvaffeir(s) e .“ 'v - .20° ;OT
Physically’hﬁrt self ;,10 .08
Do-nothingev ”'e' o ‘;;17 .02
_ Note. a'; g < .10; b =p < .05; ¢ = p»<';01,
gvi 78 for.emotioﬁal | |
‘g L 122kforvsexﬁaf
/ . |
.  evDISCUSSiON ,



a substantial amount of empirical evidence (Buss, 1989;
Buss & Barnes, 1996; Cramer et al., 1996; Cramer et al., in
press; Kenrick & Keefe, 1992; Landolt et al., 1995;
Wiederman, 1993; Wiederman & Allgeier, 1992), and general
interest (Batten, 1992; Buss, 1994; Degler, 1991; Fisher,
1992;| Wright, 1994). More specifically, integrative

concepts such as sexual selection (Darwin, 1871), and

heuriStic theories like parental investment theory

(Trivers, 1972; 1985) and sexual strategies theory (Buss &

Schmitt, 1993) provide pewerful explanations for the
general findings that women, more so than men, prefer an
economically stable and socially dominant partner, and men, .
morel so than women, prefer a young, healthy and physically
attraetive partner. These mate selection criteria also have
been logicallyiand empirically linked'to sex differences in;
distiress to emotiQnal and sexual‘infidelity (Buss et al.,
1992; Buunk et al., 1996; Wiederman & Allgeier, 1993). The
initial results of the present study were consistent with
this integration; more women than men'reported being
distressed by emotional‘infidelity, and more men than women
reported being distressed by sexual infidelity.

Although it was hypothesized that women, compared to

men, were more likely to respond aggressively toward the
. . .
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rival ((i.e. confrbnt fival, badmouth fival, harass rival,
make Uréuble for rival),“(Paul & Galloway, 1994) no
e#idence was found suggesting that women are more réactive
toward a rival. On the contrary, the results of the present
study| suggested that men were more likely than women to
confront.the rival, harass the rival and make trouble for
thebrival.

ecause'aﬁ unfaithful WOﬁan loses her value, the male
reduces his investments in>her. Therefore, it was
hypothesized that aggressive behavior was more likely to be
focused pfimarily at the partner, not the rival.
Unexpectedly, the présent study found that men were more
likely than women to react toward the rival. According to
Buss| and Shackelford (1997), “aggression is highly context-
specific, triggered only in contexts in which specific
adaptive problems are confronted and the adaptive‘benefits
are |likely to be reaped.” (p. 611). For example, contexts
related to feproduétion appear to be the most salient in
the |[exhibition of aggression.

Research‘on human aggression invariably focuses on

male intrasexual aggression, simply because of its

prevalence (Campbell, 1995; Campbell, Muncer,\& Bibel,

1998) . Typically, aggression 1is viewed as pathological
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because of the resulting nefarious outcomes. Although, from

- an evclutionarvaieWpoint, behavior is only seen as

path¢logiqalniﬁnthe mechanisms that govern it are operating

in a

were.

manﬁer inconsisﬁent withvthe“functiOn for‘which they

designed to perférm (Malamuth & Heilmann, 1998) .

Aggréssion, in the present:study,appears'to fulfill a

functional désign that may have beén adaptiveAanCestrally

(ekg.

than

, male-male competition).
Because males can biologically produce more offspring

females, fertile females become a valuable resource

for'whichvmen'compete. For eXample;‘a‘number of studies

repoyted that male involVement'in violent crimes (i.e.,

‘assault,,manSlaughter,,hdmicide) iﬁvOlvediissues related to

male

1997

status (e.g. Buss; 1996; 1999; Buss & Shackelford,

Wilson & Daly, 1985; 1997) . Homicides typically

‘ result:ffom the’escalation_df Verba1 and/or physical

confrontations from which'neither party can afford to back

 dowﬁ
:thei
(198
be x

. the

;

incl

(Buss, 1999; Buss & Shackelford, 1997) . In fact, in

r ana1ysiS'of crime~Statistics, Wilson and'DaIY’s
5)~point-oﬁt that men and WQmeh are eqUally'likely to
obbed, however, men are more likely to be killed_during

rbeefy. This finding,suggests_that men may be more

ined to éscalaté confrontations becaﬁse backing down
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may indeed result in irreparable harm to resources and
,'reputation.(Buss; 1999} Buss &,Shackelford] 1997; Wilson &

Daly, [1985; 1997). This'irrepafable demage to reputation;i'

as a reSult of baeking down, may account for why men
responded more aggressively toward the rival (i.e.,
confrpnt thevrival, harass the rival and make trouble for

‘the rival) in the»pfesent study.

The unexpected finding. that men respond more
aggressivelyiteward a rival can also be explained from a

developmental_vieWpeint; Reproductive demands differ for

males'and femalee_in'adulthood and\as a result

developmental sex differences are expected (Geary, 1999).

’ Earlr\in life, youngjmales engage in pley fighting, which
provldee the e#per;enee:needed for dominancefrelated

' encountersﬁ;ﬁiadulth@od,V?Play incorporates ﬁany theical
componentsiof aqult behavior patﬁerﬁs,.such as these used
.in“a gression, but‘without their iﬁmediate functional
consequences5 &Walters,-1987,'p. 360) . Play‘pfoviaeé
edelayed benefits because e}person practices behaviors that
are |essential for surﬁival and repreduction in adultﬁood.

Often times, sex differences in play patterns mirror sex

differences in adulthood (Geary, 1998). For example, Keeley

(1996) found differences in the frequency of rough end
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tumbleipléy;bAt approximately tnreetyears of aQe bo?sdbegin
. engaging innﬁarious;fofmsiof piay fighting (e;éi, »
wreSt]ingf'asiweilvasgroﬁpilevel‘cdmpetitive play‘(eig;,
\fQQ?ballj more than_girlsi_Thus,'this'type of'play’fightingv

¢

can be viewed as an evolved strategy to practice the

- competencies.that are associated with male-male cempetition
~-(GearL, 1993). | | |

| Paul, Foss and Gellowey’(1993) suggested two -
possibiiities wny women may bé more emetionally and
.confrontationéliy reactive toward a rival.dThe first
tpossibility'cOncerned dependency with regardkto tne
relationship. The eXtent that one is dependent on a
relationship, having few or no options, one should shift
the focus of aggressibn from the partner to the rival in
order-toiretain the partner,and‘expel the rival.

If thefthreat’from a‘man’s'emotienai infidelity is
diversion of his_love or reseurees to the riVal, the value
of the male endures despite hisdinfidelity. Tnerefore; the
threﬁt can be removed by eliminating the rival (Paui &
Galloway, 1994). Once again, women’s dependence on male
resources is a critieal factor. Schuster (1983) suggested
that women's extreme violence against their fivalS'was

- related to extreme dependence of their husbands resources.
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 Dependency may be a critical explanation as to why no
" eviderjce was found suggesting that women are more reactive

toward a rival,“Approximatelyt40% of the sémple‘réported

“beingféingle‘and not in a committed relationship and?':Q

apprdTiﬁétélY,Bﬁ%zreported that they were single and in a

~co'mmitt'edrélati‘oris'hip,‘"thf_erefore,fit could be that

,court'ng women aré not“dependentbbn their partner’sf_

resources.

The second possibility why women may be more

' emotionally and»confrontatibnally reactive toward a rival

is that womeh-are keeping their options opeﬁ about partners

'(PaulL-Foss, & Galloway, 1993). This view is compatible

with|an evolutionary view that female fitness is critically

 dependent on choosing a mate with the best possible’

resochesv(Trivérs, 1972). If women reacttt0ward.the rival,

it aﬁiows‘them'toéliminatethe rival and at the same time

'engage in behaviors than will help repair, revise or

impjovethe relatiOnshipvand still"have the option of
ending the relationship or‘lOoking>for a better one (Paul,

Foés, & Galloway,‘l993); Although no evidence was found in

the |present regarding reactivity'to the rival, women were

found to look more attractive régularly.'This finding is

~ compatible with an evolutibnary perspective that female
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-"demonstrate greater empathy,

fltne s is dependent on selectlng the best pOSSlble mate

(Trlvirs, 1972 .Looklng more attractlve regularly could*

heighien the tie with thefpartnervthreugh'fearﬁand/orfless

and it could possibly attract anbetter'mate (Paul, Foss, &
Galloway, 1993).
'«n'the>presentistudy;Lwomen;'mOre'so:than men, were

found'to verbalize disappointment as well as seek
connseling‘for self and/or partner. Beginning at a very

young age, as well as extending throughout adulthood,'bOys

irls tend to separatefthemselves into same—sex‘groups.

and j_

Consequently, boys and girls may grow up‘in different

social cultures. The boys social culture consists of play

fighting and the organization of themselves into competing

- groups. However, the girl’s social culture is more

consLstently communal. For example, girls tend to

more concern for the well

being of other girls, more nurturing intimacy, and they

‘givel more social and emotional support. The results of the
prejent,study COncerning women (e.g., more likely to

verbalize dlsapp01ntment and to seek counseling) can be

llnked to the early soc1a1 behav1or of glrls Wthh is
focused on developing'and maintaining a network bf personal
' rel‘tionships‘(Geary,\1999).
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The presehﬁ stﬁdy indiqated'that:an eVolupionary .
persbedt?ve-canbeextendéa théXplainiﬁgLséx differences
in on'particulaffresponée;option toyemotibnal:ahd sexual
infidelity.rThat is, men were more likely than women to

leave |the relationship in response to a sexual‘infidelity,

" and women were more likely than men to leave the

rélationship in response‘to an emotionalvinfidelity. Men

have evolved a mate selection stratng»thét plaées a
premium on sexual exclusivity and the resultant increase in

nity certainty (BHSS, 1994; Buss et al., 1992; Buss &

Schm

patej
‘ itt, 1993; Symons, 1979; Cramer et al., in press) .

Theréforé; 1éaviﬁg a relationship'in-response‘to sexual
vinfi'elity‘is adaptive for men beéause_paternity certainty
may be‘ca1led into guesﬁion.‘Howeﬁer,lleaving'a
relafionéhip in respohse to an emotional iﬁfidelity is

ive for women because continued access to critical

'adap
mate iai resources and ecoﬁomid‘stability:may‘be cailed
intg question. | |
»Personality_ﬁasfthe second individual difference of

interest in the present stUdy;‘Whatfroie does personality

plaT-for the ways in which people respond to emotional and
sextial infidelity? Predictive links were established

 bet een several personality factors and the‘likélihood of
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the palticipént’s respbnéesifolloWihg'a partnér’s ¢motiona1

infide ity. For exémpie; Emotionally-Stable participantsff

- were leés likely:ﬁo make trouble'fOr,the‘rival;'SQcializé
Without partﬁér,‘askbfriends aboﬁ£ sOmeonevnéw; getlarunk( 
Aput‘in.more timegat‘work, cal1‘up«ah.old |

: boyfriend/girlffiénduand look moré»attractive.regularly.

Agreeable participants were‘more‘likely to talk it

over [ith their partner. However, they were less likely to

|

partner and have an affair(s).

ask friends about someone new, physically hurt their

ighly Extraverted participants-were less likely‘to
make tfoﬁble4ﬁor thé fival,'déstroy propérty,“deménd: Qétay
‘away from others” and do nothing..In addition; they were
mofe likely to talk it over with their partner.

Highly Intellectual/Opeh‘participants Qefe less likely
to eTbarraés theif parther, keep pérther from‘going out,
éhysiéally hurt their partner, destroy property, have an
affair(s) and do nothing. Additionally, theylWere more
"like‘y to talk it over With their partner and‘verbalize
disappbintmeht. |

Finally, Conscientiousness participants‘were leSs
likely to make,trpublé fér the rival, physicélly hurt

partner, get drunk, put in more time at work, destroy

60



property, demand: “stay away from‘otheré,” have an
'éfﬁair(é)bahdde'nothing. They were also more likely\to-
- talk it‘dvér With their»paftner. Given the méaning’of‘each
of these five personality constructsvit‘is not surpriéing
that thé résponses éeem to bé in aCcordancebwith that
particular ﬁersénality factor. | |

Buss (1992) explored the relationshipvbgtweenvthev.
five—Lactor model and the usage of mahipﬁlation tactiés
within clpse relatioﬁships.‘similar to the present study’s
findirgs,vhe #oo, found that‘participahts scofing-high oﬁ
,Cons‘ientious and Intellect/obennéss tended.to use reasqnv
tactjcs (explain’why‘ybu want s/he to do it, give reasons),
which is similar to the present project’s reéponse option
of ﬁtalking it over”. |

/Predictive links were also eétablished between several
personality factors»and the likelihood of thé participant’s
resp nseé following a partner’s sexual infidelity..For
example, Embtionaliy Stqble participants were less likely
to vadmbuth riyal, make troﬁble for rival, keep partner
from going‘out,_check’up on where partnéruis, ask—friends'
aboit someone hew, get drunk, put‘in more timevat'work;f
monopolize partner’s free time, demand: “stay away from..

others,” call up an oldrboyfriend/girlfriend, look more
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attractively regularly and have an affair(s). Mbreover,

‘they ere'more likely to forgive their.pértner.

Agréeable‘pafticipants wé:e léss likely to confrbnt-
the‘eral, badmouth ﬁhe.rival, make Erouble for the rival,
askfjiends aboﬁt soﬁéone new, get drunk, destroy property
and héve aﬁ afféir(s); Iﬁ addition, they were more likely
to‘change'sélf, look more attractive‘regulérly and seek
counsLling fof self ahd/or partner.
Highly Extraverted participants were‘less likely to
get drunk and less 1ikély to demand: “stay away from
otheps.” They Were also more likely to bad mouﬁh rival, -
socialize without partner and destroy propérty.
Intellectual/Open participants wére more likely to

talk it over with partner,,socialize withoutvpartner,
verbalize disappointmént( look more\attractivé regularly
and héve an afféir(s)l'Finally, conéciéntious participants
wefe less likely to‘'ask friends about soméohe new, get
drunk,‘havebén affaif(é)-and do nothing. Additionally, they
were more likely to socialize withOut their partner.

v  One°ihteréstin§3point to’make is that some of ﬁhe;
response options émerge‘iﬁvalmdsﬁ all of the five factors.
For| example, foliowiné an emotional iﬁfidelity, Agreeable,

- Ext averted, Intellectual/Open and Conscientious
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- Partiquénts‘Were'more'likely‘to'talk%dt'ever with’their s
parther. HeweVer, thlS was not unexpected glvenvthe meanlng
ef:these cehstructs‘ Also, foilow1ng‘a‘seXua1 1nf;del;ty,,
;Emotl nally Stable, Agreeable; ExtraVerted, end
»Conecjeutlous part1c1pents were less‘llkely to get drunk
bs;a seeondaryranalysis,,thepresent study wee
interested in:ihvestigating the relationshipebetween:th
‘_perce'ved'mating'success-kPereeptions_of'tﬁerOppoeite‘Sex
Sce;e’and;engagingdin,e‘particuler res§0nse optionr“FQr,
participeuts choesing emet;enal_infideiity-as<the most'

|

distressing)_thoge‘people with“higher‘levels'ofVperceived.

mathg success 1nd1cated d greater llkellhood of show1ng
anger], leav1ng the relatlonshlp, phy81cally hurtlng thelr
‘part]er verballzlng dlsapp01ntment calllng up an_qld
‘ boyfriend/girlfriend, loOking'more_attrective redularly and
havi’g*aubaffeir(s). In'addition,ltheyireported a‘leeser
'llke 1hood of ferglulngvthelr ﬁartner |

For part1c1pants ch0081ng sexual 1nf1de11ty as the'
:most‘dletre881ng,‘those people with hlgher 1evels of"
perceived'mating'suecess‘indicated.adgreater'likelihoed ef;
.-shOWiug enger;\changingiself;“eallrngbub'au'old
'boYfriend/girlfriend end looking'mereﬂettractive7regularly.

It is not surprising that peeple'Were likeiy‘to show
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following an emotional and sexual infidelity.

 ;:it_WasﬂsurQris%ng tha;»thOSé who>repbrtedbhéving a
high level of mating success wouidfieave'the reiationship
 fd1lQ ing an emotional infidelity'but not followingvé
sexual infideiity. If 6né,has’a'high'levei of mating. 
success it shguld not be a,prleem to find andther pértner
if théaCufrent partnef is unfaithfﬁl.

It was also not surbrising that thoée people.Who

reported having a high level of mating success were more.

likel tQ'changelﬁhemsélves or look more attractive
regulafiy fo1lowingvan embtional or‘sexual infidelity; Once
your parﬁnér has been unfaithful.iE is likely»ﬁhat you Qiil
wanﬁ to physically look your bést to‘éttracﬁ another
partner.'Once again, itxis not surprising that'participants4
vwho_ieported a highlleVel of mating success were more
like y_tq céll up an Qld boyfriend/girlfriehd‘following an
emotional or sexual infidelity. Those people with a high
level of mating success believe théy will be able to
att acf another:mate without,a problem. Thérefofe, they may
enjoy,éngaging in revengé.tactics before iooking for
énother parfner. | |

In summary, sex‘différenées'in subjective distress

‘conform to predictions derived from an evolutionary
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perspe tive. This research is just one'step toward placing,
the Bﬂ: 5 model of personallty in to a soc1al context by -

linking its factors to response optlons to a partner’s

emotllnal and sexual 1nf1de11ty The ‘present research
focusjd on only a few response options follow1ng a |
partn%r's 1nf1de11ty However, these are not the onlyr
"respoTses a person could engage in following: their
partner’s 1nf1de11ty Hence, future research should eXplore
~additional response options to emotional and sexual ~
infid lity, resulting in a greater understanding of sex
differenoesand the rolefplayed by select personality
faot rs? Combiningan evolutionary perspective with a
cultural/sooial_perspeotive appears to provide the most
comprehensive explanation of understanding how men and

\

women respond to emotional and sexual infidelity.
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Appendix A: Demographic Scale
1. Génd”r‘(Please Ciréle):ﬂ*-'  - Male ‘ vFema1e

2. Age:

3. Sexual Orientation: (Please Check One)
Gay or Lesbian
- Heterosexual

Bisexual

. 4. Relationship Status: (Please Check One)
Single, not ‘in a serious relationship
Single, in a serious relationship

Married

. Divorced

» Other
5. Education Level: (Pleasé»Check One)

|Some High School Some College

High School Graduate : College Graduate
6. Please indicate the race/ethnicity you most identify with:

Caucasian ‘ African American

Hispanic: . . Asian:
Mexican American Japanese L
American/Chicano S Chinese
Puerto Rican Korean
Cuban Vietnamese
Other Asian Indian
‘ o Cambodian '
Laotian
Filipino
. v Other
Pacific Islander: ‘ ) . o
Hawaiian ' American Indian:
Samoan - Aleut
Guamanian Eskimo
Other

]

_ Other Non-white:
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Appendix B: 40—Item Mini —v.Ma%:k’e'r Scale
‘HéwhAccurateiinan You DescribefYourself?
“‘Pleése:use_this 1ist;§£ common human‘traitS’to-deSCribe
yourseff‘és.adcuratéig’és<pdésible. Deécribe'yourself as you see

youfééifuat thé pféééﬁtb£iﬁé; th as you Qish to be in the
Afﬁtur .- Describe yoursélf aé you are generally or typically(_as
compared with other pers§nsiyou_know Qf the.same‘éEX and of.v |
rough]y your. same age; | |

efore each trait, please write a ﬁumbef indicaﬁing héw
accﬁrately that trait déécribes you, using the‘foilowing rating

. scale|

INACCURATE ? o ACCURATE
Extrerr'xelyv Very Moderately Slightly ‘ Slightlﬁ/ Moderately Very Extremely
;[ 2 — 4 5 G 7 g 9
| ___B'ashfulc , >____Energ"e_ticc __Moody* . ___Systematicé
__;Boldc'v__ , _;_Envidﬁé? ;__Organiéede - __ Talkative®
___.C rélesse _ f__Ektraveftedc ___Philosophiéald.___Tempéramental;
__v_ledb ‘ _____Fretfula ___Précticale ___Touchy*
___Complex? : ___Harsh® - ___Quiet° ‘ . ___Uncreative®
_;_C 0perativeb ___Imagiﬁativeé : ___Reléxeda' , ;__Unen§iqusa
__ Creative® =~ Inefficient®*  __ Rude® = __  Unitellectual® _
___Deepdr S | ___Intellectual® _ shy® . ___ Unsympathetic®
___Dlsorgénizede’ ____Jealous™ __ Sloppy® ©_ Warm®
___Efficient® __Kind® __ Sympathetic® __ Withdrawn®
a = emotionél stability, b ='agreeab1eness, c = extréversion,

intellect, e = conscientiocusness
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Appendlx C: Palred Vlolatlons of- Trust

1(A) Your partner formlng a deep emotlonal attachment to
.Tnother person
1(B) Your partner enjoylng passionate sexual 1ntercourse .

vith another personﬂ'
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Appendii D: Item 1 on the RDQ

Please think of a serious, committed romantic relationship
that fOu have had in the past, that you currently have, or
that ‘ou would like to have. Please CIRCLE A or B to
indicate which of the following events. would be more
upsettlng or dlstre881ng to. you '

1. (A) Your partner formlng a deep emotlonal attachment to
another person. :

- (B) Your partner enjoying passionate sexual interccurse
with another person.

Please use the 0-100 p01nt scale below to respond to the’
next| two 1tems -

0 44f‘—h——I————I————I——;—SO———-I————I————I-———I————lOO
‘not N i ) extremely

distressing ' ’ R . ' . . distressing

: Indlcate how dlstre881ng the choice you CIRCLED ABOVE

is to you by puttlng any number between 0 and 100 in thel

fo 1ow1ng space

Next, 1ndlcate how dlstre331ng the ch01ce you DID NOT
CLE ABOVE is to you by puttlng any. number between 0 and
100 in the follow1ng space ‘ '
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Appendix E: Response Options for Sexual and Emotional
Infidelity
NEXT,| please indicate the likelihood you would engage in a
particular respohse to the item that DISTRESSED YOU THE
MOST |described above (Question 1) using the 0-100 point

scale below. Put any number from 0-100 in the space

provided.
0———51————I—25%—I————I————50%--——I————I-75%—I——-—I———100%

definitely chance chance chance definitely

woul l not would do ) would do would do would do
do :

Confront Rival » ‘ Badmouth Rival

Harass Rival Make trouble for rival

Show Anger _ Verbalize Disappointment

EmTarrass Partner Destroy Property

Tark it over with partner Forgive Partner

ij harder to make partner happy Change Self
e

A

Keep paftner from going out - Monopolize partner’s free time
C/eck up on where partner is S Demand: “Stay away from others” _
SZcialize without partner - Call up old boy/girlfriend o
sk-friends about someone new - Look more attractive regularly
Leave the relationship - - Seek counseling for self/partner
Physically hurt partner o Have_aﬁ affair(s) o

et drunk Physically hurt self

Put in more time at work Do nothing
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Appendix F:
Perceptions of the Opposite Sex Scale
Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with the following statements

by putting any number between 1 and 7 in the space

provided.
i e e Bim B o et et DE T S B i syt Y
disagree agree

1. Members of the opposite sex that I like, tend
like me back.

2. Members of the opposite sex notice me.

3. I receive many compliments from members of the
opposite sex.

4. Members of the opposite sex are not very
attracted to me.

5. I receive sexual invitations from members of the
opposite sex.

6. Members of the opposite sex are attracted to me.
7. I can have as many sexual partners as I choose.

8. I do not receive many compliments from members of
the opposite sex.
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Appendix G:
Mating Preferences Scale
Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with the following statements

by putting any number between 1 and 7 in the space

provided.
BlLoa o peies 2====~== 3esm=m== fim = mmim = B s 215 6-==--=== )
disagree agree

1. I prefer short-term sexual relationships.

2. Ideally, I would have many sexual partners.

3. Ideally, I would have one steady partner.

4. I prefer a long-term relationship with one partner.

5. I enter a long-term relationship because it offers
me a greater guarantee of sexual relations.

6. I enter a long-term relationship because it offers
me a greater guarantee of emotional commitment.

7. If I could maintain a long-term relationship with
one partner while having sexual relations outside

of my relationship, I would do so.

8. Western society wvalues monogamy between sexual
partners.
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Appendix H:

Informed Consent

This study is being conducted by Lesley Johnson and Barbara
Manning-Ryan under the supervision of Professor Robert Cramer. The
study is designed to investigate “violations-of-trust” in romantic
male/female relationships. Specifically, we are looking at adult
relationships. This study has been approved by the Psychology
Department’s Human Participants Review Board. The department and the
university require that you give your consent before participating.

In this study, you will be asked to respond to several
“violation-of-trust,” questionnaires regarding relationships and a
questionnaire regarding self-perceptions. Completing the survey should
take approximately one hour.

Any information you provide will be held in strict confidence by
the researchers. At no time will your name be reported with your
responses. All data will be reported in group form only. No identifying
information other than your age, gender, sexual orientation,
relationship status and ethnicity will be collected in this study. At
the study’s conclusion you may receive a report of the results.

There are no foreseeable risks to you as a participant in this
study. At your instructor’s discretion you may receive extra credit for
your participation.

If you have any questions regarding the study or if you would
like a report of the results, please contact Professor Robert Cramer at
(909) 880-5576.

Your participation in this research is voluntary. You are free to
withdraw, without penalty, or remove any data you have provided, at ant
time during this study.

By placing a mark in the space below, I acknowledge that I have
been informed and understand the nature and purpose of this study and
freely consent to participate. By this mark, I further acknowledge that

I an at least 18 years of age.
Give your consent to participate by marking a check or “X”
here:

Today’s date is:
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Appendix I:

Debriefing Form

hank you for your participation in this project. The
project is designed to test how males and feméles respond
to violations-of-trust in romantic relationships. We were
also| interested in investigating how personality and
perceived mating success influenced responses to the
viojations of trust. Your participation is appreciated
because the results allgw for a better understanding of the
factors involved in mate selection énd relationship
stability. Clearly there are no right ofvwrong answers in
this type of researchp The research was reviewed and
approved by the Psychology Department’s Human Participants
Review Board. Any questioné regarding this study can be
answered by contacting Dr. Robert Cramer at (909) 880-5576.
The group-level results of this study can alsorbe obtained
by contacting Dr. Robert Cramer. If this survey has brought
about any feelings or concerns you might have, please
Lontact the CSUSB Counseling Center at (9095 880-5040. In
order that the results not be influenced by participants
being aware of the projects purpose, we request that
participants not reveal the nature of the study to other

potential participants.
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