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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

It is safe to say that many people think about meeting that “specdone”, falling in
love, and spending the rest of their lives in a loving relationship. Atdreeof these fantasies lies
the ideal “other” whom we have created in our minds, based on earlyaddldélationships with
our parents, friends, and other important persons (Pines, 1998). This imagéedebbuwmantic
partner embodies what we search for when meeting potential mates.

In finding someone who closely matches our ideal lover, the possibilityrafrfgra
romantic relationship with this person comes alive. As romance unfolddpwvens experience
intense feelings of excitement, hope, and sheer joy. These positinggeme just one benefit of
being romantically involved. Based on an extensive literature reviewr lewels of physical
and emotional stress have consistently been found for married couples inisompar
unmarried persons (Coombs, 1991). Married individuals also report the highadstdf well-
being and happiness, followed by cohabitating couples, dating couples, andilgsiofle
persons (Kamp, Dash & Amato, 2005). Supporting the results of Kamp et al. (2005), Soons &
Liefbroer (2008) found that married persons reported the highest leveddldfaing in a Dutch
sample of young adults, followed by cohabiting individuals, dating adults, and thi@ssifigese
researchers suggest that increases in physical and psychologida¢iwglare the result of
greater access to material, social, and personal resources thsd@riated with involvement in a

romantic relationship.



Romantic partnerships can be associated with negative emotions aswtiellllarly
once the beginning stage of passion inevitably ends and disillusionment wigmemepartner
surfaces (Person, 2007). As time goes by, we no longer idealize our once ™perfewr to
such a significant degree. Situations change and new roles and resipessénilerge, which can
lead to a falling out of love (Person, 2007). For individuals with existingahbkealth issues,
negative feelings within one’s relationship (e. g. fear, dependersgntreent, anger, jealousy)
are more likely to lead to acting-out in unhealthy ways. For example, indhefaonflict,
young adults who engaged in more attacking behaviors with romantic paejpered more
symptoms of depression (Marchand-Reilly, 2009). More specifically, depragsngoms in
men and increased levels of attachment anxiety (e. g. fear of abandonment feal@pection)
in women were strong predictors of utilization of negative behavioragladnflict (Reese-
Weber & Marchand, 2002).

One of the most distressing events that can occur in romantic parteeassttie suspicion
of or actual bouts of infidelity. Not only has it been reported as the lesstisgn for divorce
around the world (Buss, 2000), but it is immensely hurtful and can complegalgtibihe trust
between partners. Moreover, acts of infidelity leave people feelimthhaleen, regardless of
cultural group or ethnicity (Druckerman, 2007). When asked to share a hueifltbgy had
experienced, college students within romantic dyads were most likeli etbtaut a partner’'s
sexual infidelity. Sexual infidelity was not only associated with thetgseamounts of hurt,
rejection, and negative self-perception (Feeney, 2004), but it had thesgresgative long-term
effects on the victims and the romantic relationships.

The assortment of painful feelings that are evoked upon discovering a gartner’
unfaithfulness fit neatly under the umbrella of emotional distressn@@onemotional reactions
include feelings of anger, hurt, humiliation, self-blame, and insecurity, althdears of
rejection, abandonment, and lifelong loneliness. But possibly the most fregexquelyenced
emotion when faced with a partner’s infidelity is the universalrgedif jealousy, or “a state that
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is aroused by a perceived threat to a valued relationship or position andiesdehavior aimed
at countering the threat” (Daly, Wilson, & Weghorst, 1982, p. 12). From an evolutionary
perspective, jealousy is an innate, protective mechanism that we logiedover thousands of
years to identify and eliminate reproductive threats. According to B089Y, “the vast majority
of jealous episodes are useful expressions of effective coping strategiase designed to deal
with real threats to relationships” (pp. 35-36). Jealousy can be a sign wiitcoemt to one’s
partner, can intensify sexual passion, and is often associated with s gB00; Pines, 1998).
Moreover, it can compel lovers to take a closer look at their relatp(Bhies, 1998). On the
other hand, jealousy is often accompanied by a multitude of negative emothbrassanger,
insecurity, rejection, fear, betrayal, paranoia, depression, lonelineissiconenvy, and
resentment (Buss, 2000), not to mention symptoms of PTSD such as intrusiggeaem
avoidance behaviors, and hypervigilance (Pines, 1998). Although neixhermsere jealous than
the other, women and men express jealousy in very different ways (Buss, 200Q;1688g
Women, for example, are more likely to express their hurt feelings by crgifidplaming,
making themselves more physically attractive, inducing jealousginghrtners (Pines, 1998),
or avoiding their jealous feelings in order to salvage the rel&iijpiiBisher, 1992; Pines, 1998).
Men, on the other hand, are more likely to become angry (Pines, 1998) and abandon the
relationship in order to maintain self-esteem and pride (Fisher, 1992slirigly enough, level
of perceived power within one’s relationship has been shown to influence tessgp of
jealousy. Namely, women who feel powerful and are less dependent on therpsend to
react similarly to men by acting on their anger and ending the relatiof$hgs(1998).
Exploring sexual orientation differences in jealousy, lesbian, gay, and Hige&R) individuals
have been posited to be more susceptible to jealous feelings tharséetals, particularly when
one or both partners keep the same-sex relationship hidden out of fesgriohidiation. This can

cause insecure feelings, which often increases one’s risk ofigge{Pines, 1998).



These findings create a perplexing question: If infidelity is so huttlit leaves people
broken-hearted, evokes powerful feelings of jealousy, stimulati@sgeef depression and anger,
and quite often leads to the termination of romantic partnerships, then whygple peeat?
When asked this question, almost 70 percent of adults agreed that thastmp for cheating was
finding the extra-pair partner attractive (Brand, Markey, Mills, édges, 2007). Other reasons
stated by women were unhappiness in the current relationship (54.6%) and feslihg extra-
pair partner made them feel attractive (42.3%), with both of thesenseaadorsed significantly
more by women than men. Men seemed to engage in unfaithful acts more than wamesuits
of boredom in the current relationship (42.9%) and simply because the opportaséyted
itself (32.1%). Looking at what is evolutionarily advantageous for botssexen are more
likely cheat in order to increase sexual variety and consequectithase the chances of spreading
their genes (Buss, 2000), whereas women are more likely to engage in eregaalations in
order to acquire additional or better resources (Fisher, 1992). Worodmaatks to be more
careful about whom they choose to mate with, since getting pregnant by a man whotdme
cannot provide adequate resources has severe consequences for thervddnearofispring
(Barash & Lipton, 2001). It has also been suggested that women have the luhwicef ¢
because their eggs are often considered invaluable to men (Barasto&, 2001). Personality
traits have also been identified that predict one’s vulnerabilitgitogbeither a perpetrator or
victim of infidelity (Buss, 2000). For example, individuals with higldls of narcissism, low
levels of conscientiousness (e. g. unreliable, careless, lazy, img)uksnd high levels of
psychoticism (e. g. poor self-control, sociopathic traits, lack of empatbyhore likely to cheat.
On the other hand, individuals are more likely to be cheated on if thegnatmeally unstable
and frequently initiate arguments with their partners.

When prevalence rates of sexual infidelity across the lifetimgathered from non-
random samples, the numbers are astonishing yet incredibly deceiving, withtestranging
from 25 to almost 75 percent (Fisher, 1992). But when nationally represestatiypdes of the
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United States population are investigated, a remarkably diffprettre unfolds, with average
rates of sexual infidelity while married falling between 11 and 23 pe(&enith, 2006;
Wiederman, 1997). Moreover, men report engaging in sexual infidelity sigmilfy more than
women. For example, among individuals who had ever been married, 11.6% of women and
22.7% of men reported engaging in extramarital sex at least once ilifé¢fiene (Wiederman,
1997). Similarly, in a study comprised of more than 2,000 participants (Smith, 2086)
reported higher frequencies of sexual infidelity during the course of mathnagevomen
(approximately 21% and 12%, respectfully).

In recent years, this apparent sex difference has seemed to disappearrevexse for
Americans, with women reporting higher rates of infidelity than men. Onaredpdn for this is
related to how cheating is being defined. For example, when infidelityfined as “any form of
romantic and/or sexual involvement, short or long-term, including kissing, thieii@dividual is
in a relationship with another person” (Brand et al., 2007, p. 104), 31.4% otfameaérsity
students reported having been unfaithful at some point as compared to 24.0% of males. In a
follow-up study, more women (50.6%) reported a history of cheating than men (39.3%geX his
difference disappeared when cheating was limited to acts of sexual inseroeith 19% of
women and 21% of men endorsing engagement in this behavior. Note, however, that these
samples were not randomly selected, and the majority of participantsereppisodes of
cheating that occurred in dating relationships. Therefore, theedscannot be directly
compared with results from Smith (2006) and Wiederman (1997) in which randonmpjesam
individuals were queried about infidelity committed during one’s marriagedthar non-
random sample of university students, more college-aged women reportedagitraidying
(44.7%) than men (39.5%; Wiederman & Hurd, 1999). Although women and men reported
similar levels of romantic kissing (61.0% and 68.2%, respectfully), mportes statistically
significantly higher rates of kissing with fondling, performing and reegieral sex, and having

sexual intercourse.



Another reason for this new trend is that younger generations are resptornitiege
surveys much differently than older cohorts. At present in the Unit¢éesSsexuality saturates
the media and is regularly discussed and displayed in public domains, ma&ssgt#boo and
more socially acceptable. Additionally, women’s sexual freedoms hawased dramatically
over the past several decades, and women are independently engaging ireslaal Ipoith
caretaker and career professionals in remarkable numbers. Vigighctie@nges, it seems plausible
that women are less dependent on men for needed resources and less feeirigl miblically
ostracized if deciding to commit infidelity. Therefore, it makesiiivielsense that women in
today’s Westernized societies are much more willing and able to strayttieir partners if they
are inclined to do so. Support for these generational differences was fowiddsrman (1997),
who observed the disappearance of the sex difference when looking at lifinef
extramarital sex for individuals under 40 years of age. A similadtweas found by Smith
(2006), with a greater frequency of extramarital relations being rel@meng younger
generations.

Cross-cultural explorations of infidelity reveal that individuadsn the United States
report similar or lower rates of infidelity than those in most other cesntDruckerman, 2007).
Moreover, women and men in the United States report similar rates ofitgfided 12-month
period, 3.1% and 3.9% respectively, whereas men from most other countries dnastically
higher rates than women. Americans also tend to believe that perpetfatdidetty should feel
tremendously guilty about their affairs and punish themselves relentl®sslg affairs are
discovered, it is not uncommon for American couples to ruminate constantlsheviafidelity
for months or even years, disclose all the fine details of the unfagitifl and attend couples
counseling. This sharply contrasts how infidelity is perceived and reacieadther countries
including France, Russia, Japan , and South America, where infidelitgisle$s devastating,

more prevalent, more tolerated, and less devastating. After expldiithgity cross-culturally, a



general conclusion can be made that “adultery brings heartache everyldtezontext and
expectations determine the strength of the heartache” (Druckerman, 2007, p. 276).

Thus far, infidelity has been presented as a hegative behavior thatdeaarying
degrees of emotional distress, shatters trust among partners, angsdegationships. In the
United States, in particular, infidelity is commonly viewed with d&ggand declared as
unacceptable and intolerable. But why is this, exactly? How did engaging intromasexual
relations with two or more people during the same time frame becomedvasvesgative? How
did monogamy become the ideal, standard practice for people in so many eulfuzesetical
explanations for the development of monogamy and a historical exploration ohtfeEnanation
of adultery provide us with answers to these perplexing questions.

Although American society demands that couples practice monogamy, this igrahnat
and difficult to maintain (Barash & Lipton, 2001; Reichard & Boesch, 2003). Owinaé ¢,000
mammal species, only three to five percent practice social monogaoiiiéBon & Komers,

2003; Buss, 2000; Sun, 2003). Around the world, only 200 out of 563 human societies
(approximately 35%) practice some form of monogamy, with the other 65 percagtrenm

other practices such as polygamy (Low, 2003). Despite the evidence that monegamgtural,

it is unquestionably the most widely-accepted form of romantic painitigei United States and
other modern societies. This can be explained in two general wassdecigl monogamy is
favored when its benefits outweigh its costs (Brotherton & Komers, 2003zama & Still,

2001; Low, 2003), and second, “no other marital pattern — polygyny, polyandry, group marriag
‘open’ marriage — has been shown to work better” (Barash & Lipton, 2001, p. 190).

Various theories on the development of monogamy have been posited. Evolutionarily
speaking, the development of monogamy can be traced back as far as our humartoicances
who found mate pairing to be most advantageous as this allowed females antbrmpadeide
the best care for their offspring (Fisher, 1992). Others have proposedthan hold more
power than men regarding mate choice and choose monogamy when pairing with on# man wi

7



provide them with more resources than sharing another man’s abundance of resitlurces w
multiple women (Kanazawa & Still, 2001). It has also been theorized that amogdgecame the
social norm in Westernized societies with the growth of agriculture hwhitdered women less
powerful and forced them to live monogamously as they needed the strengthatfla relite
partner to operate heavy farming equipment. Monogamy is reinforced witlyfidéien people
fear ostracism from their community or church, a partner’s rag@atentially violent behavior,
or the possibility of abandonment and poverty (Barash & Lipton, 2001).

Adultery, when committed by women, was legally punished with execution asasarly
1800 B. C. in ancient Mesopotamia and was later identified as a sitheitiheation of the Ten
Commandments (Fisher, 1992). The belief that adultery was sinful and maraily was
brought to America by the Puritans following independence from Britisi{Duleckerman,
2007), and violators were often punished with public beatings and sometimes tiésath. T
Christian model of faithful and everlasting monogamy has prevailed thrautgigohistory of the
United States (Cott, 2000). By the mid™@ntury, adultery was viewed in most states as a
legitimate reason for divorce. In time, infidelity became a privateiljanatter as opposed to a
legal issue, and by the mid to latd"2@ntury, most adultery laws were revoked (Druckerman,
2007).

As presented above in detail, Westernized societies have ruled that mgrisdglaen
acceptable standard to be practiced among opposite-sex relationshipzesesarelationships,
however, social norms do not exist regarding whether or not extradyadic immeslivehould be
accepted or tolerated and to what degree (Heaphy, Donovan, & Weeks, 2004)dukitaigely
to the fact that lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) individuals have hadigglst and still do, to
keep their sexual identities a secret in fear of being rejecwmlydéd by family, exiled from
their communities, or even murdered for preferring to have romarditorehips with members
of the same sex. Discrimination against LGB individuals has been evidenghout the history
of the United States government. Even today, civil unions or domesticrghipseare only legal

8



in a few states (e.g. i.e. New Jersey, Oregon, Washington, Nevadasrtalifand same-sex
marriages are only permissible in Massachusetts, Connecticatp¥e lowa, and New
Hampshire (Godoy, 2009).

By keeping their sexual preferences hidden, LGB individuals have #ovaedern
societies from making rules about how to behave in romantic partrerdisia result, LGB
individuals have the freedom and creativity to derive their own adesglationships develop.
These rules vary greatly from one same-sex relationship to anothex&fople, whereas some
same-sex couples may verbally agree upon having a mutually exclusive or monogamous
relationship, others do so indirectly without ever having a dialogue #bsw@ubject. On the
other hand, some same-sex couples decide to have non-exclusive relationsimgdinsiés on
how often and with whom outside sexual encounters can occur (Martell & Prince, DO&p).
might also decide that outside sexual relations are only abtegtarotection is used. This may
be especially true for gay male couples, who have been documented Yemé&rses more likely
to engage in casual sexual encounters than others (Buss, 2000). Other couplefemiaygbicy
one-time sexual relations with outside individuals yet declare it epsaigle to become
emotionally involved with extradyadic partners. The opposite may also bagbevthere
compromises are made in which emotional attachments but not sexual invok/engent
appropriate. With a lack of clear rules or guidelines to follow, samensi@sduals build their
relationships from scratch. Therefore, when discussing infidelity in-sameelationships,
monogamy cannot be assumed as the standard practice.

When rules are left unspoken, infidelity becomes more difficult to defigpothetically,
this poses less risk for heterosexual couples since they can, in a way, assunoadigamy is
the rule since this is imposed on them by society. For same-sex couples, howekaving a
dialogue about expectations for the relationship can cause unnecessérgrieipartner
becomes involved with a third party and unknowingly violates the other parimgficitly
derived rules for the relationship. Regardless of sexual oriemtéteems probable that an
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individual would be more distressed by emotional infidelity then semfidélity if he or she
assumed that emotional infidelity was not allowed within the relatipn€m the other hand, one
would likely be more upset by sexual infidelity than emotional infideliten there is an implicit
rules that sexual relations with third parties are prohibitedevériiotional relationships are
acceptable. The third possibility, and probably the most common, would be anemsplekthat
forbids both emotional and sexual infidelities. In this scenario, simifégh levels of distress
might be experienced in response to emotional and sexual infidelity.

According to Lusterman (2005, p. 337), infidelity has occurred “when one memiher of t
couple continues to believe that the commitment to monogamy obtains, vehithér secretly
violates it”. Although this definition of infidelity is acceptable the majority of couples, it is
problematic for those who have agreed to practice non-monogamy or partrabnogamy in
their relationships. This applies not only to some same-sex couplesdraisegtial couples who
have “open” relationships or are swingers. Therefore, in the presentisfigility will be
defined as violation of the ground rules established by the couple regarding emotional and
sexual involvement with third parties

As mentioned earlier, how infidelity is defined is critical when ingasing such topics
as prevalence rates, views about cheating, and emotional and behavioraegs$pdouts of
infidelity. Whereas some people believe that infidelity should only be deffsécaet acts of
sexual intercourse with another person, others say the definition shoulgbiraterany form of
sexual relations, including kissing. Many individuals feel that sgdoettoming emotionally
involved with an outside party is enough to constitute infidelity. Demonstridtisg beliefs in a
sample of Turkish university students, Yenigeri & Kokdemir (2006) foundloa¢ than 70
percent of participants thought that either sexual or emotional itfidelild be regarded as an
act of betrayal. Because “research that limits the definition of litfide sexual intercourse
minimizes the devastating effects that other types of sexual imaehteand emotional
connections can have on relationships” (Blow & Hartnett, 2005, p. 220), it seemenidxd
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include both sexual and emotional types of infidelity when conducting obsearthis topic. For
this study sexual infidelitywill be defined ashe occurrence of sexual involvement with a third
party that violates the ground rules established by the cdepe kissing, fondling, oral sex,
vaginal sex, anal sex). Similarlgmnotional infidelitywill be defined ashe occurrence of
emotional involvement with a third party that violates the ground ruleblestted by the couple
(e.g. trusting another, sharing your deepest thoughts with another, fallmgeimlanother, being
vulnerable with another, being more committed to another, spending more moneyhan)ano

A plethora of researchers agree that both infidelity types must be exjhoorder to
gain a more comprehensive understanding of this phenomenon, and many have done so in
relation to which infidelity type is more distressing or upsetting: ematiinfidelity or sexual
infidelity. Across a multitude of studies, a reported sex differencerhasged regarding which
infidelity type is viewed as more upsetting, with men seemingly monessisstd by sexual
infidelity as compared to women, and women experiencing more distress tewartisnal
infidelity than men (Buss, Larsen, Westen, & Semmelroth, 1992; Buss et al., 186t B
Angleitner, Oubaid, & Buss, 1996; Cramer, Abraham, Johnson, & Manning-Ryan, 2001y, Crame
Lipinski, Meteer, & Houska, 2008; DeSteno & Salovey, 1996; DeSteno, BartleterBran, &
Salovey, 2002; Edlund, Heider, Scherer, Farc, & Sagarin, 2006; Fernandez, Veraaljllar
Sierra, & Zubeidat, 2007; Green & Sabini, 2004; Harris, 2003; Harris & €hfedtl, 1996;
Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; Sabini & Green, 2004; Sagarin, Becker, Guadagno, N&astle
Millevoi, 2003; Schitzwohl, 2008; Ward & Voracek, 2004).

The exploration of this sex difference in which infidelity type is \@dvas more
distressing began with Buss et al. in 1992. Using forced-choice questiorswitidergraduate
sample, they found that males were significantly more distrégsselxual infidelity than
females, even though approximately 53% of males were more distressedtimnahinfidelity
than sexual infidelity on one of the two questions. This suggests it was veosigmificant
distress to emotional infidelity that created the sex differdfmemen, history of being in a
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sexually committed relationship was associated with increastrdssi in response to sexual
infidelity. According to Buss and his colleagues, this sex differemgpasts an evolutionary
hypothesis that men are more likely to be upset by sexual infidelity than veeoauase this
raises uncertainty about paternity and increases the threat alipgofor children that are not
their own. Women, on the other hand, should be more upset by emotional infidelitpyeha
because a man who becomes emotionally attached to another woman is more likelyi® g
resources to this other woman instead of to the betrayed woman.

Potential sex differences were then examined cross-culturadiggaadults from the
United States, Holland, and Germany (Buunk et al., 1996) using Buss et al.’s @re@g) f
choice questions. Men in all three countries were found to be signlificaote upset by sexual
infidelity when compared to the women in their respective countries. Howangron the first
forced-choice question did men from the U.S. and Holland rate sexual infeielityre upsetting
than emotional infidelity. On all other questions, men from all three countriesl emotional
infidelity to be more upsetting than sexual infidelity. Moreover, the déreince between
American men and women yielded large effect sizes, whereas the seardifis between Dutch
and German participants yielded small to medium effect sizes.

Critics of Buss et al.’s (1992) evolutionary hypothesis proposed a “dshbte-
hypothesis” (DeSteno & Salovey, 1996) to explain this sex difference. Thayaeedhat
women are more upset by emotional infidelity because women believehiatawman is
emotionally unfaithful, he must also be sexually unfaithful. Similarly, thepgsed that men are
more upset than women by sexual infidelity because a woman’s sexual infitligs that she
has also been emotionally unfaithful. Testing this hypothesis, they fonnadefe were more
upset by emotional infidelity than men. Moreover, participants’ bellafsitethe co-occurrence of
emotional and sexual infidelity was shown to be a reliable predictor chwype of infidelity
was chosen as more distressing, whereas sex was not a reliable posdietbeliefs were
entered into the analysis. Additional support for the “double-shot hygisthveas provided by
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Harris & Christenfeld (1996), who found that males were once again marehypsexual

infidelity than women, even though the majority of men were more distressedbgreah

(53%) than sexual infidelity (47%). This suggests that the sexatiiferwas significant given the
substantial percentage of women who reported being more distressed by endtawiay

(88%). In another study (DeSteno et al., 2002), the sex difference only appeanetieviteced-
choice questions were asked or when participants were allowed to thinkhige alout their
responses. But when responding to continuous questions or when forced to make spontaneou
decisions without deliberation, both women and men reported more distress towaatls sexu
infidelity than emotional infidelity.

In 1999, Buss et al. responded to critics by creating four infidelity sosrtaat rendered
the items either mutually exclusive (only one of the infidelity typesiwed) or combined (both
infidelity types occurred). These four scenarios were merged witlwvthprevious forced-choice
scenarios for a total of six scenarios that comprised the Relapdddbimmas Questionnaire
(RDQ). Across all six infidelity dilemmas, when it was clearbted that either one or both types
of infidelity had occurred, undergraduate males from the United Stateesa kamd Japan reported
more distress by sexual infidelity in comparison to females in responksedst all of the
dilemmas. However, on several of these questions, the majority of men foahdrerhinfidelity
to be more upsetting than sexual infidelity when looking at within sex elifées.

Further support for the evolutionary hypothesis was lent by Cramer(20al), who
reported that undergraduate males in the United States were more upsetddyinfidelity,
whereas females were more upset by emotional infidelity. Yearstlaee results were
replicated among another U. S. undergraduate sample (Cramer et al., 2008) r&suiisiwvere
found among an Australian sample of undergraduate students, with men tygipatlyng more
distress in response to sexual infidelity than women (Ward & Voracek, 20049oiretational
study, undergraduate males’ desire for having genetically-relatederhilhs positively related
to distress attributed to thoughts of sexual infidelity, thereby lending suppbe éwvdlutionary
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perspective that males are more upset by sexual infidelity duer tof fiedsing children that are
not genetically theirs (Mathes, 2005). Additional cross-cultural suppattiécgvolutionary
hypothesis was established in a sample of university students in Spaiangex et al., 2007).
Once again, men were more upset by sexual infidelity than women. However, seithamalyses
revealed that the majority of men found emotional infidelity to be meteedsing than sexual
infidelity.

Results from a meta-analysis of 32 samples reveal a moderatesedéefor this sex
difference when forced-choice questions are used (Harris, 2003), witheparting significantly
more distress to sexual infidelity than women. Of interest, thistefiee increased when samples
of lesbian/gay individuals and adults with a mean age of 26 years or morexaladed from the
analyses. Interestingly, the sex difference often did not envelngn continuous measures were
used, among culturally-diverse groups, and when participants are askeedioretictual
experiences with emotional and sexual infidelity instead of hypothetiddelity scenarios.

Harris’ findings (2003) were supported by Sabini & Green (2004), who examined
specific emotions elicited by infidelity. They found that anger and blathmgnfaithful partner
were more consistently provoked by sexual infidelity than emotioridklitf/, whereas hurt
feelings were more often attributed to emotional infidelity than sexudkiitfi. Generally
speaking, the well-documented sex difference in response to emotional ardrdilality was
reproduced more easily among undergraduate students but failed to emergananstndent
samples. The authors concluded that the sex difference is more likehgtgeewhen broader
terms of distress and upset are used, whereas findings are tisgplte when specific emotions
are queried.

Believing that the samples gathered in their previous studiesnotlarge enough to
capture variances due to age, Green & Sabini (2006) conducted a follow-up gtudyJas.
representative sample. Looking at specific emotions, both women and men exgueneme hurt
in regard to emotional infidelity and were more likely to become angry anc titaain partners
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over sexual infidelity. Moreover, women were statistically signifigamire likely to experience
anger over sexual infidelity than men. Whereas women were signijicaate upset by
emotional infidelity than men when forced-choice questions were neegkx difference was
found using continuous questions.

Another group of researchers attempted to test whether the sex diffexrideappear
using both forced-choice and continuous measures and how this might be influepced by
experiences with infidelity (Sagarin et al., 2003). Among U. S. undéwgta students,
statistically significant sex differences were found using both dect®ice and continuous
measures, with men reporting significantly more distress to sexidslityf when compared to
women. Regarding past histories with infidelity, men who had previously betems/of
infidelity were found to be significantly more upset by sexuality infigelian men who had not
been cheated on in the past. Additionally, women who had cheated in the past niicarsiy
more distressed by sexual infidelity than women who did not have a history thghwaa
partner.

Sex differences related to which infidelity type evokes more jealoasy @xamined by
another group of authors using both forced-choice and continuous measured @dil, 2006).
In addition, they inquired about participants’ levels of jealousy in respgoriszh hypothetical
scenarios and actual experiences with infidelity. The authors dtatietthé predicted sex
differences, with men being significantly more jealous than women in restmosseual
infidelity and women being significantly more jealous than men in responsetmeat
infidelity, were found with undergraduate students and working adults, usinfpbceh-choice
and continuous measures, and across hypothetical and actual infideldyiceeEffect sizes
were greater for those who had experienced infidelity in the past, rangmgpfoderate to large.
For those who had not been cheated on in the past, effect sizes were modsoatetor

moderate. A significant difference was found among undergradesfasling overall feelings of
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jealousy, with undergraduate women reporting greater overall levealofigy to both
emotional and sexual infidelity than undergraduate men.

Participant relief when imagined scenarios of emotional and sexigalityf were said
not to have occurred has also been examined (Schitzwohl, 2008). On the forcednobstion,
significantly more women (82%) than men (53%) were relieved to know thaioe@anfidelity
had not occurred, even in the face of sexual infidelity. When examiniagiognmatings from the
continuous questions, men were significantly more relieved than women to fitichbséxual
infidelity had not occurred. Within sex, women were significantly more edi¢w learn that
emotional infidelity had not taken place.

The proposed evolutionary basis to the sex difference in distfes=dréo emotional and
sexual infidelity was recently explored by Penke & Asendorpf (2008). Thegathat support
must be found for two evolutionary hypotheses, with a total of four sub-hypatireseser to
say that there is an evolutionary basis to this sex differencdir$tieypothesis and its two
associated sub-hypotheses focus on between-sex differences, statingethe¢édct more jealous
to sexual infidelity than women” and that “women react more jealous to@mabinfidelity than
men” (p. 5). The other two hypotheses and accompanying sub-hypotheses, whidb wikhie-
sex differences, state that “men react more jealous to sexual igfiti@ln emotional infidelity”
and that “women react more jealous to emotional jealousy than to sefidelityi (p.5). They
explained that in order for the evolutionary theory to be confirmed, aadtitan effect would
have to be found with both hypotheses and all four sub-hypotheses supported. In other words,
ordinal effects alone would provide insufficient support for the eiamaty theory. Testing these
hypotheses, they found only ordinal effects across the forced-choiceogaegtomen were
significantly more likely to choose emotional infidelity as more ujggthan men, but within-
sex analyses revealed the majority of men rated emotional infidslityore upsetting than sexual
infidelity. Participants were also instructed to rate the degradniich emotional and sexual
infidelity caused them to feel angry, anxious, jealous, and humiliated. In tegsagual
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infidelity, women and men reported similar levels of anger, anxietplsg and humiliation.
Across emotional infidelity scenarios, however, women responded with signtifigreater
levels of anxiety, jealousy, and humiliation than men. This sex differgaseanot found for
anger. Looking at degree of distress across all four emotions, women wefieasitly more
distressed by both emotional and sexual infidelity in comparison with neeauBe only ordinal
effects were found, Penke & Asendorpf (2008) said the evolutionary theorylmalgpported
but not confirmed.

Summarizing the results of the aforementioned studies, a sexddtedoes seem to
exist in relation to which type of infidelity is viewed as more distressifth women feeling
significantly more distressed by emotional infidelity than men. Howele other ordinal effect,
with men reporting significantly more distress to sexual infidéfign women, is typically not
found, which leads to the absence of an interaction effect. Moreover, multipie-séx analyses
reveal that men are either equally or more distressed by emotiondlitytid@n sexual infidelity
(Buss et al., 1992; Buss et al., 1999; Buunk et al., 1996; Edlund et al., 2006; Fernandez et al.,
2007; Green & Sabini, 2006; Harris, 2002; Harris & Christenfeld, 1996; Penke & Apéndor
2008; Sabini & Green, 2004; Schitzwohl, 2008; Ward & Voracek, 2004). Therefore, women
seem to be responsible for the presence of this sex difference by iagpaitld incredibly high
levels of distress to emotional infidelity and less distressxgasénfidelity as compared to their
male counterparts. Moreover, the sex difference in distress relatedtiorahand sexual
infidelity has failed to emerge or has lessened in significance in siugies due to several
influential factors: cultural background (Buss et al., 1999; Buunk,et@86; Harris, 2003),
sexual orientation (Harris, 2003), age (Harris, 2003; Sabini & Green, 2004)y luffmast
infidelity experiences (Harris, 2002; Harris, 2003), and use of continuousimeedéBeSteno et
al., 2002; Green & Sabini, 2006; Harris, 2003).

Whereas this sex difference has been studied numerous times, only aefawhes
have explored the influence of sexual orientation on which type of infideNigwed as more

17



distressing (Bailey, Gaulin, Agyei, & Gladue, 1994; deSouza, Verderane, Tabt#a&2006;
Dijkstra, Groothof, Poel, Laverman, Schrier, & Buunk, 2001; Harris, 2002; Sheetsf&,Wol
2001). Because same-sex couples often create their own guidelines for how towvaigtiavtheir
relationships, definitions of infidelity vary greatly among thesaldy&iven this, it is possible
that lesbian and gay individuals will also differ in their beliefs abduthvtype of infidelity is
more distressing.

The earliest study that explored the influence of sexual orientation onlitgfidews
was published by Bailey et al. (1994). Using Buss et al.’s (1992) forced-ahetbedology with
a community sample of heterosexual, lesbian, and gay adults, heterosexual enstatigtically
significantly more distressed by sexual infidelity than emotionaletfify when compared with
heterosexual women, lesbian women, and gay men. In addition, these lagterounes
experienced similar levels of distress to emotional infidelity seaual infidelity.

In an attempt to model this study, Dijkstra et al. (2001) had a community saimple
Dutch lesbian and gay participants respond to Buss et al.’s (1999) igfaiEdmmas. Results
indicate that lesbians were significantly more distressed by sefigaliity than gay men on
three of the six infidelity dilemmas, and it was the gay male participsignificant levels of
distress felt towards emotional infidelity that created tHigem@ince. This suggests that gay men
tend to parallel heterosexual women by responding with significant amoudistress to
emotional infidelity, whereas lesbian women respond similarly to hetexabmen.

Other studies also indicate that heterosexual men are more upsgthbyisfidelity than
heterosexual women, lesbian women, and gay men, even though within-sex analysbsghow
rate emotional infidelity either equally or more distressing than sexidglity (Harris, 2002;
Sheets & Wolfe, 2001). Therefore, it seems this sexual orientatioredifie has emerged as a
function of the incredibly high levels of distress to emotional @liid reported by heterosexual
women, lesbian women, and gay men (Harris, 2002; Sheets & Wolfe, 2001). Hatalosen
have also been found to be significantly more distressed by sexuditiyfidan lesbian women
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(Harris, 2002), which contradicts other findings that show heterosexuahmnaelesbians respond
similarly to the infidelity dilemmas (deSouza et al., 2006; Dijkstrd. e2@01).

The latest study to examine potential sexual orientation differémecesponses to the
infidelity scenarios was based on a Brazilian community sample (deSouz£@08). Using
forced-choice measures, they found that heterosexual men wereaighifmore upset by
sexual infidelity than heterosexual women. Lesbian women and gay men showedlsiritaof
distress towards emotional infidelity, with these responsesdail between those of
heterosexual participants. Responses from continuous measures reveabsthidnas responded
similarly to heterosexual men, while responses of gay men resembled theseroSexual
women.

As a whole, heterosexual men seem to be more distressed by sexual infidelity when
compared to heterosexual women, lesbian women, and gay men (Baileg @245l Harris,

2002; Sheets & Wolfe, 2001). However, within-sex analyses reveal theageteal men tend to
rate emotional infidelity as more distressing than sexual infyd@tiarris, 2002; Sheets & Wolfe,
2001). Another emergent pattern is that lesbians, gay men, and heterosewaaltend to report
similar levels of distress to emotional infidelity (Baileyag, 1994; Harris, 2002; Sheets &
Wolfe, 2001). Lesbhian women have also been found to be more upset by sexual than emotional
infidelity when compared to gay men (Dijkstra et al., 2001), but in mosscae differences
were found between these two groups (Bailey et al., 1994; deSouza et al., 2006 Bijat,
2001; Sheets & Wolfe, 2001). It is possible that lesbians hold similas\daeeterosexual men
(sexual infidelity as more upsetting) relative to gay men, whemamgn hold similar views as
heterosexual women (emotional infidelity as more upsetting) relativelimiewomen.

However, this statement too must be interpreted with caution, as hetetaaeruzave also been
found to be significantly more distressed by sexual infidelity than lestowamew (Harris, 2002).

Distress associated with sexual and emotional infidelity has alscelptored in relation
to individuals’ expectations about the likelihood of their partners cttmmieach type of

19



infidelity (Cramer et al., 2008). The violation of infidelity expectatibgpothesis states that an
individual finds an unfaithful partner’s infidelity more upsetting when it da#sneet the
individual's expectations. As proposed by the authors, women find emotionlaliiyfimore
upsetting than men because women expect that men will be sexually unfaithful, but not
emotionally unfaithful. Men, on the other hand, are more upset by women’s sexuditynfide
because emotional infidelity is expected whereas sexual infidelitot expected. Among a
sample of undergraduate students, women were statistically sigtlifiozore likely to expect
men to be sexually unfaithful, whereas men were statistically signtfy more likely to expect
women to be emotionally unfaithful. Results from the Relationship Dilen@n@stionnaire
(RDQ) revealed that women were statistically significantlyangrset by emotional infidelity
than sexual infidelity when compared to men. Merging these resules,tti@rs found support
for their proposed violation of infidelity expectations hypothesis. Howeween logistic
regression analyses were conducted, participant sex was the onlicaligtisignificant predictor
of which infidelity type was more distressing. These results fail to lepplost to the violation of
infidelity expectations hypothesis and provide additional support for tatmnary hypothesis.

Level of love within one’s relationship was also assessed for isthp@dmpact on
distress related to sexual and emotional infidelity among a group of urdleatgatudents in the
United States (Russell & Harton, 2005). Using Rubin’s Love Scale (Rubin, 19703tramient
comprised of 13 items and measured on a 9-point Likert-scale, the reseéoahd that
participants who scored higher on amount of love felt toward their pasireze more upset by
imagined sexual infidelity, whereas emotional infidelity was moreadising for those who were
less in love with their current partners.

Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale, although it has not been studieghinl te which
infidelity type is more upsetting or distressing, has been shown to corrglalg With Rubin’s
Love Scale and be a better predictor of relationship satisfactiomRthtzin’s Love Scale
(Sternberg, 1987). This 45-item scale was developed by Sternberg to téangidar theory of

20



love, and it consists of three subscales (intimacy, passion, and decisiotitment) with 15
items in each subscale. According to Sternberg, intimacy, passion, andrdeoisimitment are
the three main components that interact to comprise the construct of levienddrtance that is
given to each of these components seems to differ depending on whether @stefaito
considered short-term or long-term, with passion being more important tretmmrelationships
and intimacy and commitment being of greater importance in long-ternorelaips. Finally, the
shape of the triangle changes as the amount of each one of these three ctsmpmeases or
decreases. Greater satisfaction in love between two people is katsihhen the shapes of their
ideal triangles are similar and significantly overlap. Given the skteramount of attention
Sternberg’s triangular theory of love has received, the greater naibEms included in
Sternberg’s measure, and presence of theoretical framewoskngsued to Rubin’s Love Scale
(Rubin, 1970), it seems possible that the use of Sternberg’s Triangular Laeey produce
more valid results than Rubin’s Love Scale regarding how levels efdeperienced in one’s
relationship influence which infidelity type is viewed as more upsettingstredsing.
Statement of the Problem

A clear sex difference seems to exist in relation to which infideliig tg viewed as
more upsetting, especially when forced-choice infidelity dilemmas ardk however, this sex
difference has been less pronounced when using continuous measures of exgesticiased
with each infidelity type. Sexual orientation has also been exploredhitron to which infidelity
type is found to be more upsetting or distressing, but a number of inconsistarepresent
when comparing these findings. Furthermore, the effects of infidelity &¢jmets on distress
related to emotional and sexual infidelity have only been explored in one study, saththés
true regarding the influence of love on distress associated with em@iwhaexual infidelity. In
addition, neither infidelity expectations nor love has been investigated aargargple of both

heterosexual and lesbian and gay individuals. Taken together, this setpafridelt variables as
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possible predictors of emotional responses to sexual and emotional infidaliyet to be

investigated.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Research Questions
The questions addressed in this study were as follows:
To what extent do the independent variables [sex, sexual orientationljtyfide
expectations, love (intimacy, passion, and commitment)] prddicessrelated tasexual
infidelity (as measured by the total composite distress score for the emutiga e&ross
the three sexual scenarios)?
To what extent do the independent variables [sex, sexual orientationliyfide
expectations, love (intimacy, passion, and commitment)] pradger, anxiety, jealousy,
andhumiliationrelated tasexual infidelity(as measured by the sum score for each of the
four emotions across the three sexual scenarios)?
To what extent do the independent variables [sex, sexual orientationljtynfide
expectations, love (intimacy, passion, and commitment)] prdgitessrelated to
emotional infidelity(as measured by the total composite distress score for the emotion
ratings across the three emotional scenarios)?
To what extent do the independent variables [sex, sexual orientationliyfide
expectations, love (intimacy, passion, and commitment)] pradger, anxiety, jealousy,
andhumiliationrelated teemotional infidelityas measured by the sum score for each of
the four emotions across the three emotional scenarios)?
Do participansexandsexual orientatiorsignificantly interact to influence levels of
anger, anxiety, jealousgndhumiliationfelt in response temotionalandsexual
infidelity?
Do sexualandemotional infidelityelicit significantly different levels adistress, anger,

anxiety, jealousyandhumiliatior?
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Significance of the Study

The occurrence of infidelity within romantic relationships undoubtgdherates many
negative emotions, especially feelings of jealousy. Jealousy israaoproblem in romantic
relationships, with one-third of couples reporting jealousy as a problem apyh@White &
Devine, 1991; in Pines, 1998) and approximately two-thirds of individuals iregptne strongest
feelings of jealousy when a partner shows interest for an outsidee(M&lMartin, 1994). When
asked about behavioral responses to jealousy-provoking situations, thmseperienced
significantly higher reported feelings of jealousy while in romantatimnships were
significantly more likely to question their partners, call thentrgxs to see where they were,
show up randomly without warning, look through their possessions, follow them, andodigtth
clothing for evidence of sexual contact (Mullen & Martin, 1994).

Individuals who have experienced infidelity are more prone to jealousgeeind show
increased hypervigilance to even small indicators of infideligardiess of whether they were
witnesses, victims, or perpetrators of infidelity (Buss, 2000; Pines, 1B98pus feelings are felt
more intensely by individuals with lower levels of implicit selfezsh (DeSteno, Valdesolo, &
Bartlett, 2006), and insecure individuals are more likely to act on jis@leeis feelings in
explosive and uncontrollable ways (Person, 2007).

Intense feelings of jealousy amplify aggressive feelings (DeSeaig 2006) and are a
strong predictor of partner aggression for both men and women (O’Leaty, Slep, &

O’Leary, 2007). Although acts of aggression are not necessarily synasymith violent
behaviors, jealous feelings can trigger individuals to act in viglays. Jealousy is the primary
cause of partner violence, with anywhere from 10 to 60 percent of men and women having
engaged in some form of violence against his or her partner (Buss, 200@yashiemonstrated
in a community sample of men, in which self-reported levels of jealousyarsgaificant
predictor of intimate partner violence (Foran & O’Leary, 2008). When cadgarwomen, men
have been found to respond to imagined acts of sexual infidelity with sagifigreater
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feelings of anger and increased likelihood of violent behavior (Miller &é1a2008). On the
contrary, Buss (2000) summarized a number of studies that examined sex diff@mence
perpetration of physical violence, stating that women were just ag #ikehen to act-out against
their partners in physically aggressive ways. However, women tend to actselftdefense, do
not typically initiative the violence, and do not cause as much physical dam#wir partners
as men (Buss, 2000). Support for this can be found by looking at prisoner demograpiies, w
the majority of individuals serving time for violent acts of jealousyy@mung men of low
socioeconomic statuses (Pines, 1998). Worst of all, jealousy sparkeihfidetity is a leading
cause of homicide in the United States, where suspicion of or confirmed adtdelity account
for approximately one-third of murders (Barash & Lipton, 2001; Pines, 1998) Tinaslerous
acts are most often committed by men: in one study, men were the offendersliirds of
investigated martial killings, whereas women were the murderéns remaining one-third of
these cases (Daly & Wilson, 1988; in Buss, 2000). As frightening as it maydusas violence
seems to serve the adaptive purposes of preventing the victim fromrengmafyiture acts of
infidelity and subsequently increases the control that the violepéfpator has on the victim
(Buss, 2000).

Considering the negative views that our society holds about infidebityhe devastating
conseqguences that often accompany the disclosure of infidelity, actisleliynare often kept
hidden from the betrayed partner. Nevertheless, infidelity is one dirie main presenting
problems in couples’ therapy (Lerner, 1989). The discovery of unfaithfulaaedseceven more
devastating if the betrayed partner did not expect his or her cheating pautoenmit the type of
infidelity that occurred. Additionally, the effects of betrayal can lenewore tragic when high
levels of love are felt between romantic partners. Lastly, itp@itant to remember that same-
sex couples do not always have the same rules regarding monogamy in conpangmsite-
sex couples, thus possibly leading to differential reactions to iitfidhen compared to
heterosexuals.
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The results of the current study may be useful in distinguishing any desexmal
orientation differences that exist when exploring emotional reactomgoipthetical acts of
sexual and emotional infidelity. Identifying possible sex differencesibates to the vast
amount of research already available regarding the apparent sesrdiffdoy exploring various
emotional reactions to infidelity, above and beyond which infidelity t@uses more distress.
This research will also help clarify the previously noted discrepsinegarding the effects of
sexual orientation on distress related to emotional and sexual infidelggdition, this is the
first study known to examine sexual orientation or love as possiblemmedof emotional
reactions to sexual and emotional infidelity. Although the influence iofelitfy expectations and
love on distress to emotional and sexual infidelity has been testewydraterosexual
individuals, this is the first known study to examine this hypothesis alesh@n and gay
individuals. Lastly, no other study has examined this set of independettlear(i.e. sex, sexual
orientation, infidelity expectations, and love) as likely predictors aftiemal reactions to sexual
and emotional infidelity. The results of this study will add to the liteeabn sexual orientation
which is extremely important in today’s society, when LGB individuaigioue to struggle daily
to receive similar amounts of respect and dignity as given to heterbsekuauals. Finally, as
counselors who often work with romantic couples, we need to understand hoauatdiv
respond to incidents of infidelity in their relationships and how thiesavhen working with
opposite versus same-sex couples. In doing so, we will increase our effestiveinelping
dyads cope with the devastating effects of infidelity on romantic pahipst

Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were examined:

1. Sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (defined asoyjmpassion,
and decision/commitment) are not significant predictodisifessrelated tsexual

infidelity.

25



Sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (defined asauytjmpassion,
and decision/commitment) are not significant predictodisifessrelated tcemotional
infidelity.

Sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (defined asauytjmpassion,
and decision/commitment) are not significant predictongler, anxiety, jealousgy
humiliationrelated tosexual infidelity

Sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (defined asaoytjrpassion,
and decision/commitment) are not significant predicto@gier, anxiety, jealousgy
humiliationrelated toemotional infidelity

Sex and sexual orientation do not significantly interact to influence lefatgyer,
anxiety, jealousyandhumiliationfelt in response temotional and sexual infidelity
Sexualndemotional infidelitydo not elicit significantly different levels dfistress,

anger, anxiety, jealousgy humiliation.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODOLOGY

Participants

A total of 321 individuals of varying sexual orientations participatetercurrent study.
In order to meet participant criteria, individuals had to be 18 years of ajgeorat the time of
study participation and consider themselves to be currently involvedomenitted romantic
relationship. This latter variable was essential as past sthdie failed to find sex differences in
distress related to infidelity among people not currently involresbimmitted romantic
relationships (Dijkstra et al., 2001; Ward & Voracek, 2004). Of these 34tipants, 25 were
excluded from data analyses for various reasons: seven failesptmnd to ten percent or more of
survey questions, fifteen self-reported bisexual identities, twacpatits did not report their sex,
and one individual reported being under 18 years of age. The final sample consk§&éd of
participants: 72 lesbian women, 114 heterosexual women, 53 gay men, and 57 heterosexual me
See Table 1 for demographics of the sample.

Among the final sample, seven individuals who self-identified as lesbigayoon a
forced-choice question of sexual orientation endorsed a Kinsey scedglsotsey, Pomeroy, &
Martin, 1948) that was incongruent with this self-reported identifyttigir Kinsey scale scores
fell on the heterosexual end of the continuum). It was assumed thatritiessduials misread the

response choices on the Kinsey scale, and their self-reported lesbiaay adergities were
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accepted as accurate. Therefore, their Kinsey scores weeetedrby replacing them with the
equivalent score on the other end of the continuum. For example, a Kinsepstdopposite
sex interests only) was changed to 7 (same sex interests only), and a score df 2pasite
sex, rare same sex interests) was changed to 6 (mostly same sex, rate sppasierests).
Once these corrections were made, average Kinsey scores wereves. flelsbian women =M
= 6.39,SD= 0.64), heterosexual womenM € 1.05,SD= 0.22), gay men =M = 6.81,SD=
0.40), and heterosexual menM € 1.04,SD= 0.19).

The mean age for the total sample was 26.1 y&iys(10.2, range = 18-73), with four
participants not answering this question. The majority of participdeisgified as Caucasian €
224; 75.7%), 12 identified as African American (4.1%), 9 identified as Asiarriéame(3.0%), 5
identified as Native American (1.7%), 9 identified as Hispanic/L&ting.0%), and 35 identified
as biracial, multiracial, or other (11.8%), with two participants notrteygpracial identity. In
terms of marital status, 163 participants were single (55.1%), 102padrered or common law
(34.5%), 24 were married (8.1%), two were divorced (0.7%), one participant dawed
(0.3%), and four did not respond. The average length of the current réigiiorzs 37.38
months (SD = 51.85 months), or approximately three years and one month, with responses
ranging from one month to 368 months (i.e. 30 years and 8 months).

Measures

The following instruments were used in the study.

1) A demographic sheet was used to collect information from participaitsling age,
sex, sexual orientation, Kinsey scale scores of sexual orientatioreykansl., 1948),
racial identity, marital status, duration of current romantic @atiip, and history of
infidelity experiences.

2) The Infidelity Expectations Questionnaire (IEQ; Cramer et al., 2008), one of th
predictor variables, measured individuals’ beliefs regardingkb&Hbod of their
hypothetically unfaithful partners engaging in ten emotion-intimacy betsaand ten
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3)

4)

sexual behaviors. Established Cronbach’s alphas were .92 for the embtti@acy
items and .94 for the sexual items (Cramer et al., 2008). Participantsskedsta rate
the likelihood of the occurrence of each item on a seven-point Lilaet. Sthe ratings
were summed across each subscale which resulted in two scores, beesfootion-
intimacy items (possible range of 10 to 70) and one for the sexual items (@ossibl
range of 10 to 70).

Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale (Sternberg, 1987), another predigtdslean the
current study, measures self-perceived amount of love within particiganteht
romantic relationships and consists of three components: intimasfppaand
decision/commitment. Each of these three subscales is comprisieenf tems that
were rated by participants on a nine-point Likert scale in regard to how naych th
agree with each statement when thinking about their current romantiensaRatings
for each subscale were then summed, resulting in three subscales ationasy(j
passion, decision/commitment,) that could range from 15 to 135. According to
Chojnacki & Walsh (1990), the measure is highly reliable, with Cronbach’s diphas
each subscale and for the total score of no less than .90. Testakdbdity was also
reported for the overall scale and each subscale, with correlationsgdmagn .75 to
.81. Evidence for concurrent validity has also been reported, with subscales
significantly correlating with predicted variables. However, rifisinative validity

was not established which seems to be related to the high degree efatedness
between the subscales, with reported correlations between .79 and .90.
Continuous emotion ratings (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008) served as the dependent
variable and were used to assess how angry, anxious, jealous, and humiliated each
participant felt in response to Buss et al.’s (1999) six infidelignaithas using a five-
point Likert scale. This measure was adapted from Buss et al.’s (1988pRzhip
Dilemmas Questionnaire and allows patrticipants to state which and taledrae
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specific emotions are experienced when imagining instances of both emotidnal a
sexual infidelity. Suggested by Penke & Asendorpf (2008) as a way of preventing
boredom and fatigue, the six sexual infidelity hypothetical scenarios wegetneo
that the end result was only three questions regarding sexual infidélgysame was
completed for the responses regarding emotional infidelity so thatitheal six
scenarios were condensed down to three questions. This resulted in adiotal of
questions, three for each infidelity type. Although continuous measures have been
criticized for having ceiling effects, Penke & Asendorpf (2008) predagainst this
by adjusting their measure. An average internal consistency rigyialil77 was
reported by Penke & Asendorpf (2008) for all eight scales of the measurechles
for the sexual infidelity situations: anger, anxiety, jealousy, and raiioii, and four
scales for the emotional infidelity situations: anger, anxietjoyss, and

humiliation). For the purposes of the current study, five scoresasenputed for

each participant across the three sexual situations: 1) ansaamgescore, 2) an anxiety
sum score, 3) a jealousy sum score, 4) a humiliation sum score, 5) and a total
composite distress score which was calculated by adding togethanttseares for

all four emotions. These five sum scores were also computed for e&iclpaat
across the three emotional situations, resulting in a total ofiterssores for each
participant. Emotion sum scores (i.e. anger, anxiety, jealousy, humiliédrosd.ch
infidelity type had a possible range from 3 to 15, and the total compositesslistre
scores for each infidelity type could range from 12 to 60. As these totpbsitm
distress scores are a sum of continuous emotional reactions to sexuabdioda
infidelity, they were used instead of having participants respond to Buss €1992)

forced-choice questions.
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Procedure

A non-random snowball sampling technique was used to recruit individuals aiyaryi
sexual orientations through a number of methods. IRB-approved recruitmers seiptsent to
potential participants via email and social networking Internésites (i.e. Facebook).
Furthermore, undergraduate students enrolled in psychology cousskesge midwestern
university in Oklahoma were invited to participate through an on-isearch participant pool.
University students were also invited to participate through email goergon communication
with their professors. Moreover, lesbian and gay individuals were tedthirough a variety of
LGBT-friendly organizations.

IRB-approved recruitment scripts were used to briefly introduce thercbseaspecify
participant criteria, and provide an overview of the research projgating the purposes of the
study and instructions for participation. Individuals interested fiticgzating were instructed to
click on a website link that would connect them directly to the 30 to 45-minutemuivey
website.

Once directed to the website, an informed consent page appeared where tile gener
purposes of the study were described, along with benefits and risks oippdidn. Although it
was clearly stated that there were no foreseeable risks @tesbwith the study, participants were
encouraged to end their participation at any time or skip any of the questiosg lifegan to
experience discomfort or stress. Participants were also infolraetheir participation would be
anonymous and confidential. Upon clicking the “Agree to Participate” box, theyrareemly
directed to one of three separate survey websites. These threewebsites were identical
except that each website presented the three measures (IEQ, Bridmyal Scale, continuous
emotion ratings) in a different order. In other words, the measures werert@alemced. After
submitting their responses, they were thanked for their participatimce Bumerous participants
were recruited through a large university, organizations, or social conndntiokkahoma, a list
of Oklahoma counseling agencies was provided upon study completion for patsi¢gpaontact
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if needed. Psychology student participants recruited through the ondaack participant pool
were given one-half research credit for their participation. In additiopagltipants had the
option of connecting to yet another separate website (so that names coddoohécted to
survey responses) where they could enter into a drawing to win one of two $25d0dsifto
Walmart by providing the following information: name, email address, aepthehe number. In
total, 45.9% of study participants € 136) decided to enter into the optional drawing. Two
randomly chosen participants were notified of their winnings, and gifs eeede mailed to their
preferred addresses.

Predictive Analytics SoftWare (PASW) Statistics 18.0 versiofordows and OSU-
pak (Miller, 1990) were used to complete all statistical analysesnéhtesnsistency reliabilities
for the measures ranged from .92 to .96: IEQ emotion-intimacy subscal®Z), IEQ sexual
subscaled = .94), Triangular Love Scale intimacy subscale (94), Triangular Love Scale
passion subscale & .95), Triangular Love Scale decision/commitment subsaate 96), total
composite distress score for sexual infidelity from continuous emotionsdting.94), and total

composite distress score for emotional infidelity from continuous emiattomgs ¢ = .93).
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CHAPTER Il

RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses

Preliminary analyses were conducted to explore possible sex and sexutationegroup
differences in demographic variables of age, length of current redatfm and infidelity history.
A two-way factorial ANOVA was conducted to explore possible age difters, an additional
two-way factorial ANOVA was conducted to examine possible group diffeséndength of
current relationship, and chi-squares analyses were performed togatesibssible differences
in infidelity history.

Results from the first two-way factorial ANOVA revealedgngficant main effect for
sexual orientationH(1, 288) = 152.03p < .001], where lesbian and gay participais<33.1)
were significantly older than heterosexual participakits-(20.6). The interaction effect of sex
and sexual orientation and main effect of sex did not reach statisgiedicsince.

Exploring group differences in length of current relationship with a seeanavay
factorial ANOVA, a significant interaction effect was fou{q, 281) = 4.765p = .030] along
with a significant main effect for sexual orientati¢i{1], 281) = 32.193) < .000]. Although
lesbian and gay individual®|(= 56.6) were involved in their current relationships significantly
longer than heterosexual women and nir=(21.8), this difference was significantly more

profound among males, with gay mén £ 63.9) involved with their current romantic partners

33



for a significantly longer duration than heterosexual nr (15.6). It should be noted that the
main effect for sex did not reach statistical significance.
Exploring participants’ experiences with infidelity in both current and redetionships,
seventy-seven participants reported cheating on their currentrp@®@o) and a similar
number = 76; 25.7%) endorsed being cheated on by their current partner. A larger number of
participants reported cheating in the past (L40; 47.3%) or being cheated on by a past partner
(n=167; 56.4%). Across all four questions regarding actual experiencesfidétity, it was
most common for participants and/or their partners to mutually engage iioeahaind sexual
infidelity as opposed to emotional or sexual infidelity alone.
Chi-square analyses for sex and history of infidelity experiences imtamd past
romantic partnerships showed that sex was not significantly relatestéoyhdf cheating on
one’s current partner, history of cheating on a past partner, or history of heatgd on by a
past partner. However, there was a significant difference betweeameamad men related to
history of being cheated on in their current relationships 8.918,df = 1,p = 0.048), with a
small effect size of .116. Whereas only 22.2% of women endorsed being cheated on by their
current partner, 32.7% of men reported a history of being cheated on in their rlegonship.
Follow-up chi-square analyses were then conducted to examine if women and men
differed regarding which type(s) of infidelity they had experiencebair turrent and past
relationships: emotional infidelity, sexual infidelity, or both typesdcourrence of emotional
and sexual infidelity). Results indicated sex was not significaatifed to which type of
infidelity participants’ current partners had committed, but women and mergdificgintly
differ in which type of infidelity they had committed in their curreft< 6.899df= 1,p =
0.032) and past relationshipg € 17.203df = 1,p < 0.001). In both current and past
relationships, men were significantly more likely to commit sefalelity than emotional or
both types of infidelity, and women were more likely to commit emotional drtiypes of
infidelity than sexual infidelity. There was also a significant retfesthip between sex and type of
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infidelity committed by participants’ past unfaithful partnefs< 6.143,df = 1,p = 0.046), with
men’s past unfaithful partners more likely to be sexually unfaithful deenmit both types of
infidelity. Women'’s past partners, on the other hand, were more likely to cdrothitypes of
infidelity than sexual infidelity alone.

In regard to sexual orientation, a significant relationship was not founedmisexual
orientation and history of cheating on one’s current partner, history of beingaloeaby one’s
current partner, or history of being cheated on by a past partner. However, sextialionevas
significantly related to history of being unfaithful in a pasttreteship, with 40.7% of
heterosexual participants reporting a history of cheating on a past EEtt@mpared to 58.1%
of leshian and gay participantg € 8.577 df = 1,p = 0.003). This had a small effect size of .172.

Follow-up chi-square analyses were then conducted to examine if lesbiaryand ga
participants differed from heterosexuals regarding which type(sjioélity they had
experienced in their current and past relationships: emotionallitffjdexual infidelity, or both
types (co-occurrence of emotional and sexual infidelity). Sexualtatien was not significantly
related to which type of infidelity participants’ current or pastras had committed. On the
other hand, sexual orientation was significantly related to which typeidélitf participants had
committed in their curren{ = 7.487df = 1,p = 0.024) and past relationshipé € 7.272df =
1,p =0.026). In both current and past relationships, heterosexual participaatsigvdticantly
more likely to commit emotional infidelity than sexual or both types of ilifidevhereas lesbian
and gay participants were significantly more likely to commit sexual drtgpes of infidelity
than emotional infidelity.

Main Analyses

Predictors of Emotional Reactions to Sexual and Emotional Infidelity

Multiple regression analyses with predictors entered simultaneaesé conducted to
assess the extent to which sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expestatind love were
predictive of emotional reactions to hypothetical acts of sexual aoticgral infidelity. One
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multiple regression was conducted for each criterion variable, foaleofden analyses. The five
continuous variables were the three subscales from the Triangular tales(iBtimacy, passion,
decision/commitment) and the two subscales from the IEQ (likelihood tofegpaommitting
emotional infidelity, likelihood of partner committing sexual infithdli The two categorical
variables were sex (female, male) and sexual orientation (légiyameterosexual). Dummy
coding was used to code categorical variables. Sum scores froontlhmious emotion ratings
(anger, anxiety, jealousy, humiliation, and total composite distress),ivéteim scores for each
infidelity type (emotional, sexual), served as the criterion vaigaldlik multiple regression
equations were analyzed for statistical significance using an.Rftsiginificant, b-weights and t-
tests were examined to assess the significance of each preBedause ten univariate
regression analyses were conducted, t-tests were analyzed & strimgient alpha level of .001
in order to control for Type | error. Descriptive information and inteetations among the
predictor variables are presented in Table 2. Means and standaribde\fiat the criterion
variables and bivariate correlations among the criterion and pedarables are provided in
Table 3.

1) To what extent do the independent variables (sex, sexual orientationjtinfide
expectations, intimacy, passion, and commitment) preditiessrelated tosexual
infidelity (as measured by the total composite distress score for the ematiga eatross
the three sexual scenarios)?

Multiple regression analysis determined that distress relateaualsefidelity did vary
as a function of sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, anditdiredcy, passion,
commitment). Overall, this set of predictors accounted for 29.6%eofdriability in distress
related to sexual infidelity5(7, 288) = 17.34p < .001. Sext[288) = 4.61p < .001], sexual
orientation f(288) = -7.01p < .001], and intimacyt(288) = -3.67p < .001] contributed
significantly to the prediction of distress from sexual infidelity, velaarinfidelity expectations,
passion, and commitment were not significant predictors (see Talflerales and

36



heterosexuals reported more distress to sexual infidelity, than maltsshiaah/gay individuals
respectively. Less intimacy was also predictive of greditgress by sexual infidelity.
2) To what extent do the independent variables (sex, sexual orientationjtinfide

expectations, intimacy, passion, and commitment) pradiger, anxiety, jealousgnd

humiliationrelated tosexual infidelity(as measured by the sum score for each of the four

emotions across the three sexual scenarios)?

a) DV =anger

Sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (intimacy,@assimmitment)
accounted for a significant proportion of variance in anger relateekiaal infidelity,R? = .26,
F(7, 288) = 14.38p < .001. Sext[288) = 3.55p < .001] and sexual orientatiot{388) = -6.32p
<.001] contributed significantly to the prediction of anger from sexualdlify, whereas
infidelity expectations, intimacy, passion, and commitment were nafis&nt predictors (see
Table 4). Again, females and heterosexuals were more angerexulayiséidelity than males
and lesbian/gay individuals, respectively.

b) DV = anxiety

Anxiety related to sexual infidelity also varied as a function »f sexual orientation,
infidelity expectations, and love (intimacy, passion, commitment). &ly#rnis set of predictors
significantly accounted for 21.8% of the variability in anxietyated to sexual infidelity;(7,

288) = 11.50p < .001. Sext[288) = 3.92p < .001], sexual orientation(P88) = -5.11p < .001],

and intimacy {(288) = -3.51p = .001] contributed significantly to the prediction of anxiety from

sexual infidelity, whereas infidelity expectations, passion, and commtitwexe not significant
predictors (see Table 4). Greater levels of anxiety in resporsextial infidelity were reported
by females and heterosexuals. Lower levels of intimacy were also predithigher levels of

anxiety.

c) DV =jealousy
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Sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (intimacy,@assimmitment)
also accounted for a significant proportion of jealousy from sexual iit§idef = .19,F (7, 288)
=9.86,p < .001. Sexual orientatiot(288) = -5.11p < .001] was the only significant predictor of
jealousy from sexual infidelity, whereas sex, infidelity expeateti intimacy, passion, and
commitment were not significant predictors (see Table 4). Ads¢gual orientation was
associated with more jealousy in response to sexual infidelity.

d) DV = humiliation

Humiliation related to sexual infidelity varied significantly as a fiomcof sex, sexual
orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (intimacy, passion, commitmeiti) this set of
predictors accounting for 24.8% of the variabifi7, 288) = 13.56p < .001. Sext[288) = 4.60,
p < .001] and sexual orientatiot{488) = -6.70p < .001] contributed significantly to the
prediction of humiliation from sexual infidelity, whereas infidelity esfpdions, intimacy,
passion, and commitment were not significant predictors (see Taldade again, females and
heterosexuals were more humiliated by sexual infidelity than raaté&sbian/gay individuals,
respectively.

3) To what extent do the independent variables (sex, sexual orientationjtinfide
expectations, intimacy, passion, and commitment) prelditiessrelated tcemotional
infidelity (as measured by the total composite distress score for the emadtiga eatross
the three emotional scenarios)?

Distress related to emotional infidelity also varied as a functiomxgfsexual orientation,
infidelity expectations, and love (intimacy, passion, commitment). &lyénis set of predictors
significantly accounted for 25.5% of the variability in distredated to emotional infidelity5(7,
288) = 14.07p < .001. Sext[288) = 4.26p < .001], sexual orientation(R88) = -6.29p < .001],
and commitmentt{288) = 3.39p = .001] contributed significantly to the prediction of distress
from emotional infidelity, whereas infidelity expectations, intimaayd passion were not
significant predictors (see Table 5). Greater levels dfadis in response to emotional infidelity
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were reported by females and heterosexuals than males and leshiagigeyals, respectively.
Higher levels of commitment also predicted greater distresmbgi@nal infidelity.

4) To what extent do the independent variables (sex, sexual orientatideliiypfi
expectations, intimacy, passion, and commitment) pradiger, anxiety, jealousgnd
humiliationrelated toemotional infidelityas measured by the sum score for each of the
four emotions across the three emotional scenarios)?

a) DV =anger

Sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (intimacy,@assimmitment)
accounted for a significant proportion of variance in anger relatechédional infidelity R =
.22,F(7, 288) = 11.54p < .001. Sext[288) = 3.65p < .001], sexual orientation(288) = -6.00,
and commitmentt{288) = 3.36p = .001] contributed significantly to the prediction of anger
from emotional infidelity, whereas infidelity expectations, intimaayd passion were not
significant predictors (see Table 5). Females and heterosexerasnwere angered by emotional
infidelity than males and lesbian/gay individuals, respectively. Monemitment was also
predictive of greater levels of anger in response to emotionallibfide

b) DV = anxiety

Anxiety related to emotional infidelity also varied as a function of sexyal orientation,
infidelity expectations, and love (intimacy, passion, commitment). &lyénis set of predictors
significantly accounted for 18.7% of the variability in anxietytedao emotional infidelityi=(7,
288) = 9.45p < .001. Sext[288) = 3.88p < .001] and sexual orientatiot{d88) = -3.96p <
.001] contributed significantly to the prediction of anxiety from emotiofalelity, whereas
infidelity expectations, intimacy, passion, and commitment were nofisggmti predictors (see
Table 5). Greater levels of anxiety in response to emotional iitjidetre reported by females
and heterosexuals than males and lesbian/gay individuals, respectively.

c) DV =jealousy
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Sex, sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (intimacy,@assimmitment)
also accounted for a significant proportion of jealousy from emotioridelitf, RZ = .20,F (7,
288) = 10.32p < .001. Sext[288) = 3.69p < .001] and sexual orientatiot{d88) = -4.98p <
.001] contributed significantly to the prediction of jealousy from emotifigelity, whereas
infidelity expectations, intimacy, passion, and commitment were nofisggmti predictors (see
Table 5). Females and heterosexuals were also more jealous in estspenmmtional infidelity
than males and lesbian/gay individuals, respectively.

d) DV = humiliation

Humiliation related to emotional infidelity varied significantly afsiaction of sex,
sexual orientation, infidelity expectations, and love (intimacy, passion, ¢omant), with this set
of predictors accounting for 21.4% of the variabiiy, 288) = 11.20p < .001. Sext[288) =
3.44,p = .001] and sexual orientatiot{d88) = -6.41p < .001] contributed significantly to the
prediction of humiliation from emotional infidelity, whereas infidekixpectations, intimacy,
passion, and commitment were not significant predictors (see Talda&e again, females and
heterosexuals were more humiliated by emotional infidelity than malegsimdr/gay
individuals, respectively.

Effects of Sex and Sexual Orientation on Emotional Reactions to Sexual atidriahinfidelity

5) Do participansexandsexual orientatiorsignificantly interact to influence levels of
anger, anxiety, jealousgndhumiliationfelt in response temotionalandsexual
infidelity?

A mixed ANOVA was conducted with sex and sexual orientation as between fatbrs
infidelity type (2 levels: emotional and sexual) and emotions (4deaabger, anxiety, jealousy,
humiliation) as within factors. The homogeneity of variances assumpti®natanet, as
indicated by Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances. As a rekef ratios for the
between-subjects effects were analyzed at a more stringent alphaflé1, as suggested by
Stevens (1999). Mauchley’s Test of Sphericity indicated that the heteitbgef covariances
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assumption was not met. Therefore, Greenhouse-Geisser correctiongrémsdef freedom were
used to evaluate theratios for the within-subjects effects when appropriate. ANGUAmary
tables for the between and within-subjects effects are presearilatbles 6 and 7, respectively.

The higher-order interaction between sex and sexual orientation witioesacross
infidelity type did not reach statistical significance. Thus, thestearder interactions were
examined. Although the interaction between sexual orientation and infitjglé on emotions
was not statistically significant, a significant interaction veamd between sex and infidelity
type on emotionsH(2.567, 749.632) = 3.02p,= .036]. This interaction had a small effect size
(np2 =.01). Interaction comparison post-hoc analyses revealed that malesratelsthad a
different pattern of emotional responses to sexual infiddfi{$,[876) = 5.668p = .001].

However, males and females did not show pattern differences acrossotianenm response to
emotional infidelity F(3, 876) < 1, NS]. As shown in Figure 1, males and females agreed that a
partner's emotional infidelity would elicit greatest amounts of jegidiaiowed by anxiety,

anger, and humiliation. In response to sexual infidelity, women and merhgghest ratings for
anger, followed by anxiety and jealousy. However, they differed in thgponses to humiliation.
Males were much less concerned by humiliatddn=(11.2) in comparison to the other emotions,
whereas females were almost as humiliaid-(13.1) as they were anxious and jealous. The
means for this significant interaction are presented in Table 8.

The lower-order interaction between infidelity type and emotions alshedatatistical
significance F(3, 876) = 28.034p < .001] with a medium effect siZﬂpE =.09). Post-hoc results
for this interaction are presented in the following section, as thegksrdirectly answer the sixth
research question.

The lower-order interaction between sexual orientation and emotions atkedea
statistical significanceH(2.629, 767.543) = 8.20p,< .001], with sexual orientation accounting
for a small amount of the variance in emotiomé £ .03). Simple main effect post-hoc analyses
revealed that across both types of infidelity, there were signifidifferences between
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heterosexual and lesbian/gay individuals for angét,[876) = 53.17% < .001], anxiety (1,
876) = 29.584p < .001], jealousyH(1, 876) = 36.686 < .001], and humiliationd(1, 876) =
97.304,p < .001]. As noted in Figure 2, the greatest difference appeared in hiomijligith
lesbian and gay participants reporting significantly less hunoitighil = 10.5) than heterosexual
participants i = 13.1). See Table 9 for the means for this significant interactiboti#dr lower-
order interactions did not reach statistical significance.

Tests for between-subjects effects revealed that there wasstaitstically significant
interaction between sex and sexual orientation. However, both main effestx f6(1, 292) =
25.344 p < .001] and sexual orientatioR([L, 292) = 47.452 < .001] were statistically
significant. Sex had a medium effect on emotion ratin§s=(.08), whereas sexual orientation
had a large effect on emotion rating§2(= .14). Across all emotions and both infidelity types,
women’s scores were significantly higher than males, and heterosesa@lss were
significantly higher than lesbian and gay participants’ scores.

Effect of Infidelity Type on Emotional Reactions

6) Do sexualandemotional infidelityelicit significantly different levels distress, anger,
anxiety, jealousyandhumiliatior?

As previously mentioned, a mixed ANOVA was conducted with sex and sexual
orientation as between factors and infidelity type (2 levels: emotamubsexual) and emotions (4
levels: anger, anxiety, jealousy, humiliation) as within factbssstated above, the lower-order
interaction between the within factors, infidelity type and emotioashed statistically
significance F(3, 876) = 28.034p < .001]. Follow-up post-hoc results for this significant
interaction are presented here as they directly answer this Sgtirch question. It should be
noted that the main effect for infidelity type also reached statigtignificance, indicating that
participants were significantly more distressed by sexual thanambinfidelity [F(1, 292) =

24.527p < .001].
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Since the sphericity assumption was not met, the Bonferroni approach féwopost-
pairwise comparisons was utilized as suggested by Stevens (1999l & gikteen dependent t-
tests were conducted to locate the significant differences amongthiers both within and
between infidelity types. Results were analyzed with a Bonferroni adjagpha level of .003
[.05/16 (number of comparisons)].

Examining the significant interaction effect, participants wagrificantly more angered
[t(295) = 8.14p < .001] and humiliated(295) = 5.55p < .001] by sexual infidelity than
emotional infidelity (see Figure 3). Anxiety and jealousy ratfiogsexual and emotional
infidelity did not significantly differ.

In response to sexual infidelity, participants stated they would feel mgeze than
anxious f(295) = 4.09p < .001], jealoust{295) = 4.23p < .001], or humiliatedt{295) = 5.74p
< .001; see Figure 3]. On the other hand, their reported ratings fotyapeaousy, and
humiliation did not significantly differ.

Participants were most overcome by anxiety and jealousy in response tonainoti
infidelity, and these ratings did not differ significantly from one andtbee Figure 3). They
were significantly more anxious than anger¢@95) = -3.78p < .001] or humiliatedt{295) =
7.33,p < .001], and they were significantly more jealous than angg@b) = -4.36p < .001]
or humiliated {(295) = 7.71p < .001]. Finally, they were significantly more angered than
humiliated {(295) = 4.32p < .001] when thinking about a current partner's emotional infidelity.

The means for this significant interaction are displayed in THhle
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Predictors of Emotional Reactions to Infidelity

The first four research questions addressed whether sex, sexo&tmie expectations
about a partner’s potential for infidelity, and love were prediaivemotional reactions to
hypothetical scenarios of sexual and emotional infidelity. Summarize®g findings, participant
sex and sexual orientation were significant predictors of alnidateaemotions (i.e. general
distress, anger, anxiety, jealousy, humiliation) in response to both ematimhséxual infidelity.
In fact, the only scenario for which sex was not a significant predi@srinma jealous response
to sexual infidelity. Reviewing the influence of love on emotional respoosasnitment (one
component of love) was predictive of distress and anger in response to eninfidakiy,
whereas intimacy (a second component of love) was predictive of distr@ssxiety in response
to sexual infidelity. Interestingly, neither passion (the third compondotej nor expectations
about the likelihood of a partner committing sexual or emotional infydetre significant
predictors of emotional responses to either emotional or sexual ityfidedia whole, these
findings indicate that females and heterosexuals were more toréerding significantly
distressed by a current partner’s sexual or emotional infidelity, in cosopai their male and
lesbian and gay counterparts. Moreover, those who are more committed pattredrs are more

likely to be distressed and angered by a partner’'s emotional infidelity, wtiéduals who feel
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their relationships are less intimate will be more distressedraious by a partner’s sexual
infidelity. Lastly, no matter how passionate your relationship is, or whethest you expect
your partner to be unfaithful, simply imagining one’s partner committifigelity evokes strong,
negative emotions.

Sex as a significant predictor of emotional responses to sexual and emofideéty
lends support to some previous studies (Cramer et al., 2008; Green & Sabini,e2006) y
contradicts others (DeSteno & Salovey, 1996; Dijkstra et al., 2001). WWdmtanaous emotion
ratings were used to measure emotional reactions to sexual and emaofidabyi in the current
study, all of these previous studies used forced-choice questi@reskingly, the two studies in
which sex was found not to be a significant predictor (DeSteno & Salovey, 1glgdrdet al.,
2001) actually showed that sex was no longer a significant predictopart@@pants’ beliefs
about the co-occurrence of emotional and sexual infidelity (aka. “doubléngbathesis”) were
put into the equation. Therefore, it seems participants’ beliefs tenddiatséhe relationship
between sex and distress by emotional and sexual infidelity. Another timgfesding of the
current study was that sex was not predictive of jealousy in responseiéb iséidelity. This
supports the idea that neither sex is more jealous than the other (Bus$;i20€K) 1992).

Upon review, this seems to be the first study that has investigaieal seientation as a
possible predictor of emotional reactions to sexual and emotional itfidétiwever, researchers
have found sexual orientation differences in response to sexual and ehiofidekty (Bailey et
al, 1994; deSouza et al., 2006; Harris, 2002; Sheets & Wolfe, 2001). Specifietdisgsexual
men often report more distress in response to sexual infidelity thandeteal women, lesbian
women, and gay men, whereas these latter three groups tend to repartysngh levels of
distress to emotional infidelity (Bailey et al., 1994; Harris, 2002g&h& Wolfe,
2001).Considering sexual orientation was found to be a significant preadficorotional
reactions to emotional and sexual infidelity in the current study, itssaeportant to question
the impact of this variable on reactions to infidelity in futggearch and clinical endeavors.
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Exploring characteristics of love as predictors of emotionalimecto infidelity, more
commitment to the relationship was predictive of distress and angesparrse to emotional
infidelity, but not sexual infidelity. On the other hand, less intimacy wadigtiee of distress and
anxiety in response to sexual infidelity, but not emotional infidelity. Tfiedags are not only
interesting but puzzling. Perhaps greater levels of commitment, orsiothetti maintain the
relationship and belief that the relationship is stable and perm&tentigerg, 1987), leads to
heightened feelings of distress and anger in response to emotiotalityifias this indicates the
unfaithful partner breached trust and was not as equally committieel telationship as the
betrayed partner. Regarding intimacy, or emotional support and connectachoegspartners
(Sternberg, 1987), it is possible that having less of an emotional bond dsc¢healsetrayed
partner’'s sense of safety and security when faced with a partnard g#idelity, thereby
leading to significant distress and anxiety. For example, with iteei@nal connectedness
between partners, it is possible the betrayed individual may questitinewhées or her partner
cares enough to honestly self-disclose information about the affasrinbhides aspects of the
infidelity that could jeopardize the betrayed partner’s well-beind) asavhether or not safe-sex
was practiced, whether or not the infidelity is still occurring, andhdrghe unfaithful partner
wants to stay in the current relationship or abandon it. Notably, ibis hfficult to speculate on
why these emotions were felt in response to one infidelity type and ndhtre The current
findings also revealed that passion, or strong physiological and psyclabloggds and desires
for one’s partner, was not a significant predictor in any regard. AceptdiSternberg (1987),
passion is more important during short-term relationships and tends toviexdéme, whereas
intimacy and commitment are more important in long-term relationships. Congideerage
length of one’s current relationship was around three years for part&ipahis study, it seems
probable that passion was less important for these couples and theaeftess of an impact on

their emotional reactions to infidelity scenarios.
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Neither subscale from the IEQ was predictive of emotional respansesotional or
sexual infidelity. In a nutshell, people’s expectations about the likelibbtheeir partners being
unfaithful have little, if any, influence on their emotional reactionheir partners’ hypothetical
infidelity. This does not lend support to Cramer et al.’s (2008) violafiamfidelity expectations
hypothesis. On the other hand, it supports their finding that sex was a amfriiedictor of
distress in response to infidelity, whereas infidelity expectatiamns wot significant predictors.

Effects of Sex and Sexual Orientation on Emotional Reactions to Infidelit

Sex and sexual orientation did not significantly interact to effeotiemal responses to
emotional and sexual infidelity. Across all emotions and both types délitfi, women’s
emotion ratings were significantly higher than men’s scores. Regamflsexual orientation,
women and men agreed that emotional infidelity evoked more jealousy and amxiegll other
emotions, sexual infidelity evoked more anger, and both types of infidelitgd#us least
amounts of humiliation. Women'’s reactions to emotional infidelity palesdlmen’s reactions
across all emotions. In response to sexual infidelity, however, womeralmeost as humiliated
as they were anxious and jealous, whereas men were much less conctrieaniliation.

Although a sex difference did emerge, with women reporting significarghehi
emotion ratings than men, this was the case for both emotional and sexuatynf@siparing
means within each sex, both women and men were more distressed by sexuidy itifédel
emotional infidelity. This is congruent with DeSteno et al.’s findings Z208ut it is inconsistent
with multiple previous findings that highlight women'’s tendencies to respithdncredibly
higher levels of distress to emotional than sexual infidelity. Afsaa women reacting stronger
than men, it seems women and men were more alike than different.

These results marginally support the well-documented sex differences wbhmen are
said to be significantly more distressed by emotional infidelity than ared men are said to be
significantly more distressed by sexual infidelity than women (Busk,e1992; Buss et al.,
1999; Buunk et al., 1996; Cramer et al., 2001; Cramer et al., 2008; DeSteno & Salovey, 1996;
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DeSteno et al., 2002; Edlund et al., 2006; Fernandez et al., 2007; Green & Sabini, 2004; Ha
2003; Harris & Christenfeld, 1996; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; Sabini & Green, 200 rSey
al., 2003; Schutzwohl, 2008; Ward & Voracek, 2004). According to Penke & Asendorpf (2008),
the evolutionary hypothesis can only be confirmed when all four differétveedetween-sex
and two within-sex) are found in the predicted directions. The dumeings fail to confirm the
evolutionary hypothesis, as only one between-sex difference (i.e. women réastraviger
emotions than men in response to emotional infidelity) and one within-$esedite (i.e. men
react with stronger emotions to sexual than emotional infidelity) foered. Nonetheless, these
ordinal effects lend marginal support to the evolutionary hypothesgsirig) in mind that
continuous measures were used in this study, these findings support thaitdiea sex
difference disappears or diminishes in significance when continuousiregase employed
instead of forced-choice questions (DeSteno et al., 2002; Green &,S4l6i6] Harris, 2003).
The inclusion of lesbian and gay individuals may have also contributdddk af sex
differences between sexual and emotional infidelity, which has also dx@®ehih past research
(Harris, 2003).

The pattern of women responding with stronger feelings than men to both infigedis
has also been demonstrated in the past (Edlund et al., 2006; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). It i
possible that this sex difference is reflective of popular gendeosgpes that most women are
overly emotional and dramatic and that “real” men can control their@msoRemembering that
participants were asked to self-report their emotional reactidsgassible that women and men
responded in these socially acceptable ways. Women and men alsal dgifféreir emotional
reactions to sexual infidelity, whereas their responses to emotiomglityfiwere similar. This
contradicts previous findings (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008) in which the oppassteéue: women
and men had different emotional reactions to emotional infidelity, but notlsefdality. In the
current study, women and men agreed that sexual infidelity most elinijed, #ollowed by
anxiety, and jealousy. Although they agreed that humiliation would be thddiasnotion,
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women’s ratings for humiliation were notably higher than men’s humiliatimysa Women'’s
greater tendency to feel humiliated by a partner’s sexual infideliyyrefbect the current views
of Western societies, which expect women to be able to sexually plemgmtheers and often
hold women responsible when their partners commit infidelity. Theref@eerhs logical that
women might have been taught by society that they are at least paotialtyne when a partner
is unfaithful, which can easily lead to feelings of humiliation.

Heterosexuals’ scores were also significantly higher tharelestnd gay individuals’
scores, but no significant sexual orientation differences were found Ibetwesional and sexual
infidelity. This finding supports the evolutionary idea that lesbian agdrglividuals should not
be as affected by infidelity as compared to heterosexuals, as wifatts by same-sex partners
do not pose the same evolutionary threats of raising another man’s cloihgrd male
partner’s resources to another woman. Heterosexuals may also be moseatigtseinfidelity
because Western societal norms tell them they should feel this wagasthesbian and gay
individuals do not have overarching societal rules to follow reggrdgifidelity. These results
support those of previous researchers who failed to find differences iloealoesponses
between lesbian women and gay men (Bailey et al., 1994; de Souza et al.,iR306x & al.,
2001; Sheets & Wolfe, 2001). Nevertheless, the current findings faitmhfom the majority of
previous findings. For example, although past research indicates hetatosen are more
distressed by sexual infidelity when compared to heterosexual women, lesbian,\wochgay
men (Bailey et al., 1994; Harris, 2002; Sheets & Wolfe, 2001), the curremtgstidicate
heterosexual women were actually more distressed by sexual infidefitiidberosexual men.
Moreover, heterosexuals were more distressed by both types ofiipfideén compared to
lesbian and gay individuals. Previous researchers have also fourasbeted women to report
similar levels of distress to emotional infidelity as lestaad gay individuals (Bailey et al.,
1994; Harris, 2002; Sheets & Wolfe, 2001), whereas current findings reveattietdexual
women were significantly more distressed by both types of infidelityhwbenpared to lesbian
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and gay individuals. Finally, lesbian and gay individuals responded with samilaion ratings
in response to both infidelity types in the current study, whereas peatalesndicates that
lesbians are more distressed by sexual infidelity than gay menagmden are more distressed
by emotional infidelity than lesbians (Dijkstra et al., 2001).

Heterosexual and lesbian/gay individuals agreed that both infidgdeg tyreated similar
amounts of anger, anxiety, and jealousy. They also agreed that humiliation wehed deest
experienced emotion; however, heterosexuals were almost as humilidiegl agte angry,
anxious, or jealous, while lesbian and gay individuals were considerablydssliated than they
were angry, anxious, or jealous. Speculating on the reasons for thisraiffeit is plausible that
heterosexuals’ increased concern with humiliation may be a derivatWesiern societal rules
which praise monogamy among heterosexual couples. Therefore, when monogatayad iy
infidelity, it is possible that the betrayed partner feels an isedeamount of responsibility for
not being able to keep their partner from breaking that monogamous bond. Beigioagy
also feel more humiliated because their relationships are much makysactepted and
consequently publicized more freely to family, friends, co-workers, etongrmame-sex
couples, it is possible that a partner’s infidelity is less matiéred due to a lack of societal rules
about how each partner should behave when confronted by infidelity. Moreoverseam
couples who keep private the details of their relationships in orddramrrom hearing
negative societal messages will be more able to keep any inéiddlidden as well, resulting in
less humiliation for the betrayed partner.

Effects of Infidelity Type on Emotional Reactions

Among all participants, sexual infidelity elicited significantly lineg emotion ratings than
emotional infidelity for all emotions, with differences in distresmsger, and humiliation reaching
statistical significance. Sexual infidelity elicited sigrgfitly more anger than the other emotions,

whereas the other emotions were reported at similar levels. Ematifidality elicited
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significantly more anxiety and jealousy than anger and humiliation, gnificantly more anger
than humiliation.

That sexual infidelity caused significantly more anger than all other ensatiay reflect
the common viewpoint that sexual infidelity is preventable and intolerdideeas emotional
infidelity is often seen as less controllable or intentionally halrrithis finding parallels those
found in previous studies (Green & Sabini, 2006; Sabini & Green (2004), widing$eof anger
and blaming the unfaithful partner were more consistent responses toisédakty than
emotional infidelity. Also of interest is that participants in thierent study responded least of all
with humiliation to sexual and emotional infidelity. This may be a positig&Eator that people
try to limit the extent to which they internalize and find themsekt fault for a partner’s
infidelity.

Implications for Practice

Considering infidelity is one the top three reasons couples presaaunseling (Lerner,
1989) and is often addressed as an issue during individual therapyui&s that therapists are
able to thoroughly conceptualize the impact that infidelity can have entschad understand
how to best help clients process and cope with infidelity. The results ofittent study can help
mental health professionals understand the complexities in their ckembtional reactions to
infidelity, and thereby render them better able to help their clients.

One of the unique challenges counselors face is formulating hypotheseslentsi
prior to the initial session based on a limited amount of information. Fogtyntte results of
this study indicate that by paying attention to basic demographic intformaounselors may be
able to better understand clients’ emotional well-being when infydsliteported as the
presenting problem. For example, females in the current study reportecgpsgipgrisignificantly
greater negative emotions than males in response to a partner’'s@exmational infidelity, and
the same was true of heterosexuals when compared to lesbian and gay irgdiViderafore,
counselors may consider that females and heterosexuals will redadétitinwith greater
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emotional intensity in comparison to males and lesbian/gay individuals. €otmsan also
query their clients either formally or informally about how much intiynand commitment they
believe is present in their relationships, as higher levels of domamt and lower levels of
intimacy were predictive of various emotional responses to emotodaexual infidelity.

The current findings indicate that a whole range of emotions arellypexperienced by
persons when betrayed by an unfaithful partner, including anger, anxietysjeaod
humiliation. This information can be presented to clients educationallygambemalize for them
the intense emotions they may be experiencing. By normalizing their esyatl@nts will likely
feel comfortable and safe enough to disclose and process their feelgagsion. When an
individual’s sex, sexual orientation, and/or perceived amount of love in thaionship seems
to fit with the intensity of their emotions as predicted, therapistsezmsure them that others
with similar characteristics responded in similar ways. Counsedoralso help clients
understand that a partner’s infidelity leads to painful emotions, no matéther or not the
infidelity was expected. It is also possible that when working with hetaraeouples, we can
use the current findings to help the unfaithful partner empathize wifeehegs of the betrayed
partner, since women and men responded similarly regarding which emotiensiggesred
more by sexual versus emotional infidelity. Similarly, therapists sarthis information to
increase empathy among same-sex couples, as the current findinge iledibin and gay
couples will likely report similar emotions of equal intensities. By iasir)y empathy, couples
can hopefully reconnect with one another and begin to heal from the challeaigedidelity
poses for individuals in romantic partnerships.

The results of this study may be used to anticipate emotional reacthetérosexual,
lesbian, and gay individuals might have to sexual and emotional infidedityexample, sexual
infidelity was found to elicit more anger than all other assessed@molnowing this, we can
ask our clients about any feelings of anger they might be experiencing in egpsesgual
infidelity. Given that intense anger can lead to self-destructivavi@hor harm to others,
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therapists can ask clients who have been cheated on about possible thcaghtsy [ihtent to
harm themselves, their partners, or the other person. Jealousy any aexealso frequently
endorsed across all participants in response to sexual and emotiondityinByeasking about
feelings of jealousy, therapists can help prevent clients fragaging in illegal behaviors such as
invading their partner’s private records or stalking. Therapistsisarsereen for high levels of
anxiety amongst betrayed clients, as these emotions can lead to exsessjyeestiessness, and
sleep difficulties. Lastly, it seems particularly important f@rapists to be alert to individuals
who endorse greater feelings of humiliation than other emotions, as tiemilieas reported less
than all other emotions by participants in the current study. When thisspctuoicians can
assess why the individual is internalizing his or her partner’s actionstdyening early,
therapists may be able to prevent these clients from isolating froms atheiminating on
negative thoughts, which can quickly exacerbate other negative feldlemghame and
embarrassment or possibly lead to severe symptoms of depression.
Limitations

Given the sensitive nature of many of the survey questions (e.g. persamgl diist
infidelity experiences, perceived amount of love in one’s currentapédtip, infidelity
expectations of one’s partner, emotional reactions to infidelityasimes), it is quite possible
participants gave socially acceptable as opposed to candid resprRensiegpants were also asked
to indicate their emotional reactions to hypothetical infidelignseios, instead of discussing
how they had reacted in the past to actual experiences with infidelitgrddeg to Harris (2002),
no sex difference emerges regarding which type of infidelity is mordtimgs&hen participants
who have been cheated on in the past are asked to reflect on those membreesurrent study,
females and males significantly differed regarding specific iemothey felt in response to these
hypothetical infidelity scenarios. Therefore, it is possible this déreince would have

disappeared if participants were asked to recall actual expesiavith infidelity.
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Participants’ racial identities and marital statuses may Hawdrdluenced the findings,
as these percentages were disproportionate to those found in the gendatigopogu addition,
convenience sampling was used instead of one of the preferred randonmgadegblhiques.
Finally, there is a lack of randomization, manipulation, and control as & oékalve pre-existing
groups instead of random assignment to groups.

Results of preliminary analyses show lesbian and gay individuals waikcsigtly older
and involved in their current romantic relationships for a signifigdanger duration than
heterosexual participants. This is not surprising, seeing how the majohieterosexual
participants were college students who were recruited from a uryvsesling whereas many of
the lesbian and gay participants were gathered through social conneatiogey-friendly
organizations throughout the United States. Nevertheless, there is apstsailglity these age
and length of relationship differences may have contributed to the sex andosesntation
differences that emerged in response to the infidelity scenarios.

With a mean age of approximately 26 years, the majority of the curreplesgethinto a
younger generation of individuals. Recalling that the sex differencesiimid rates of
committing infidelity has disappeared when studying individuals uf@eears of age
(Wiederman, 1997), with women committing infidelity at similar or higlages than men, it is
possible that the age of this younger cohort of participants had amudloa their emotional
responses to sexual and emotional infidelity.

Findings from preliminary chi-square analyses on history of infidelitge&pces
indicate that sex and sexual orientation often did not significantly relatédelity histories. In
fact, the only differences found were that more men than women reported beitegahe by
their current partners, and more lesbhian and gay individuals reportethghmat past partner
than heterosexuals. Moreover, men were more likely to be sexually uaifzgtid women were
more likely to engage in emotional infidelity or both infidelity types. Aneérghs heterosexual
participants were more likely to be emotionally unfaithful, lesbian apdrglividuals were more
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likely to engage in sexual infidelity or both infidelity types. Although nodshese associations
did not reach statistical significance, past research (Edlurid 2086; Sagarin et al., 2003)
suggests history of infidelity experiences may have influenced jparits’ emotional responses
to infidelity scenarios.

Recommendations for Future Research

When conducting research on this topic in the future, multiple improvensntsec
made to the research design to increase external validity. Firstymesaampling should be
utilized to gather a sample of adults who vary in sexual orientation and dé&osgraphic
variables such as age, length of relationship, racial identity, and Instaittzs accurately
represent that of the general population. These individuals could then pedjipuage to see if
any generational differences emerge regarding emotional respossasiadand emotional
infidelity.

Other independent variables could be tested to see if they acopanyfof the variance
in emotional responses to infidelity. For example, researchers have gfai\sax is no longer a
reliable predictor of emotional responses to infidelity onceqyaants’ beliefs about the co-
occurrence of emotional and sexual infidelity are examined (DeSt&Sal&ey, 1996; Dijkstra
et al., 2001). Although this research was first executed with a heterbsamyae and then
investigated with a lesbian and gay sample, participants’ beliefsnoaw®en examined among a
mixed sample of heterosexual, lesbian, and gay individuals.

Current findings reveal women’s and heterosexuals’ scores werdcggtiif higher than
men’s and lesbian/gay individuals’ scores, respectively. These timigrésdings could be
examined further to see how societal norms may be influencing partic¢ipanaonal

responses. For example, the widely-accepted notions that women arg™ewsstional and that
“real” men do not show emotion might help to explain this significant sexelifte. Moreover,
the relevant absence of social norms for lesbian and gay individgatslireg how they should

feel in response to infidelity may explain why they were less déstdelsy a partner’s infidelity
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than heterosexual participants. On the other hand, this sexual orienifiimnde might reflect
possible norms within the LGBT subculture that view infidelity as somgtio be expected and
tolerated more so than it is among monogamous-practicing heterosexuals.

Finally, future researchers could use these emotional responsaddbtjnto predict
betrayed individuals’ actions and coping strategies. For example, it islpdbsibhigh levels of
anger and jealousy could lead to increased risk for physical aggresaikingstor homicidal
ideation, whereas high levels of anxiety and humiliation could lead to the deesiopm
exacerbation of mental health problems such as clinically-significargteyms of anxiety or
depression. Further research could also attempt to identify which indwighgaat an increased
risk for engagement in poor coping mechanisms upon discovering a partndebtynfsuch as
substance abuse, self-harm, and suicidal ideation.

Summary

The results of this study suggest that sex and sexual orientatiagrafieant predictors
of emotional responses to sexual and emotional infidelity. While more itovant within
relationships predicted distress and anger towards emotional infitedigyintimacy predicted
distress and anxiety in response to sexual infidelity. Interestipgsion in relationships and
expectations about a partner’s likelihood of committing infidelityen®ot significant predictors
of emotional reactions to emotional or sexual infidelity.

Across all participants, sexual infidelity elicited more negateelings than emotional
infidelity. Moreover, women’s emotion ratings were significantly highan men’s ratings in
response to both emotional and sexual infidelity. Although women wereicigni§ more
distressed by emotional infidelity than men, men were not found to be sigtijfinzore
distressed by sexual infidelity than women, as indicated multiple times ilitpastire.
Therefore, only marginal support was found for this well-documented sesedifls which may
have diminished because of the inclusion of lesbian and gay individuals antV/os®vibf
continuous instead of forced-choice questions. Heterosexuals’ emotion vetirggalso
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significantly higher than lesbian and gay individuals’ ratings, aalbssnotions and both types
of infidelity. This contradicts previous findings which indicate hefexual women respond
similarly to lesbian and gay individuals, and that heterosexual espomd with higher ratings
than heterosexual women, lesbians, and gay men in response to sexual but noaemotio
infidelity. This tendency for heterosexuals to respond with significaigher ratings than
lesbian and gay individuals may be explained by the evolutionary ideasb&ri and gay
individuals may not be as concerned about infidelity as are heterasesinak same-sex couples
do not face the same reproductive threats. This sexual orientationrdifereuld also be the
result of lesbian and gay individuals not having societal rulesltwfohat dictate how they
should feel in response to infidelity.

Looking at specific emotional responses to infidelity, women and meedghat
emotional infidelity caused more jealousy and anxiety than anger andatiomjlsexual
infidelity elicited more anger than all other emotions, and humiliatiantiva least experienced
emotion across both infidelity types. In response to sexual infidelity, howaearwere much
less humiliated than they were angry, anxious, and jealous, whereas womeinvesteas
humiliated as they were angry, anxious, and jealous. Sex orientationrdiéferi@ humiliation
were also observed, with heterosexuals reporting significantly mordidtion in response to
both types of infidelity than their lesbian and gay counterparts. Tagether, these findings can
be used by mental health professionals to assess clients’ emotionake=ssmminfidelity,
normalize for clients’ their emotional reactions to infideldpd build empathy between partners.
These results may also be helpful in preventing negative conseqtiegitcesn ensue as a result
of experiencing these intense, negative emotions in response to whatomamyic partners fear

the most, namely, infidelity in their relationships.
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APPPENDICES

APPENDIX A:

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Positive and Negative Effects of Romantic Relationship Involvement

Looking at the impact of relationship involvement on personal well-beiogmBs
(1991) reviewed over 130 studies. Summarizing findings from studies thatsettirektionship
status in relation to rates of alcoholism, suicide, mortality, seriemsahillnesses, and
happiness, he concluded that married persons, especially men, experieanetessal distress
and greater levels of happiness than unmarried individuals.

The effects of relationship status and happiness on well-being were exthered in
another study (Kamp Dash & Amato, 2005). First, a sample of 691 young adults with ageea
of 23 were asked about their current relationship status and placed into lggsadon their
responses: married, cohabitating, exclusively dating one person, datingemébple, and not
dating. Findings of well-being as a function of current relationship states hierarchical in
nature, with higher levels of commitment signifying greaterl&wésubjective well-being. In
other words, married individuals reported the greatest levels of wall;kfeilowed by
cohabitating couples, persons dating exclusively, individuals dating nonertyusind then,
single participants. In addition, a positive relationship was found betwesls tf happiness and
well-being. Even after controlling for happiness, those with greatelslef commitment were
still found to experience greater well-being. Therefore, it seemsadodls believe that being in

an unhappy relationship is still better for well-being than no relationship at
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Findings from a large Dutch young adult sample (2,818 responses) add support to the
previously-mentioned articles (Soons & Liefbroer (2008). With four &wélelationship status
(married, cohabitating, dating, and single) and three types of resounatesiél, personal, and
social), they found that levels of well-being were highest amongedapérticipants, followed
by cohabiting individuals, dating adults, and then singles. Close to one-third afriduece in
well-being was due to the influence of resources, which suggestothatof the positive effects
of relationship involvement on well-being may be related to the potentrakises in resources
that ensue as a result of forming a romantic partnership with anotinadual.

Although romantic relationships seem to heighten well-being and happiness téonflic
relationships is inevitable. Actions taken to resolve conflicomantic relationships were
examined with a sample of college students (n = 256) between the agesdf2i8veho were
currently involved in romantic relationships (Reese-Weber & Mardh2002). They found that
males who exhibited more negative and less positive conflict resolatiicstwere more likely
to report the presence of depressive symptoms. Females, on the other hanthrediely to
use more negative and less positive ways to handle conflict if theydradamxious attachments
characterized by fear of abandonment and rejection by their partners.

When a relationship is formed, each individual enters into the partnershifeaibhed
patterns for resolving conflict along with personal characteridtiasne study, 110
undergraduate students’ attachment orientations (comfort with clesenesfort depending on
others, and anxiety over experiencing abandonment and rejection) and conflicbtselvave
investigated regarding the potential impact on symptoms of depressioch@vid-Reilly, 2009).
Both attachment orientation and conflict behaviors were found to be sighicdictors of
depression. Findings suggest increased use of attacking behaviors duringgieriodisct along
with discomfort with closeness, discomfort with depending on others, and feandbabaent

and rejection were experienced more by individuals who reported more depsggaptoms.
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The positive and negative feelings that accompany romance are highlighateecient
book about romantic passion (Person, 2007). The author explains that new loverfsom
living in an illusionary state where they feel their partnersraredculate to facing the reality
that their partners are imperfect. As situations change, new rofggesrand the passion that
characterizes the beginning stage of a new relationship dwindles, peeph®re vulnerable to
falling out of love. Adultery is also addressed, with an emphasis on anefrietasons for why
this is viewed with such disapproval and disgust. Stated reasons are tteyahatters an
important dyad which is unconsciously linked with the disruption of the fgsifieant dyad
between mother and child (i.e. Oedipal or Electra complex); vialakes of possession;
threatens one’s sense of security; triggers fears of abandonmenndssieand rejection; elicits
feelings of insecurity and jealousy; and destroys the family unitciedigavhen children are
involved.

The History and Development of Monogamy and Marriage as Social Norms

Several works referenced for this project cover a broad range o$ tpi therefore do
not fit neatly into any one specific category. One of these works containsitudeubf subjects
including the development of infidelity as sinful and condemned by God, a hisamaalnt of
varying statistics on infidelity, and cross-cultural and historierldfferences as related to
infidelity, power, and status (Fisher, 1992). The origins of monogamy are tmatmdoack as
our humanoid ancestors, who found monogamy was their best option for successially rai
offspring and passing on their genes. Although our male humanoid ancestors prefieresd t
amongst groups of women or harems, their nomadic approach to living madeyiimeadsible
to find and protect enough food and resources to support multiple women. For females,
monogamy became most beneficial as they advanced from a mammatias spet walked on
all fours to one that was bipedal. With this change, females wedftw carry offspring in their
arms instead of on their backs, which made it more difficult to caref&profg by oneself. As a
result, it became advantageous for them to pair with males who would help tlecior car
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offspring and remain with them over time. Regarding the influence ofarlmyi monogamy, the
evolutionary and sociological benefits of practicing monogamy were regufdrg written law as
early as 1800 B.C. in ancient Mesopotamia, which punished adulterous women by exectution bu
allowed men to practice adultery as long as they chose unmarried femaérgpa hen, with the
creation of the Ten Commandments around 1440 B. C., adultery became a sin that was
condemned by God among the Ancient Hebrews following the Babylonian exiier F1992)
also theorizes that monogamy became the social norm in Westernizéesouith the growth
of agriculture, which increased levels of power for men and stripped women o€tédible
amounts of power they supposedly held in early human civilizations. As merl $tegisn
ownership of farmlands, they were able to conquer the previously estahiistiriarchies.
Moreover, the women eventually had to rely on the men’s physical strengthttee usg

farming tools (e.g. plow) that were needed to grow crops and herd animals.tSopios

theory can be directly observed in today’s world, where women and men in hunteeigather
foraging, and gardening societies exhibit more egalitarian behaviors aedesjual levels of
power. Overall, the dialogue provided by Fisher (1992) is essential to thestamdéng of how
monogamy, from an evolutionary perspective, has become the conventionakpautiog
romantic couples.

The history of marriage, monogamy, and fidelity in the United States frormghe p
Revolutionary era to the present day was portrayed in another book (Cojt, B@@@uritans,
the founders of America, believed that if the people upheld good moralshéyenduld choose
honorable leaders. They also believed that inherent in monogamous maaggeluntary
consent and liberty, which is what they wanted from the British but did not eeteiws were
subsequently enforced that banned sexual relations outside of maaridggolators were often
punished with public beatings and sometimes death. As America grew, stetaegwea the
power to create and enforce their own laws on marriage and divorce, and bgt @' @entury,
most states would only permit divorce for the following reasons: agutexual incapacity,
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long-term abandonment from one of the spouses, extreme cruelty, neglect ief famil
responsibilities, or chronic drunkenness. By 1900, panic ensued as Ameraleesi ihat the
divorce rate in the United States, which was four divorces for evenhoasand marriages, was
drastically higher than the divorce rate in Europe. Unbelievablygstd@67 before the Supreme
Court rejected bans on interracial marriage, and it was 1985 before &ltéfIegalized “no
fault” divorce or incompatibility between spouses. In 2000, Vermont made histdxgcoyning
the first state to legalize same-sex civil unions. In sum, Cott (200@uitially describes the role
of Christianity in shaping beliefs about marriage and adultery, how politieswsed to reinforce
the necessity of fidelity, the development of state and federal mandatesraagmand fidelity,
the legalization of divorce and interracial marriage, the womeaigement, and the legalization
of civil unions for same-sex couples.

Other ideas about the origins of monogamy were presented, with an emphasis on the
development of social and marriage norms (Kanazawa & Still, 2001). From aogarabl
perspective, an inequality hypothesis for the existence of monogamy wastedyyocross-
cultural data from 127 countries. According to proponents of this inequality hyjsotieesales
control the mating process and have the power of choosing whether to engage gasposyor
monogamous marriage due to the greater costs that females ardilslesmeyvhen poor mating
choices are made. In the absence of cultural norms, women will choose to bedrimaly
polygamous relationship when this will bring them more resources, but wisae$esirce
inequality exists between men, women will choose monogamy. In other words) &g caee
more equal to one another in power and had similar amounts of resources, monogangy bec
more beneficial for women and therefore the most commonly chosen option, causing a
tremendous shift in marital norms across Westernized societies.

By now, it should be well understood that for Westerners in particular, mogagam
widely viewed as the supreme model for how to conduct oneself within riemalationships.
This romanticized view of monogamy is dispelled in a book that highlighte@ompanying
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myths (Barash & Lipton, 2001). The authors emphasize that although monogawigesl pr
within many cultures, especially Western societies, and reinforceglibypus groups as the best
approach to romantic pairing, it is unnatural and difficult to maintaioss the lifetime. In fact,
human beings’ closest relatives, the pygmy chimps, engage in constant sepuaters with

one another. They also use findings from animal research to supporté¢elwstating that no
more than a mere one percent of mammals (less than 40 out of 4,000 species)g&aadl
monogamy. Reasons for engaging in sex outside of one’s romantic gapraesalso presented,
with a specific focus on how females and males differ in this regasdauthors then discuss the
evolutionary and sociological benefits and reasons for remaining monogamatic&8pe
monogamy allows women to capitalize on resources, leads to shared parestahent,
prevents ostracism from community and church and possible abandonment, artd defle
partner’'s rage and potentially violent behavior. In closing, they proposaltihaigh monogamy
is unnatural, no other method of navigating romantic relationships (e.gapojy open
relationships) has been more successful.

Monogamy as an unnatural social standard was subsequently supported by several
authors in an edited work by Reichard & Boesch (2003). Within it, a clgi@mation is made
between social and sexual monogamy: social monogamy, which is synonymous with
monogamous marriage in humans, is a “male and female’s social livamgament without
inferring any sexual interactions or reproductive patterns” whereas| se@nagamy refers to
“an exclusive sexual relationship between a female and a male baseskorabbns of sexual
interactions” (Reichard, 2003, p. 4). The rarity of monogamy among animals dadttire that
lead to the practice of social monogamy are discussed. It is estithateno more than five
percent of mammals practice social monogamy in which mating pairs aredidretween
females and males, with the vast majority practicing polygamy or pecaityisMoreover, sexual
monogamy occurs in even smaller frequencies. In other words, although sociallyamonsg
animals may form pair-bonds and live and raise offspring togetheroitlist to assume that
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they do not engage in outside sexual relations. Findings regarding monogamyhamamg are

then provided, revealing that only 200 out of 563 human societies around the world (around 35%)
practice some form of monogamy, with the other 65 percent engaging in othargsrautiuding
polygamy.

Infidelity in Romantic Relationships

Infidelity is a worldwide phenomenon that occurs with alarming frequency and
throughout numerous countries around the globe. The prevalence of infideléfs batl
expectations about infidelity, and common reactions to discovering a pactn&ithfulness
vary immensely across cultural groups. These cross-culturetetiifes are uncovered by
Druckerman (2007), with a particular emphasis on how other countries’ viemfglefity
compare and contrast with those of Americans. Believe it or not, indigithoah the United
States vary tremendously from those in other nations regarding engagemédeiity. To start,
people in the United States report similar rates of infidelityhase in France, Italy, Switzerland,
and Australia. However, men from the United States report incrediblyeesalsnfidelity within
a given 12-month period (3.9%) in comparison to men from other countries, nriloljo
(37.0%), Mozambique (28.9%), Mexico City (15%), and Great Britain (9.3%).&erewomen
and men in the United States report similar rates of infidelity, 3.1% and 8<jgctively,
whereas there seems to be a pattern in most other countries for men ti dhastically higher
rates than women. Americans’ views of infidelity and reactions to aatgfathfulness are also
remarkably different than those in other countries. In the United Statdslity is linked with
guilt, disappointment, and relentless punishment. After affairs are digah\it is not uncommon
for American couples to ruminate constantly over the infidelity for montlesyen years, disclose
all the fine details of the unfaithful acts, and attend couples caumskl contrast, the French
view fidelity as a “good idea rather than a God-given necessity” (p. 133ypmitto work through
infidelity by themselves instead of with the help of counselors, keeatetihe details of the
affair, and resolve it quickly with little rumination. In urban Russia, mafidelity seems to
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occur than in any other industrialized nation, with men often bragging about trethfuifacts
and women not only expecting the affairs but believing they will bring happiness @nohtas
their marriages. For many Japanese couples, sex within marriage happensctvinfrequency
that the couples begin to view sex as embarrassing or dirty over timeesapaen, in turn, will
go to clubs to get their emotional and sexual needs met, stating thatilthiceg behavior does
not constitute cheating since they paid for the services. Lastly, a look htAdoa’s sexual
culture reveals that one-third of men cheat per year with multiple parffensexploring
infidelity cross-culturally, the general conclusion is made that “agubténgs heartache
everywhere, but context and expectations determine the strength of tlaelhaafp. 276).

To say that acts of unfaithfulness in romantic relationships credletcbatween
partners is an understatement. When asked to think of a past hurtful eveattaturred in the
context of a current or past relationship, more than 20 percent of 224 Aumstratiergraduate
students (mean age = 20.9) chose to discuss an instance of infidelity (FR2#¥Ey For these
students, infidelity was associated with more feelings of hurt and mgjentconjunction with
negative self-perception than all other types of hurtful events mentipeedctive dissociation,
passive dissociation, criticism, and deception). Immediate distress pddajugdidelity further
predicted negative long-term effects on the victim such as declinel-gsteem and self-
confidence. These negative long-term effects were most saymtifianong individuals who
reported infidelity when asked to disclose a past hurtful event.

An in-depth literature review was conducted that focused on seveeatasgpinfidelity
(Blow & Hartnett, 2005) including attitudes toward infidelity, prevaleotimfidelity, gender
differences in infidelity, cultural differences in infidelity, and seharéentation differences in
infidelity. Four directions for future research were presented: morerakipih of individual
characteristics that make persons vulnerable to committing actsdaflityf further analysis of

what happens that influences well-intentioned people to engage in extraidyatiiement,
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undertaking of more qualitative studies, and deeper investigation of the hwaliegs that
couples go through after the discovery of cheating.

Exploring various topics including reasons for cheating and prevalates 561
university students in the United States were asked a number of quabtoménfidelity (Brand,
Markey, Mills, & Hodges, 2007). When the definition of infidelity included seanal/or
romantic involvement while in a relationship with another person, 31.4% of moperted
being unfaithful at least once in their lifetime as compared to 24 percem@mofResponses from
a second sample comprised of both university students and nonstudents irtédeSthates were
similar: when cheating was not limited to episodes of sexual intercoutsecluded other types
of romantic interactions, women (50.6%) reported more instances of cheatimgethg89.3%).
However, this sex difference disappeared when the definition of cheatingnitad bnly to
interactions in which sexual intercourse took place. Both siméarénd differences emerged for
women and men regarding reasons for cheating. Similarly, 60 percent of womenreagkeszl
that the top reason for cheating was that they found their extra-paiempattractive. For
significantly more women than men, unhappiness in the relationship (54.6%)4nd fe
attractive by the extra-pair partner (42.3%) were the most common reaschedting. Men,
more so than women, seemed to engage in infidelity out of boredom in the celagonship
(42.9%) and because the opportunity presented itself (32.1%).

The results found by Brand et al. (2007) were supported in a study that examined
extradyadic dating and extradyadic sexual experiences (Wiederman & Hurd, 1998f) 608t
college students who had previously been involved in at least one seriogsrelationship, a
sex difference was found that was not significant, with more fem@eg%) reporting a history
of extradyadic dating than males (39.5%). However, men were significaotk likely to have
multiple extradyadic dating partners (62.9%) than women (37.4%). As seenioughgv
mentioned studies, this sex difference reversed when extradyadic exgemnare limited to
only those that were sexual in nature. Aside from romantic kissing whichatvasatistically
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different between sexes (women = 61.0%; men = 68.2%), men reported more instances than
women across all other types of sexual experience. Specifically,mdersed higher rates of
extradyadic sexual involvement in regard to kissing and fondling (women = 48\dfo+

64.8%), performing oral sex (women = 29.3%; men = 47.2%), receiving oral sex (women =
30.6%; men = 53.4%), and engaging in sexual intercourse (women = 30.8%; men = 49.1%).

After constructing a questionnaire that stated possible reasormnfionitting infidelity,
Yenigeri & Kokdemir (2006) surveyed 404 students at a university in Turkeyhad a mean
age of 21.90. When asked if they had ever been unfaithful to a partner, almost 20#6iphpts
admitted to cheating at least once. When asked about the definition of ipfitlélit% of
individuals thought emotional infidelity was by itself enough to be labeledtanf a
unfaithfulness. Reasons for committing infidelity fell under siegaties: legitimacy, seduction,
normalization, sexuality, social background, and sensation seeking. Men feit tiodien
component was of great importance whereas women felt the social background conwasnent
important. Participants who had experienced infidelity either as¢timor betrayer in the past
rated the reasons for infidelity as more important than those who had no pooy Wwish
infidelity.

Infidelity prevalence rates have also been examined within a natieraminual survey
that focuses on the general concept of sexual behavior (Smith, 2006). Deteeddlom over
2,000 participants in 2004 shows that more men (3.9%) than women (3.1%) had engaged in
sexual relations with a person other than his or her spouse in the pakbp&arg across the
lifetime, 20.5% of men acknowledged having sexual relations with a thitylasmcompared to
11.7% of married women. Furthermore, in an investigation of potential cohoredits in
engagement of extramarital sexual relations, 13% of young married aduleehdhe ages of 18
and 29 reported at least one instance of sexual relations with an outside Peisorcreased to

20 percent for married adults aged 40-49 but then dropped to 9.5% for older adult® age
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older. Therefore, it seems that younger cohorts are either engaging makabsexual relations
more so than older cohorts, or they are more open to reporting acts of unfagbful

Sex and age differences in the prevalence rates of infidelity wasredph another study
that had a sample of individuals who were either currently or previowstyad and were chosen
to represent the U. S. population (Wiederman, 1997). Looking at sex differencessipdtied
acts of infidelity, 22.7% of men reported having engaged in extramarital E@stione time. For
women, only 11.6% reported ever having extramarital sex. Age differences seefeuld in
prevalence of infidelity across the lifetime. For men, rates inedesteadily from approximately
14 to 34% for individuals aged 20 to 69, respectively, but significantly dropped to i&.286n
age 70 and older. A similar pattern emerged for women with percentagesiehoes of
extramarital sex rising with age and peaking for women between thefatfed® (19.3%). For
women at or above age 50, history of engagement in extramarital sex steeldhigdgevith
females above the age of 70 reporting the lowest prevalence rate. (Ot&%¢ findings suggest
cohort differences regarding involvement in infidelity, with younger geioasateporting a
history of extramarital sex with greater frequency than older geoesati

The influences that sex and age can have on experiences with infidelity bave be
mentioned already, but the possible impact of one’s sexual orientation alitpkckperiences
has yet to be discussed. In a book chapter discussing infidelity in relationdessa
relationships, the authors make a sound argument for how our typicalide$mt affairs may
have to be modified when considering same-sex couples, who often decide to prattice
monogamy or partial monogamy in their relationships (Heaphy, Donovan, & V\&&¥ks). They
also discuss how lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals are forced to beecasatidevise their
own rules in forming romantic relationships because society does roestablished rules for
them as they do for heterosexuals. Moreover, stories are told of same-ses eduphave faced

hurtful times and dealt with betrayals following instances of infigdfiat occurred in exclusive
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same-sex relationships. The book chapter concludes with a section on rel#hiosdrem a
same-sex relational perspective.

Another book chapter was reviewed that speaks to effectively deatimgssiies of
infidelity in couples counseling (Lusterman, 2005). Within the chapter, the dathuses on
specific aspects of infidelity such as definitions of infidelity, frewues of infidelity, differing
characteristics of infidelity (i.e. degree of emotional involeetsecretive or not, heterosexual
or non-heterosexual), treatment issues such as setting boundaries abouttalitfidand three
phases of treatment that can be used with couples dealing with this issaespécifically, he
advocates for using a definition of extramarital involvement that ismiéd to sexual
infidelities and highlights certain aspects of infidelity to exploreounseling, particularly the
violation-of-trust, factors that led up to the act(s) of unfaithfulnexsttzen decision-making
regarding whether or not the couple wants to try to move forward with or @émel
relationship.

Suggestions for treating infidelity in same-sex couples have also baessettiusing a
specific approach that focuses on building intimacy, acceptance, araht@léMartell & Prince,
2005). Therapists using this approach will see couples even if an affaguging at present as
long as both partners are aware of the affair. They attempt to uséaihasf means to
understand the relational conflicts that run deeper than the affair. Angdodthe authors, a
popular assumption is that infidelity does not exist in gay relationshigzube gay men have sex
with multiple others and do not commit themselves to one person monogamouslysvhere
lesbians are so clingy that unfaithfulness is not an issue for thémugh it is true that gay
couples often establish different rules when forming deep romantionslaips, infidelity does
occur in same-sex relationships. In order to best treat same-sex couples Wihlissues of
infidelity, they suggest that therapists abandon all assumptions and askstablished rules

regarding monogamy within the relationship. Moreover, therapists admdaware of cultural
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differences as compared to heterosexual couples and not blame individeaigeging in acts of
infidelity.

Romantic Jealousy: A Common Reaction to Infidelity

It is quite ordinary to feel jealous when a romantic relationship seeea¢hed in some
way, for individuals in the United States and cross-culturally. In a bwdlekplores multiple
facets of romantic jealousy, this intriguing emotion is defined, and thdiVifactors are offered
that seem to increase one’s likelihood of feeling jealous (Pines,. M6B)over, sex differences
are examined in how individuals emotionally and behaviorally deal with jealelisgie
Jealousy as a frequent presenting problem among couples who seek theraeistial$e!
discussed. Finally, Pines (1998) writes about both the positive and neggidatsaof jealousy
and suggests healthy ways for coping with these painful feelings.

According to Buss (2000), jealousy is an evolutionary adaption that serpestéct
romantic pairs. He states that jealousy is inevitable with loveasdl has some positive and
beneficial properties. Feelings associated with jealousy, factdrisithease one’s chances of
experiencing jealous feelings, and the link between jealousy and waeaalso examined.
Personality traits that predispose some people to cheat and otherhéatael ©n are presented
as well. Buss closes the book by listing a host of coping strategies that p@o@do deal with
acts of infidelity.

Although all people experience jealousy at times, the intensity af thebngs varies
from person to person, and researchers have shown that individuals withelegleof implicit
self-esteem experience more intense feelings of jealousy (DeStddes®lo, & Bartlett, 2006).
This was accomplished by experimentally inducing jealousy in a laboratbirygswith 46
undergraduate females in the United States. Participants were rgrasisigined to either a
jealousy or control condition. In the jealousy condition, an opposite-sexed emttedcted as
the participant’s work partner and a same-sexed confederate playetetbérival partner. In
the control condition, the work partnership was threatened by chance. In a seconthstudy
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relationship between jealousy and aggression was assessed among 8@fehdd male
undergraduates. Using the same jealousy-evoking scenario employed iistthiedly, increased
feelings of jealousy were found to be positively correlated withesggre behavior, with men
displaying significantly more aggression than women. Based on theds,rdsibuthors were
able to form a model of jealousy with implicit self-esteem as a mieglitgictor of jealousy
intensity and aggression as an outcome of jealousy, particularly for men. étpivév crucial to
keep in mind that in these studies, jealous was evoked among students whotweameantically
involved with one another but who were working together. Therefore, one showadtlmis in
generalizing these findings to individuals within romantic relatigys

Feelings and behaviors associated with jealousy were examined imacyrandom
sample of 351 New Zealanders (Mullen & Martin, 1994). All participanta@eledged having
experienced feelings of jealousy in the past, and 63 percent said tleesnosrlikely to become
jealous when a partner displayed interest for someone else. Jeabmiigked with several
fears: fear of losing one’s partner, fear of less time with and iatteinbm one’s partner, fear of
less intimacy in the relationship, fear of shame and humiliationpfeay longer being sexually
exclusive, and fear of financial insecurity in the future. Whenezrs were much more afraid of
losing their partner to a rival, women were more afraid of losing iegraad closeness within
the relationship. Common feelings associated with jealousy included angesssadyitation,
and restlessness. For women more so than men, feelings of insecurity werepto@ommon
behavioral responses to intense feelings of jealousy included questicadiimgy to know the
partner's whereabouts, randomly showing up without warning, searching through thei
possessions, following them, and digging through clothing for evidence of sebatiains.
Women were more likely to search through their partner’'s belongings. A numdex of
differences appeared related to coping with jealousy. Women were sgtlifimore likely to
use confrontation and demand explanations from their partners, openly displagsfe¢urt
and anger, and try to look more attractive. Men, on the other hand, were aighjifioore likely
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to avoid or deny the problem. Individuals who reported the highest levels afggalere
significantly more likely to threaten acts of violence and engagéysically aggressive
behaviors, with no apparent sex differences regarding anger expression. fresteszh was
clearly linked with higher levels of jealousy for both men and women, but ebpémiavomen.
Sex differences in various coping strategies for dealing witbyedkeelings after
discovering a partner’s infidelity were recently studied in a usityesample of 35 women and
34 men (Miller & Maner, 2008). After imagining that his or her partner or @euromantic
interest had been unfaithful, each participant was instructed to write limmw they would feel
and what they would do in response to the infidelity. These responses aremoted and
analyzed. They found that men were significantly more likely than women to bacol@nt
(approximately 65 percent of men versus 46 percent of women), whereas women were
significantly more likely than men to cope with infidelity by seekingsmdial support from
friends or others (roughly 71 percent versus 68 percent, respectivelypwdgrmen were
significantly more inclined to feel angry whereas women were gignily more apt to feel sad.
Although an abundant number of healthy coping strategies are available totdeal w
overwhelming feelings of jealousy, some people still resort to physiahdge as a way to cope
with these feelings. This was demonstrated in a random community sampRhetétosexual
married or cohabitating couples were the focus of the study was on idenfifgdictors of
partner aggression (O’Leary, Smith Slep, & O’Leary, 2007). For both women amane=of
three predictors found to have a direct influence on partner aggresssaatendency to become
jealous and controlling of one’s partner. The other two significantqtoes for both women and
men were marital satisfaction and the degree to which the participaatipesponsibility onto
his or partner because of the partner’s supposed negative or unpleasaiorfehaother three
variables were found to be direct significant predictors for men ogdyeasion within one’s

family-of-origin, expression of anger, and perceived level of social sugfm women, the only
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other significant predictor that had a direct effect on partner aignesas a personal history of
aggression during childhood or adolescence.

The responses of the men in these 453 couples were then analyzed to see how jealousy
influences intimate partner violence (Foran & O’Leary, 2008). Appradin&0 percent of the
male participants endorsed feeling jealous of other men on rarears;aand these percentages
declined as the frequency of jealousy increased (i.e. around sevemt perseme occasions, two
percent frequently, and one percent almost always). In the past year, arounceh8 gfemen
reported one or more acts of severe violence and roughly 35 percent endorsethoreeacts of
non-severe physical aggression. Jealousy was negatively correitit@hger control and
positively correlated with non-severe and severe forms of physigedsgjon against one’s
partner. Jealousy was found to be a significant predictor of nonesandrsevere physical
aggression, and it served to moderate the relationship between pribkdowhol use and
intimate partner violence.

Sex Differences in Affective Responses to Emotional and Sexuallityfide

Not surprisingly, infidelity has been an incredibly popular research topioany years,
and a large number of sub-categories have been extensively studied &neelf these is
potential differences between two types of infidelity, emotional ardad infidelity, concerning
which infidelity type is viewed as more distressing or upsetting. By feearehers seem to have
been most interested in possible sex differences regarding whichitpfigpé is more upsetting,
and a fairly pronounced sex difference has been observed by many investigators.

The exploration of this topic began with Buss, Larsen, Westen, & Semmelrtie2.
Proponents of the evolutionary perspective, they hypothesized that men wdiddXual
infidelity as more distressing because a woman’s sexual unfaithfitmesases a man’s risk of
raising children that are not his and decreases his chances of passim@wn genes. Women,
on the other hand, were hypothesized to be more upset by emotional infidelitgdodda could
signal having to share a partner’s resources with another woman. When 1,20&tyrstiedents
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were asked two forced-choice questions related to which infidelity type Wweuttbre
distressing, significantly more males than females report¢déiaal infidelity would be more
distressing. Although this sex difference was still present in respotise $econd question,
approximately 53% of males were more distressed by emotional infideitysexual infidelity,
suggesting that it was the women'’s significant distress to emotrdiality that created the sex
difference. When looking at the effect of involvement in a sexually coeunigiationship on
views of which infidelity type is more distressing, men who had been in ableasexually
committed relationship were significantly more distressed by sexud¢litfi than women.
However, women were distressed by emotional infidelity regardless of hexjegience with a
sexually committed relationship. Once again, men were more distiegsenotional infidelity
(51%) than sexual infidelity (49%), which supports the idea that the wemesponses produced
the significant sex difference.

This sex difference in infidelity choice was further examinedsscodturally using three
samples, one from the United States (224 undergraduate students), one from thenset(®07
undergraduate students), and one from Germany (200 individuals from the commuuiti &8
al., 1996). Using the forced-choice questions (Buss et al., 1992), men were found to be
significantly more upset by sexual infidelity as compared to women, but trisndbenply that
men rated sexual infidelity as more upsetting than emotional infidelitycindaly on the first
forced-choice question did men from the U.S. and Holland rate sexual infetelitypre
upsetting. On all other questions, men from all three countries found enhatioelity to be
more upsetting. Whereas the sex difference between men and women from yieltes large
effect sizes, the sex differences between male and femalegaartscfrom Germany and the
Netherlands only yielded small to medium effect sizes. From the authospeptve, these
results support the evolutionary hypothesis since the predicted seneddé was consistently

found across all three cultures. Yet, the men’s more distressegsrativards emotional
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infidelity seriously call into question the legitimacy of the proposed gketehce and show the
great impact that culture seems to have on infidelity types thdtteéanost jealousy.

Challenging the evolutionary hypothesis, DeSteno & Salovey (1996) proposed a “double
shot hypothesis” to explain the sex difference in distress attributedhardidelity type. They
stated that women and men do not view emotional and sexual infidelity as occurring
independently of one another. Instead, they proposed that women find emotionbtyirzfede
more upsetting for this implies the occurrence of sexual infidelitgreas the opposite is true of
men. In the first of two studies, 114 undergraduate students were given BU'ss(&092)
forced-choice measure along with a measure called the diffeneditiality implication (DIl)
that asked about their assumptions regarding the co-occurrencaelityfiypes. On the forced-
choice measure, women were more upset by emotional infidelity than men. Usitig logis
regression analyses, DIl scores accounted for a significant amouariasfoe in infidelity
choice, and sex was not a reliable predictor when both variables ddw@ iato the regression
equation. In the second study, 141 adults of varying ages were asked the sauresieasee if
the findings from the first study could be replicated. Once again, womemeeeedistressed by
emotional infidelity, and DII scores reliably predicted which infigetihoice would be viewed as
more upsetting. In the authors’ opinions, these findings support the double-shot hgpantdesi
refute the evolutionary hypothesis.

Additional supporters of the “double-shot hypothesis” conducted a study with 136
undergraduate female and male students in an attempt to confirm their “dbaBl&ypotheses
(Harris and Christenfeld, 1996). Upon asking one of Buss et al.’s (1992) fdromd-infidelity
scenarios along with two questions regarding beliefs about the impticdtone type of
infidelity given that the other was said to have occurred, they found tled mere once again
more upset by sexual infidelity than women. However, when looking at the tzeresn53% of
men were more distressed by emotional infidelity than sexuality iitfidehd the sex difference
was only significant because of the women’s great amounts of distresstiorel infidelity.
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Looking at the beliefs about the co-occurrence of infidelity type,rafisignt effect was found
for the implication of sexual infidelity in the presence of emotiamaelity, with women
believing love implied sex significantly more than sex implied love duthors stated this
means the occurrence of emotional infidelity is significantly moreedising for women as this
implies the occurrence of sexual infidelity as well, or a double-shafidglity.

A few years later, Buss et al. (1999) made another effort to find dupptine
evolutionary hypothesis and empirically solve the theoretical debaiteiadmg the apparent sex
difference in responses to emotional and sexual infidelity by examining xhiffezence in four
studies from both the evolutionary and double-shot perspectives. In study one, 1, 8aAdnal
748 female students from a southeastern United States university ratbdnfitielity type they
found more distressing, sexual or emotional, when the wording was cledetiogihér type of
infidelity had not occurred. The authors stated they found support for theievatytperspective
because the sex difference still existed: significantly more menatbaren were distressed by
sexual infidelity. However, the majority of men were still more distebbyeemotional infidelity
than sexual infidelity.

Study 2 asked 234 university students from the Midwest six questions related to
emotional and sexual infidelity dilemmas titled the Relationship DilamiQuestionnaire (RDQ),
two of which originated from prior research (Buss et al., 1992) and anotheh&buvere created
specifically for the study which rendered the items either mutuatlipisive (only one of the
infidelity types occurred) or combined (both infidelity types occurredjidqzants were also
asked six questions related to beliefs about the two types of infidettuding how likely it is
for men and women to engage in both emotional and sexuality infidelity over theirs@me t
period. When it was clearly stated that only one or both types of infithelit occurred, males
consistently reported more distress by sexual infidelity in compatiasimales across all six
dilemmas. It should be noted that on the second forced-choice dilemma, neemaver
distressed by emotional than sexual infidelity. In addition, sex of theipartiovas shown to be
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a significant predictor of which infidelity type was viewed as more disiing, regardless of
whether participant sex was entered by itself, along with beliefs, otatiefs were entered.
Additional results revealed that both women and men agree that men arekeiprindin women
to engage in sexual relations in the absence of an emotional connection, agxl diffeence
was also present in women and men’s self-reports of the relatedneserbsexual and
emotional involvement. It was concluded that support was found for the ewalitinypothesis
and not for the “double-shot hypothesis”.

Cross-cultural samples were gathered in studies three and four to g forer
support to this sex difference in jealousy patterns as explained byiewaty hypotheses.
Among 100 male and 90 female Korean university students, the evolutionary lsypotas
supported with males reporting significantly more distress to sexuallityfidein females across
all six dilemmas. Administering the twelve questions regardingdhifyddilemmas and beliefs
about infidelity to 316 Japanese students (213 males and 103 females), frphert
evolutionary hypotheses was found for five of the six infidelity dilemmash®innto forced-
choice questions, men were significantly more distressed by sexual igfttelt women, yet the
majority of men found emotional infidelity to be more upsetting when comparesgual se
infidelity. Mirroring results from study 2, participant sex was a sigaifigredictor of chosen
infidelity type no matter whether it was entered alone, along with hatiefsllowing beliefs.
Moreover, the Japanese women and men agreed that men are more likely thariovemgage
in sexual relations in the absence of an emotional connection, paraleinesponses of U.S.
participants. However, this sex difference was not found in the jpamis’ self-reported beliefs
regarding sexual and emotional involvement, which is one of the few rédmatldid not lend
support to the evolutionary hypotheses. Overall, the authors believeleliatit studies
generated further support for the evolutionary theoretical lensainaing the sex difference in

jealousy, and in contrast, did not lend support to the “double-shot” hypotheses.

84



With the intention of providing support for the evolutionary hypothesis, rdsraragain
studied the sex difference between women and men regarding infidelityi¢yped as more
upsetting from both the evolutionary and the double-shot hypotheses (Cramer, Abraham,
Johnson, & Manning-Ryan, 2001). A total of 191 female and male undergraduate suefents
randomly assigned to one of three treatment groups: forced-choicejamaidgitobability, or
combined infidelity. In the forced-choice group, participants had to choose whidblityftype
was more distressing. In the conditional probability group, participants’ psasiregarding
the co-occurrence of infidelity types were assessed. Participahts dombined infidelity group
were asked to choose which type of infidelity was more upsetting when both tygesareeto
have occurred. Results showed support for the evolutionary hypothesis. dalpgrtnen in the
forced-choice condition were more upset by sexual infidelity whelheasamen were more
upset by emotional infidelity. In the conditional probability group that wasetktd test the
double-shot hypothesis, statistically reliable results were not founthambuble-shot
hypothesis was not supported. When both infidelity types were said to haveeddcembined
infidelity condition), results once again supported the evolutionary hypothigsisen reporting
sexual infidelity as more upsetting and women reporting emotional infidslityoae upsetting.

One of the latest attempts to refute the evolutionary hypothesis anddmeased support
for the “double-shot” hypothesis was conducted by DeSteno, Bartleet, Braye&rSalovey
(2002). They used multiple measures instead of just the forced-chwsgons (Buss et al.,
1992), queried specific feelings elicited by infidelity scenarios idstéasing the broad terms of
“distressed” and “upset”, and examined differing levels of cognitive load. firshef two
studies, 111 undergraduate students were asked questions about sexuahvetisngl infidelity
using both forced-choice and continuous formats. Although the sex differenagedmeing the
forced-choice format with women significantly more distressed by emmdtinfidelity, this
difference disappeared using the continuous measures as evidenced by both wormem and m
reporting more negative emotional responses to sexual infidelity thatioeal infidelity. Across
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emotional and sexual infidelity, women reported significantly highetdenfeemotional distress
than men. In the second study, 121 undergraduate student participants responded td.Buss et a
(1992) forced-choice scenario after being randomly assigned to eitbgnitive load condition
where they had to memorize and retrieve strings of digits or a coatrdition. Findings

revealed that women in the cognitive load condition who were limited imdbgnitive resources
were more distressed by sexual infidelity. In other words, the sex differesagpdared with

both sexes more upset by sexual infidelity. Only under the control condition when woneen we
able to invest more energy into their answers did the sex differencar aggfewomen more

often choosing emotional infidelity as more upsetting. The authors statettiése findings fall

to support the evolutionary hypothesis: the sex difference only appearedhetierced-choice
guestions were asked or when participants were not cognitivelyctedtrBut when continuous
guestions were asked or when individuals were forced to make quick deditme/omen and
men were more distressed by sexual infidelity.

The purpose of another study was to contribute further to the literapasiey sex
differences in response to emotional and sexual infidelity (Ward & Voracek). 200
investigators wanted to know if sex differences remained after sodiglisbafl participants were
controlled for through wording of the questions and logistic regressiom@ugiaA total of 268
heterosexual college students (70% female, 30% male) with a meanzdgeashpleted a
questionnaire comprised of four types of infidelity items: Buss.'stE92 forced-choice items,
Harris and Christenfeld’s 1996 items regarding social beliefs, DeSied Salovey’s 1996 items
concerning implied beliefs, and Buss et al.’s 1999 items. The researcberedsthat social
cognitive beliefs were not significant predictors of differencéséen women and men, and
most results lent support to the evolutionary perspective. Although mealtypeported sexual
infidelity as being more distressing, an unexplainable finding showed that meramhwere
equally more distressed by sexual infidelity when emotional involvement wasaseant.
Interestingly, two of the sex differences in jealousy were only preden individuals were
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involved in committed relationships. The authors suggested that fatearch should examine
individual characteristics of women and men as predictive of sex difesémgealousy. In
addition, they stated that the effect of current involvement in amtorelationship on sex
differences in jealousy should be explored.

The “uncertainty of paternity hypothesis” was directly tested in anstbhdy with the
aim of explaining this sex difference (Mathes, 2005). This hypothesis sttt men will be
more upset by sexual jealousy because of the fear of raising childremeimot genetically
theirs. Using the Desire for Children Scale to measure one’s consgeisiis to raise genetically-
related children along with Buss et al.’s (1992) forced-choice iitfjdgilemmas to measure
feelings elicited by emotional and sexuality infidelity, responses from di@hge students were
gathered and analyzed. Men’s scores on the Desire for Children Scaleosigirely correlated
with levels of distress reported for sexual infidelity, coniimgthat as the desire for having
genetically-related children increases, distress attributdebtmhts of sexual infidelity increases
also. For women, a statistically significant correlation betweeresagas not found. These
results lend support to the uncertainty of paternity hypothesis, yetreahiuld be exercised
when interpreting these findings as correlation only shows degree efiredats and does not
suggest cause and effect relationships.

Using Buss et al.’s (1992) forced-choice methodology, another groups of hesearc
studied potential sex differences in responses to emotional and sexdelitinfin a sample of
Spanish-speaking individuals from Spain (Fernandez, Vera-VillarroetaSk Zubeidat, 2007).
In an attempt to replicate findings from a Chilean sample, they expected mehbgaubre
upset by sexual infidelity whereas women would be more upset by emotional infiflelo
hundred and sixty-six heterosexual college students from a Spanish upiwéisin average
age of 22.61 participated in the study (140 females; 126 males). On thafifildity dilemma, a
higher percentage of men (42.1%) than women (19.3%) reported being more upset by sexual
infidelity. For the second scenario, similar results were found with more me&qRépzet by

87



sexual infidelity than women (10.7%). Once again, the majority of men found entotiona
infidelity to be more upsetting than sexual infidelity, implying thég women'’s significant

levels of distress to emotional infidelity that produced the sexrédifte. Results from the current
study support the results from the Chilean sample and also give support favlthi®eary
perspective among Spanish individuals.

A literature review and accompanying meta-analyses were coddaaeother study to
investigate the frequently found sex difference in distress relattdtional and sexual
infidelity (Harris, 2003). Across 32 samples in which forced-choice questiorsused, a
moderate effect size for this sex difference was found, with men irepergnificantly more
distress to sexual infidelity than women. Of interest, this effeetiacreased when samples of
lesbian/gay individuals and adults with a mean age of 26 years or ma&exehrded from the
analyses. In addition, Harris (2003) reviewed and discussed results froipiersibdies that
failed to support an evolutionary-based sex difference related to wiffiidblity type is more
upsetting. First of all, she mentioned that this sex difference equnéintly found when
continuous measures are utilized. She also stated that women and men have botwretn sh
be more distressed by sexual infidelity. Moreover, this sex difference hasarotlemonstrated
cross-culturally among men, with men from countries outside of the U.S. aftieg emotional
infidelity as more distressing in percentages that resemble those foond &merican women.
Lastly, Harris (2003) referred to multiple studies in which the sexrdiff®e was not found when
women and men were asked to reflect on actual experiences with emotional anthfeeligy.

Harris’ findings (2003) were supported by Sabini & Green (2004), who published three
studies that examined distress related to emotional and sexual infibfeth first study, they
explored specific emotions evoked by emotional and sexual infidelity amongl@%nd 136
female undergraduate students from the United States with a meanepgeoximately 19 years
and a nonstudent sample comprised of 66 male and 63 female adults from the Gté®d/igt
a mean age of around 40 years. For women and men in both the university and nonstudent
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samples, hurt was elicited significantly more by emotional than sifigality. For men and
most of the women in both samples, anger was associated significantly rirosexual

infidelity than emotional infidelity. Lastly, both undergraduate and nonstudeneémwand men
were significantly or marginally more likely to blame their pargrfer sexual infidelity than
emotional infidelity. Among undergraduate students, women were significaore likely than
men to view emotional infidelity as more distressing, whereas men fladtiraregard to which
infidelity type caused them more distress. In the nonstudent sample, no sexckffengerged,
with women and men responding with more distress to emotional infidelitysthaual infidelity
at similar levels. Overall, the well-documented sex differencespanse to emotional and sexual
infidelity was demonstrated among undergraduate students but not among nuredutte. In
Study 2, the authors used narrative scenarios of emotional and sexual ynfideldescribed
how the infidelities transpired instead of the standard forced-chorstions with a U.S.
nonstudent adult sample of 88 women and 77 men (mean age of 34 years). There was no sex
difference regarding which infidelity narrative was more distressiitg women and men
similarly reporting that emotional infidelity was more upsettimgntsexual infidelity. Looking at
specific emotions, women and men agreed that they were more likely to be hudtiyneal
infidelity, more likely to be angered by sexual infidelity and signifiyamore likely to blame
one’s partner over sexual infidelity. Another nonstudent sample cons$ti}® females and 80
males with a mean age of around 31 years was recruited for a third study rédemtmg
participants with the emotional and sexual infidelity narratives frardyS2, the authors asked
participants to rate on a 7-point Likert scale the degree to whiclwihelg experience specific
emotions in regard to both infidelity types. No sex difference was detegadiing which
infidelity narrative elicited more distress, with women and men reporntjngl@mounts of
distress to emotional and sexual infidelity. Although there was no ditfeneegarding the
amount of hurt felt towards one type of infidelity over the other, both women amteithenore
anger and were more likely to blame their partners in response to seideditinfhan emotional
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infidelity. In addition, women were significantly more likely to blame itipairtners over sexual
than emotional infidelity. Merging the findings from all three stsdihe authors conclude that
the typically seen sex difference is reproduced more easily in uadaege samples and when
broader terms of distress and upset are used instead of specificremitinally, anger and
blame were more consistently provoked by sexual infidelity than emotidiality, whereas
hurt feelings were more often attributed to emotional versus sexigalitiés.

Believing that the samples gathered in their previous studiesnotlarge enough to
capture variances due to age, Green & Sabini (2006) conducted a follow-upositugbstigate
potential effects of age and socioeconomic status, along with spamifitions elicited by
emotional and sexual infidelity, in a U.S. representative sample of 77 7duadisiwith a mean
age of 48 years. On forced-choice questions, women were found to be sigyifiuangt upset by
emotional infidelity than men, even though a larger percentage of men wetdyesnotional
than sexual infidelity. Neither age nor socioeconomic status was ficgighpredictor of which
infidelity type was viewed with more distress. Looking at specifio®ns, both women and
men experienced more hurt in regard to emotional infidelity but were moretiikbcome
angry and blame their partners over sexual infidelity. Moreover, womensiadistically
significantly more likely to experience anger over sexual infigdéhian men. There were no
statistically significant sex differences for feelings of lmurblaming the partner. On continuous
measures of distress to emotional and sexual infidelity, no significadifferences emerged
regarding distress related to emotional versus sexual infidelitgynAlse forced-choice methods,
women and men were more upset and hurt by emotional infidelity and more angry brtd like
blame their partners over sexual infidelity. However, blame was the@atjion that was
statistically significantly different across the two infidgliypes. In the end, the authors
highlighted the disappearance of the sex difference for infidelitywy@ using continuous

measures, which has been demonstrated in other studies as well.
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Another group of researchers attempted to test whether the sex diffemrdeappear
using both forced-choice and continuous measures (Sagarin et al., 2003). Secornxgp)dhey e
the influence of prior experiences with infidelity on distress edléd emotional and sexual
infidelity. With a group of 513 psychology undergraduate students in the United,Stat
statistically significant sex differences were found on both footeice and continuous
measures. Specifically, women were found to be significantly more upsetdtipeal infidelity
than men. Results from within-sex analyses revealed that women wafigaitly more upset
by emotional infidelity than sexual infidelity, whereas men were only maltgimore upset by
sexual infidelity than emotional infidelity. A second sample of 353 United Siatkergraduate
students was collected in order to examine the effects of past iyfiebgtieriences on distress
related to hypothetical scenarios of emotional and sexual infidelitye Ggein, the predicted sex
difference appeared, with men reporting significantly more distressualgafidelity when
compared to women. Regarding past histories with infidelity, men who had previoesly be
victims of infidelity were found to be more significantly more upset by disyxuafidelity than
men who had not been cheated on in the past. For women, past victim status did nearsignifi
influence responses to the infidelity scenarios. On the other hand nweaimachad been
perpetrators of infidelity in the past were significantly moreressted by sexual infidelity than
women who had not cheated on a partner in the past. For men, a history of cheating on one’s
partner did not significantly influence their scores.

Sex differences related to which infidelity type evokes more jealvasy examined by
another group of authors using both forced-choice and continuous measures (Edlyr)e6)
In addition, they inquired about participants’ levels of jealousy in resgoriszh hypothetical
scenarios and actual experiences with emotional and sexual infidelity.ipkesa 206
undergraduate students from the United States with a mean age of almaasts22 gegnificant
interaction effect was found of moderate effect size using continuousireeasross
hypothetical scenarios, with men feeling more jealous than women in responsgaidrdalelity
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and women responding with more jealousy than men in regard to emotionaltinfitiels sex
difference was also significant using forced-choice measures. In sesfgoactual bouts of
infidelity, these significant sex differences were replicated on mitintious and forced-choice
measures with a moderate effect size. Moreover, women were foundignifieantly more
jealous than men on both measures of emotional and sexual infidelity, acrossehyalo
scenarios and actual past experiences with infidelity. In study 2, a saidj@® working adults
within the United States with a mean age of almost 26 years weretaskedll actual bouts of
infidelity if they had been cheated on in the past and hypothetical scendhiex fifad not been
cheated on in the past. Results from the hypothetical scenarios deaendrginal sex difference,
with men who had never been cheated on responding with more jealousy to sexuay itifate
women, and women with no history of being cheated on responding with greater jealousy t
emotional infidelity than men. Although this difference was only marlyisagnificant, it
represented a nearly moderate effect size and was statisticalficaigt using forced-choice
methodology. Similar results were found regarding actual bouts of infidahigng working
adults, with a statistically significant sex difference emerdiad) was large in effect size. This
significant sex difference also appeared using forced-choice meastaedddconclusions from
these two studies, the authors stated that the predicted sex diffengithenen being
significantly more jealous than women in response to sexual infideldywomen being
significantly more jealous than men in response to emotional itfidekre found with students
and working adults, using both forced-choice and continuous measures, and across hypothetica
and actual infidelity scenarios. Examining effect sizes, the sex difesesgem to be more
pronounced for those who have experienced infidelity in the past. Lastly, thgnatiete
females and males differed significantly regarding overalirfgelof jealousy, with women
reporting greater overall levels of jealousy to both emotional andhkmfidelity. Interestingly,

this sex difference did not emerge among the working adult sample.
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Instead of investigating jealous feelings that arise in light afgdeed emotional and
sexual infidelity, Schutzwohl (2008) looked at feelings of relief upon learnindnyipathetical
bouts of infidelity had not taken place, predicting that women would be more deleedéscover
that emotional infidelity had not occurred and men would be more relieved indiadt that
sexual infidelity had not occurred. Almost 200 participants completed one fdroe® guestion
and two continuous rating scales, all of which were counterbalanced. Respomsend
hundred eighty college students who had experienced at least one commitieskkatd
relationship were included in the study. On the forced-choice question, sigthficeore women
(82%) than men (53%) were relieved to know that emotional infidelity had notredeewen in
the face of sexual infidelity. When examining the emotion ratings from th&goos questions,
men were significantly more relieved by sexual infidelity than women. Agthavomen were
more relieved by emotional infidelity than men, this sex difference did ach tatistical
significance. Within each sex, women were significantly more ediew learn that emotional
infidelity had not taken place. Although men were more relieved upon learnirgpiue
infidelity had not occurred, this was not statistically significant.

It was not until the publication of an article by Penke & Asendorpf (2008)Hbat t
consistently reported sex difference in sexual and emotional jealousym@ptualized in a
way that painted a clearer picture of what had previously been found.d%éarchers had
confirmed the existence of the sex difference as long as women and mesddiffére amount
of distress associated with only one type of infidelity. For example, if woreea found to be
significantly more distressed by emotional infidelity as compared g then a sex difference
was said to be found. This view is problematic, however, because it washefiease that
although a difference was found in emotional infidelity, men and women wereyegsiall
distressed by sexual infidelity, not to mention that the majority of men iagtstisdies would be
more distressed by emotional infidelity than sexual infidelity. Penke & Asph(R008)
highlighted this tendency to support the evolutionary hypothesis when ormyaloeffiects were
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found. They argued that two evolutionary hypotheses, with a total of four palthleges, should
have to be supported in order to confirm that there is an evolutionary bassswelth
documented sex difference. The first hypothesis and its two associategosibeses focus on
between-sex differences, stating that “men react more jealous td isdixigdity than women”
and that “women react more jealous to emotional infidelity than men” (phB)other two
hypotheses and accompanying sub-hypotheses, which relate to within-sex ciffestate that
“men react more jealous to sexual infidelity than emotional infideliygl’ #hat “women react
more jealous to emotional jealousy than to sexual infidelity” (p.5). In dodéne evolutionary
theory to be confirmed, an interaction effect would have to be found with both botlhésgot
and all four sub-hypotheses supported. The goals of the study were to test hdibrerg
hypotheses, limit cognitive processing in some conditions, and include not ardy-{croice but
continuous methods that asked about specific emotions evoked by infidelityicEehan
hundred eighty-four young adults between 20 and 30 years of age participated dotigidens
in a fixed order: forced-choice questions under cognitive constraimewlney were to respond
spontaneously, continuous ratings of four emotions (anger, anxiety, jeadodsyumiliation)
when asked to vividly imagine each scenario, and forced-choice questiomspah&ipants
were encouraged to take their time in responding and making a choiéerc8t-choice
infidelity questions were administered and possible responses were balarteed. Participants
were also separated into two groups based on attained level of educatEmielel consisting
of individuals who did not have a high-school diploma and a higher level who did haye a
school diploma. Findings suggested that although the majority of men ratedreahistiidelity
as more upsetting than sexual infidelity under the forced-choice conditiomswere
significantly more likely to choose emotional infidelity as more ujpggthan men. This sex
difference was even larger when participants were instructed toargd@ntaneous decision and
not deliberate. In addition, this sex difference was primarily due to diffakreates of jealousy
for emotional infidelity, not sexual infidelity. Results from the continuous iemoatings

94



revealed that women, overall, responded more negatively than men alceosstilns (i.e.
anger, anxiety, jealousy, humiliation). In regard to sexual infidelity, no skexetites were
found, with women and men feeling similar levels of anger, anxiety, jealoushuamitiation in
response to hypothetical scenarios of sexual infidelity. Significant Heretices were found in
response to emotional infidelity scenarios, with women feeling sginifiy more jealous,
anxious, and humiliated than men. As seen in regard to sexual infidelity, women and men did not
differ significantly in feelings of anger over emotional infidelibastly, women in the lower
education group rated emotional jealousy as more distressing than all otheragmgs all three
conditions. It is possible that less-educated females are most @dtbyssmotional infidelity
because they are more dependent on males to provide them with financialeesmat therefore
become more upset at the possibility of men leaving them for other women.rébgiée indicate
a sex difference in emotional infidelity but not sexual infidelity, theygloyiding support for
only one of the posed evolutionary hypotheses.

Sexual Orientation Differences in Affective Responses to Emotiodabarual Infidelity

In the earliest study found that investigated the relationships amoagautionary-
driven aspects of human mating along with potential sex and sexual orientHgoendes, 277
adults were recruited through urban advertisements (Bailey, Gaulini, ggdadue, 1994). Out
of 140 women, 69 were leshians and 71 were heterosexual, and of the 137 men, 72 were gay and
65 were heterosexual. The following seven measures were administeérédenast five created
by the authors: Buss et al.’s (1992) forced-choice questions, a scale ngeasuarosexuality, the
Interest in Uncommitted Sex scale, the Interest in Visual SexnallSscale, the Concern with
Partner’s Status scale, the Preferred Partner Age scale, angtréaimse of Partner’s Physical
Attractiveness scale. They found that heterosexual men were cagilifimore distressed by
sexual infidelity when compared to heterosexual women, lesbian women, and gay men. Thes
later three groups experienced similar levels of distress taarabinfidelity over sexual
infidelity. The authors suggested that future research should valigateeasures used in this
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study and recruit participants through other means since these participaatgolunteers and as
a result may have held more liberal views in comparison to the general pmpulati

Another group of researchers (Dijkstra, Groothof, Poel, Laverman, Sctaiarunk,
2001) set out to further the research on lesbhian and gay individuals’ aetypes of infidelity
that elicit jealousy by modeling the study conducted by Bailey et al. (1994)wia the
double-shot hypothesis, the researchers examined beliefs regarding ematicsetzal
infidelity. It was expected that gay males would find emotional infid&ditoe more upsetting
because this implies sexual infidelity and that lesbians would viewakimfidelity as more
upsetting as this would imply emotional infidelity. Furthermore, they wigiatexplore the
degree to which beliefs about the co-occurrence of infidelity influeneecklationship between
the sex of the participant and choice of most upsetting infidelity type. pleah237 Dutch
lesbian women (n = 99) and gay men (n = 138) with a mean age of 32.5 were redheted ei
gay bars or through a local magazine within the gay community. After il orientation
on a seven-point scale, bisexual participants were excluded from the studymaieng
participants completed a questionnaire that included Buss et al.’s shogagd®92, 1999) and
six more questions measuring the implications of infidelity (Harris &stdmield, 1996) for
one’s partner, an average gay individual of the same sex (DeSteno & Salovey, 1996k self.
Lesbians were shown to be more distressed by sexual infidelity than gay Ineeeasvgay men
were more distressed by emotional infidelity than were lesbiatiroUgh lesbians reported
being more upset by sexual infidelity, these differences were small, ansltthevgay male
participants’ significant distress by emotional infidelity thaghtened the sex difference. It is
possible that the choice of which type of infidelity is more upsetsimgfiuenced more so by the
sex of one’s partner than oneself. When the partner is a male, emotiakaitinfvas more often
viewed as more upsetting, whereas with female partners, emotional andisicelsy were
chosen at equal rates. In addition, beliefs about the co-occurrence afrexhatid sexual
infidelity influenced the effect of participant sex on which type oflielity was more upsetting,
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lending support to the “double-shot hypothesis”. Moreover, gay men viewedaaiatifidelity
as more upsetting with age, whereas no age differences were foundandesiiaddition, gay
men who had a larger reported number of sexual partners more often viewed enrdiceday i
as most upsetting. Overall, it seems that lesbians have similes &eheterosexual men
(sexuality infidelity as more upsetting), whereas gay men haveasiviglws as heterosexual
women (emotional infidelity as more upsetting). More importantly, thelgixence in which
type of infidelity was more upsetting was only present for participants vehe eurrently
involved in a committed relationship. Future research should include hexteabgarticipants as
a control group.

Sexual orientation as well as possible sex differences in sexual andreahalousy as
proposed by both evolutionary and sociocultural theories have also been exé@hieetd &
Wolfe, 2001). Following the evolutionary hypothesis, it was predicted that bptingl
heterosexual men would be more distressed by sexual infidelity than lesbian aoseertd
females. From a sociocultural perspective that considered reldpdrediefs from three
hypotheses (double-shot, discounting, cognitive adaption) along with examining théepossib
influence of gender identity and social support, it was expected that a wigeafjealousy
patterns could appear. Over 200 individuals were recruited for partcigedm a lesbian, gay,
and bisexual conference and from a Midwestern university (98 males, 56042 an
heterosexual; 104 females, 29 lesbian and 75 heterosexual). Gay individualsdwadagmof
26.26 whereas heterosexual participants were, on average, 19.94 years of agmrRarti
completed Buss et al.’s (1992) forced-choice infidelity questions, De&@red Salovey’s (1996)
“double-shot” hypothesis questions, questions related to the discounting and/ecgiaptation
hypotheses, the Personal Attributes Questionnaire measuring genddy,idedtthe Social
Supportive Behaviors Questionnaire. Heterosexual male participantsegepemg more upset
by sexual infidelity than all other groups, even though they too rated emotifidelityyas more
distressing on one of the forced-choice hypothetical scenarios. The odeegtbups rated
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emotional infidelity as more upsetting when compared to sexual infidetije heterosexual
men rated the two types of infidelity as equally distressing. In addd#n interesting finding was
identified in heterosexual men; it seems they may be more upset by séxigdity because they
are more likely to expect their betraying female partners to lbéawve. _ooking at the results in
relation to gender-role adherence and social support, these possible texpdanare not
supported. Furthermore, the authors stated that the evolutionary tresonotwssupported because
study results showed that infidelity views were not sex-specificeMar, neither the “double-
shot” nor “cognitive adaptation” hypotheses were supported. On the other handstoeifiting”
hypothesis was supported with sexual infidelity being less of a threat idnenfaithful partner
is a heterosexual male because of the belief that this would not bausetination of a
relationship.

Recruiting lesbian, gay, and heterosexual individuals of varying bigegs (2002)
attempted to examine participant responses to both real instanceddftinéind imagined
scenarios. The sample was comprised of 210 adults from communitiesharsoDalifornia,
with each group containing an almost equal number of participants (48 lesimany49
heterosexual women, 50 gay men, and 49 heterosexual men) and a mean age of around 37 years
for the total sample. Participants responded to Buss et al.’s (1992¢lfcinoice infidelity
scenarios along with questions regarding experiences with real boutslelitnfHeterosexual
men were found to be more upset by sexual infidelity than the other three groupsséxeta
females, lesbians, and gay men) However, only one of these differendesdrstatistical
significance; heterosexual men rated sexual infidelity as signiljcanore distressing than
lesbian women. This finding contradicts results from other studieshibated that heterosexual
men and lesbian women responded similarly to infidelity dilemmas. Las#yiniportant to
mention that in this study as well, it was the responses from heteros@emahwesbian women,
and gay men that created the differences in views about infidatityneterosexual men’s
responses. Moreover, it should be noted that heterosexual men were messetisby emotional
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infidelity than sexual infidelity. When actual instances of infigeliere examined, around 70
percent of all participants had been the victims of infidelity aitleace. Lastly, no sex or sexual
orientation differences were found in which infidelity type was more tipgethen examining
experiences with infidelity, with emotional infidelity more déstsing for all four groups.

Most recently, sexual orientation differences in responses to hypotlesticaonal and
sexual infidelity scenarios were assessed within a Braziliapleashlesbian (n = 35) and
heterosexual women (n = 72), and gay (n = 42) and heterosexual men (n = 68) using continuous
measures and Buss et al.’s (1992) forced-choice questions (deSousxawer Taira, & Otta,
2006). Results of forced-choice questions showed heterosexual men to be sifynificae
upset by sexual infidelity than heterosexual women. Responses of lesbian andigaamsr
fell in between those of heterosexual participants, indicating sileilals of distress for both
sexual and emotional infidelity. When continuous measures were used tha¢dsgsatousy
related to specific actions such as pleasurable sex, flirting, actirattat, the sex difference
between heterosexual women and men disappeared. Moreover, lesbians resporadgdteimil
heterosexual men. These groups rated pleasurable sex to be significanttijstnessing than
both flirting and attachment, whereas gay men and heterosexual women rdsametdaother in
rating pleasurable sex, flirting, and attachment as distressing onrsewéés.

Effects of Infidelity Expectations on Affective Responses to EmotiorthBaxual Infidelity

Only one study is known of that has examined the violation of infidelity expmattat
hypothesis as compared to the evolutionary hypothesis to explain sex diféererogotional
and sexual infidelity (Cramer, Lipinski, Meteer, & Houska, 2008). This vamlaif infidelity
expectations hypothesis states that an individual finds an unfaithfoeparinfidelity more
upsetting when it does not meet the individual's expectations. In other wordenwdghfind
emotional infidelity as more upsetting then men because women expect thatlhbe sexually

unfaithful, not emotionally unfaithful. Men, on the other hand, will find womerksale
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infidelity as more upsetting than emotional infidelity because emotiofidélity would be
expected whereas sexual infidelity would not be expected.

One hundred eighty-nine undergraduate women and men voluntarily completed the
Infidelity Expectations Questionnaire and the Relationship Dilemmas Questi(RDQ);
adapted from Buss et al. 1992 and Buss et al. 1999), which is comprised of forced-choice
mutually exclusive, and combined infidelity questions. Results from the IEQajueste
suggested that women were more likely to expect men to be sexually unfathéreas men
were more likely to expect women to be emotionally unfaithful. Furthermesponses from the
Relationship Dilemmas Questionnaire (RDQ) revealed that women vegecupset by emotional
infidelity whereas men were more upset by sexual infidelity. According tauthers, this lends
support to the violation of infidelity expectations hypothesis because tliwpzants were more
upset by the type of infidelity that was expected not to occur. However, whsticloggression
analyses were conducted, no support was found for this hypothesis. Instead sgpmatgrwas
found for the evolutionary hypothesis with sex of the participant beingragstr predictor of
which infidelity type is more distressing than infidelity expectegion

Effects of Love on Affective Responses to Emotional and Sexual Infidelity

Amount of love felt within one’s romantic relationship, along with othetiofaahat
might effect which infidelity type is more distressing, was invesijat another study (Russell
& Harton, 2005). The authors had 142 undergraduate students who were currently involved i
heterosexual romantic relationships complete demographic questions alongnatis
measures that examined love, jealousy, sociosexual orientation, anariegedittitudes. A 13-
item Love Scale (Rubin, 1970) with internal consistencies of .84 for women&fat 18en was
measured on a 9-point Likert scale. The participants then ratedetheds bf distress and feelings
of insecurity and jealousy when reading either a hypothetical emotiosekoal jealousy
scenario. No significant sex difference was found regarding levelistoéss attributed to
emotional versus sexual jealousy, with both men and women reporting more disthessexual
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scenario. Furthermore, sociosexual orientation and egalitarian attitedesi@t found to be
predictors of which infidelity type was more distressing for partidpaHowever, love was
significantly related to one’s feelings of distress: people who rapodebeing as in love with
their partners were more upset by the emotional scenarios whersasvitinm experienced more
love with their partners were more upset by the sexual scenarios.

Russell & Harton (2005) demonstrated that love seems to play a rolecim wfidelity
type is viewed as more upsetting or distressing; however, the questomsedr in this study to
measure level of love within one’s relationship is methodologically camgebecause of its
limited number of items and lack of theoretical framework. On the other habdytRSternberg’'s
triangular theory of love has been extensively researched and appliemuswaays. According
to Sternberg, love is best conceptualized as a set of overlapping fedlmggts, and desires
that interact with one another to produce experiences of love (1987)irigjdawe as a triangle,
Sternberg identified three main ingredients that he believe®aséstently found cross-culturally
and universally across time and setting: intimacy, passion, and decisionfo@ntmintimacy is
defined as “feelings in a relationship that promote closeness, bondedness, antedosss”
(Sternberg, 1987, p. 38), passion is defined as “the expression of desires ahthateds
“manifest themselves through psychological and physiological aro&afhperg, 1987, p. 42),
and the decision/commitment component consists of “the decision to loveia otréa” and/or
“the commitment to maintain that love” (Sternberg, 1987, p. 46). Whereasmntssieelings are
hardest to control, one has the greatest amount of control over how much he dr ramit to
another person; level of control associated with intimacy fallesdrare in between that of
passion and commitment. In short-term relationships, passion is vital wihrheasy and
commitment seem to be less important. However, as relationships growcanaedeng-term,
the importance of passion declines, and intimacy and commitment inareagertance.
Finally, the shape of the triangle changes as the amount of each one tfitbes®mponents
increases or decreases. In order for two people to be satisfied witlothey relationship, it is
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best if their triangles representing ideal love are similar in shagéherefore overlap as much as
possible.

Researching his triangular theory of love, Sternberg developed a 45caEmcalled the
Sternberg Triangular Love Scale (Sternberg, 1987), consisting ofsthipeeales (passion,
intimacy, and decision/commitment) with 15 items in each subscale. Thamess
administered to 101 heterosexual adults, 51 women and 50 men, who were either married or
currently involved in a romantic relationship. Results of factor arsailydicated that all three
components were measuring what they were supposed to measure, anddatesiségncy
reliabilities were reportedly high. Moreover, scores across a# gubscales correlated highly
with scores on Rubin’s Love Scale (1970). In a test of prediction of relaticsediisfaction,

Sternberg’s Triangular Love Scale was a better predictor thaim’Rllove Scale.

102



APPENDIX B:

TABLES
Table 1
Sample Demographics
Characteristic M SD Range
Age 26.10 10.23 18-73
Length of Current Relationship in Months 37.38 51.85 1-368
N Percentage
Sex
Female 186 62.8
Male 110 37.2
Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual 171 57.8
Lesbian/Gay 125 42.2
Race/Ethnicity
Caucasian 224 75.7
African American 12 4.1
Asian American 9 3.0
Native American 5 1.7
Hispanic/Latina(o) 9 3.0
Biracial/Multiracial/Other 35 11.8
Marital Status
Single 163 55.1
Partnered/Common Law 102 34.5
Married 24 8.1
Divorced 2 0.7
Widowed 1 0.3
History of Infidelity in Current Relationship
Self Unfaithful 77 26.0
Partner Unfaithful 76 25.7
History of Infidelity in Past Relationship(s)
Self Unfaithful 140 47.3
Partner Unfaithful 167 56.4




Table 2
Summary of Intercorrelations, Means, and Standard Deviations for Predictor \egiabl

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Sex
2.S0O -.09
35.11
3. IEQ-E -.12* .10*
(14.29)
25.98
4. IEQ-S -.15%* .08 BOxE*
(15.96)
119.36
5. Intimacy 19%* -.00 - 24%%% L DBk
(15.96)
108.88
6. Passion 2% -.05 -.32%% L 26% .B9***
(22.56)
117.17
7. Commitment 14 .07 - 26%%*% - DE¥E* 7475 .80***
(20.54)

Note: Means (and standard deviations) for continuous variablgsem@ented along the diagonal,
with bivariate correlations entered as off-diagonal elements. Sexdle, 1 = female; SO
(sexual orientation): O = heterosexual, 1 = lesbian/gay; IEQ = Irtfid&kipectations
Questionnaire; S = sexual infidelity; E = emotional infidelity.

*p<.05, ¥*p< .01, **p<.001.
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Table 6

ANOVA Summary Table for Between-Subjects Effects

Source df SS MS F p
Sex 1 983.64 983.64 25.34 <0.001*
Orient 1 1841.72 1841.72 47.45 <0.001*
Sex * Orient 1 117.05 117.05 3.02 0.08
Error 292  11333.06 38.81

Note: Orient = Sexual Orientation.
* Significant at thep < .01 level.
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Table 7

ANOVA Summary Table for Within-Subjects Effects

Source Df SS MS F p
Inf Type 1 157.85 157.85 24.53 <0.001*
Inf Type * Sex 1 1.04 1.04 0.16 0.69
Inf Type * Orient 1 5.60 5.60 0.87 0.35
Inf Type * Sex * Orient 1 2.93 2.93 0.46 0.50
Error (Inf Type) 292 1879.21 6.44
Emotions SA 3 305.13 101.71 24.27 <0.001*
G-G2.63 305.13 116.08 24.27 <0.001*
Emotions * Sex SA 3 14.91 4.97 1.19 0.31
G-G2.63 14.91 5.67 1.19 0.31
Emotions * Orient SA 3 103.19 3440 8.21 <0.001*
G-G2.63 103.19 39.26 8.21 <0.001*
Emotions * Sex * Orient SA 3 12.14 4.05 0.97 0.41
G-G2.63 12.14 4.62 0.97 0.40
Error (Emotions) SA 876 367159 4.19
G-@67.54 367159 4.78
Inf Type * Emotions SA 3 118.09 39.36 28.03 <0.001*
GG- 257 118.09 4599 28.03 <0.001*
Inf Type * Emotions * Sex SA 3 12.75 4.25 3.03 0.03 *
G-G2.57 12.75 4.97 3.03 0.04 *
Inf Type * Emotions * Orient SA 3 5.94 1.98 1.41 0.24
G-G2.57 5.94 2.31 1.41 0.24
Inf Type * Emotions * Sex * Orient SA 3 2.79 0.93 0.66 0.58
G-G2.57 2.79 1.09 0.66 0.55
Error (Inf Type * Emotions) SA 876 1230.03 1.40
G-@49.63 1230.03 1.64

Note: Inf Type = Infidelity Type, Orient = Sexual Orientation, SA = Spitgrikssumed, G-G =
Greenhouse-Geissédf corrections. Greenhouse-Geisdecorrections are displayed for within-
subjects effects with more than one degree of freedom

* Significant at thep < .05 level.
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Table 8
Means for Sex * Infidelity Type * Emotions Significant Interaction

Infidelity Type

Sexual Emotional
Males Females Males Females
Anger 12.66 13.88 11.40 12.74
_ Anxiety 12.03 13.40 11.92 13.23
Emotions
Jealousy 12.21 13.28 12.06 13.31
Humiliation 11.24 13.15 10.77 12.09
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Table 9

Means for Sexual Orientation * Emotions Significant Interaction

Emotions

Sexual Orientation

Heterosexual Lesbian/Gay
Anger 13.61 11.73
Anxiety 13.34 11.94
Jealousy 13.49 11.93
Humiliation 13.08 10.54
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Table 10

Means for Infidelity Type * Emotions Significant Interaction

Emotions

Anger
Anxiety
Jealousy

Humiliation

Sexual
13.27
12.71

12.74
12.19

Infidelity Type

Emotional
12.07
12.58

12.68
11.43
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APPENDIX C:
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APPENDIX D:
RESEARCH STUDY MATERIALS

Informed Consent Page

Olivia Leeker - Rescarch Survey - Invitation to Participate Page 1 of 2

Oklahoma State University
College of Education
School of Applied Health & Educational
Psychology

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
o . OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY
| Ula. o2 idiiahe
R |
&/ [t PROJECT TITLE:
/ ;o/ 0 Effects of Sex, Sexual Orientation, Infidelity Expectations, and Love
SN ole W70 on Distress related to Emotional and Sexual Infidelity
INVESTIGATORS:

[ Olivia Leeker, M.S., Doctoral Candidate in Counseling Psychology
[ Al Carlozzi, Ed.D,; Professor, School of Applied Health and Educational Psychology

PURPOSE:

This research study is being conducted through Oklahoma State University. The purpose is to explore
individuals’ feelings about imagined acts of infidelity within their current romantic relationships. Participants
must be 18 years of age or older and currently involved in a romantic relationship.

PROCEDURES:
. Participation in this research study involves the completion of three questionnaires and a demographic sheet
which should take approximately 30-45 minutes to complete. Participation in this research study is
| | completely voluntary. If you choose to participate, please complete the questionnaires in this research study.
| There is no penalty for not participating and you have the right to withdraw your consent and participation at
any time. -

RISKS OF PARTICIPATION:

There are no foreseeable risks associated with this research study, including stress, psychological, social,
physical, or legal risks which are greater than those ordinarily encountered in daily life. If, however, you
begin to experience discomfort or stress in this project, you may end your participation at any time or skip
| | any of the questions.

BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATION:

Through participation in this research study, individuals will gain increased awareness of how they fecl
toward and view their current partners, along with how they might feel in reaction to infidelity within their
romantic relationships. This research will also help mental health professionals who work with romantic

htip://frontpage .okstate.edu/coe/olivialeeker/ 2/8/2010
g-d 85SB¥ESBI1E6 esinl nsp dL1:21 01 B0 924
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Olivia Lecker - Rescarch Survey - Invitation o Participate Page 2 nf 2

couples to imderstand how individusls respond b incidents of infidelity in their relationships and how Il'uif
varies when working with pppesile snd same-sen aouples. !

CONFILEMN TIALITY: 1
Al infirmation colkecled in this research study s strictly comfidential, There will be no way o conmect
particpanis’ numes with responses on the questionnaires. All data will be stored in 2 Incked file cabines
within the office of one of the prindpal investigators. Resaarch records will be stored securely for 3 years, and
only researchers and individuals responsible for research oversight will have acress o the records. All records
will be destroyed at the end of this perbod of LUime.

COMPTNSATION:

Uipon completion of the survey, interested particpants will b goided & a separabe webpage wiere they will
be asked ty provide thalr narmve, email address, and telephone rumber in order b enber o drawing b owin ane
af barn S23.000 gift cards from Walmast, Student participants recroited throngh the SONA system will alo be
ghven 4 seacarch credit for their porticipation in the research study

CONTACTS:

I you have any questions about the reseanch shudy, you may contacl Odivna Leeker. M5, al (%18) FM-4568, ar
D Al Carloeen at (18] 5-8083, If you have questions sbou! your Aghls as & resesrch valunieer, vou may
wmtact Ur. Shelia Kennison, [RB Chair, 219 Coodell Morth, Stlhwaper, OK 74078, 3057443377 or

Irbmsibeza by od u

PARTICIPANT RIGHTS:
Your perticipation in this Tescarch is vohmiary. There is po pernalty for not parficipating and you have tik
right to withdraw your rensent and participalion ot any lime i

CONSENT DOCUMENTATION:

1 have been Rally Inforimed aboul the procedures listed here. [ am aware of what [ will be asked to do and the
bemefits of my participation. [ sffiem that | s 18 yesrs of ege or older and cerrently invalved in & committed
romnaritic relationship. [have read and fully understand this consent form

| = -
i 17 yerms agroe 4 percticipale, plesse cick thw "Agres 1o Parlicipale” Tink shown belonw,
If you do ol wish to parlicipale, pleass close your browser window.

Clicking the “Agree to Participate” limk will serve as your signatare for participation in this stady.

o — e i,
ﬂimﬂ?ﬁéﬁw - :i‘li-‘.}a Stzte Univ. |
{ £33 Now 2009 " me |

ctpe3

(P EDh/y |
bapu/iirontpage. okstate edu/coc/olivialecker/ 82010
g9-d BS58FESB16 ESINL nsQ dLT:2T 01 60 924
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Demographic Sheet

Directions: Please answer each question by checking or filling in the blainest describes
you.

1) How old are you? ______ Years of Age
2) Sex: _ Female __ Male
3) What is your sexual orientation?
_____ Heterosexual _____ Gayllesbian _____ Bisexual
4) Please check the blank that best describes your sex interests:
_____ Opposite sex interests only
Mostly opposite sex, rare same sex interests
Both opposite sex and same sex interests, with more opposite
Equal same and opposite sex interests
______ Both opposite sex and same sex interests, with more same
__ Mostly same sex, rare opposite sex interests
______ Same sex interests only

5) Race (Check all that apply):

_____ African American/Black ______American Indian/Native American
_____Asian/Asian American ______Hispanic/Latino(a)
__ White, non-Hispanic ___ Other (Describe):

6) Are you:
_____ Single _____ Partnered/Common Law _____ Married
______ Separated _____ Divorced __ Widowed

7) How long have you been involved with your current romantic partner?

(Time in years and months, ex. 5 years, 3 months)

8) Have you ever been unfaithful in your current romantic relationship?es _y no

A. If yes, what type(s) of infidelity have you committed?
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Emotional
Sexual
Both

9) Has your current partner ever been unfaithful to you? yes

A. If yes, what type(s) of infidelity did she/he commit?
Emotional
Sexual
Both

10) Have you ever been unfaithful in a past romantic relationship?

yes

no

A. If yes, what type(s) of infidelity did you commit?
Emotional
Sexual
Both

11) Has a past partner ever been unfaithful to you? yes

A. If yes, what type(s) of infidelity did she/he commit?
Emotional
Sexual

Both
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Continuous emotion ratings (Penke & Asendorpf, 2007)

Please now report (without being distracted) what you would feel imtlog/ing six situations.
Please continue to think about your relationship with your current partnaseRtg to imagine
the situations vividly and realistically, as well as what you wouldyréz| in the situations.

Lo, 2 S Aot 5
“not at all” “moderately” “extremely”
Sexual

Imagine your partner enjoys passionate sexual intercourse with apetken and tries different
sexual positions with him/her.

1. __ How much anger would you feel?

2. ___ How much anxiety would you feel?

3. __ How much jealousy would you feel?

4.  How much humiliation would you feel?

Imagine that your partner has sexual intercourse with another person, but getairethat they
will not form a deep emotional attachment.

1. _ How much anger would you feel?

2. __ How much anxiety would you feel?

3. __ How much jealousy would you feel?

4. _ How much humiliation would you feel?

Imagine that your partner has sexual intercourse for just one nighamagther person and is still
sexually interested in the former lover, but is no longer in love withp#Tison.

1. _ How much anger would you feel?

2. __ How much anxiety would you feel?

3. ___ How much jealousy would you feel?

4.  How much humiliation would you feel?
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Emotional

Imagine your partner forms a deep emotional attachment to that pérson and falls in love
with that other person.

1. __ How much anger would you feel?

2. __ How much anxiety would you feel?

3. __ How much jealousy would you feel?

4. _ How much humiliation would you feel?

Imagine that your partner forms a deep emotional attachment to another patgauy are
certain that they will nobhave sexual intercourse.

1. _ How much anger would you feel?

2. __ How much anxiety would you feel?

3. ___ How much jealousy would you feel?

4.  How much humiliation would you feel?

Imagine that your partner becomes emotionally involved with another persassitid i
emotionally involved with the former lover, but is no longer sexually intedes this person.

1. _ How much anger would you feel?

2. ___ How much anxiety would you feel?

3. __ How much jealousy would you feel?

4.  How much humiliation would you feel?
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Infidelity Expectations Questionnaire (IEQ; Cramer et al., 2008)

Please think of the serious committed romantic relationship that yoentdy have. Imagine
discovering that the person with whom you are seriously involved becameteddresomeone
else.

Rate the likelihood of your partner engaging in the following actions hétlother person using
the seven-point scale provided below.

1o 20, K T S 5., C TUTT 7
“partner definitely “partner definitely
will not” will”

Emotion-intimacy
1. Trusting another person with his/her deepest thoughts and feelings.
2. Being in situations with another person where they would cry together.
3. Falling in love with another person.
4. Being vulnerable with another person by letting his/her guard down.
5. Becoming extremely happy knowing that he/she is needed by another person.
6. Openly expressing his/her needs to another person.
7. Communicating openly and honestly with another person.
8. Feeling comfortable showing that he/she cares for another person.
__ 9. Being more committed to another person.
____10. Spending more money on another person.

Sexual

1. Telling another person that his/her body looks and feels great.
______ 2. Having incredible foreplay with another person using some sexual toys.
__ 3. Trying many different sexual positions with another person.
4. Calling another person at work and talking dirty.

5. Walking into a bedroom wearing nothing but whipped cream for another person.
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6. Putting on a show by undressing slowly for another person.
7. Giving or getting oral sex.

8. Showering and sharing a sensual massage with another person using warm
scented oils.

9. Experimenting with rough sex, anal sex, or being tied up.

10. Fulfilling another person’s kinkiest sexual fantasies.
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The Sternberg Triangular Love Scale
(Sternberg, 1988)

The blanks represent the person with whom you are in a relationship. Rate &awbrdtan a 1-
to-9 scale, where 1 = “not at all”, 5 = “moderately”, and 9 = “extremely& idgermediate points
on the scale to indicate intermediate levels of feelings.

1. 2., S 4. ST 6. Toiiiinnn 8.oiis 9
“not at all” “moderately” “extremely”

Intimacy Component

1. | am actively supportive of 's wellbeing.

2. | have a warm relationship with

3.l am able to count on in times of need.

4, is able to count on me in times of need.

5. I am willing to share myself and my possessions with

6. | receive considerable emotional support from

7. | give considerable emotional support to

8. | communicate well with

9. | value greatly in my life.

10. | feel close to

11. I have a comfortable relationship with

12. | feel that | really understand

13. | feel that really understands me.

14. | feel that | can really trust

15. | share deeply personal information about myself with

Passion Component

__16. Just seeing excites me.

____17. I'find myself thinking about frequently during the day.
____18. My relationship with is very romantic.
_19.1Ifind to be very personally attractive.
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20. | idealize

21. | cannot imagine another person making me as happy as does.

22. 1 would rather be with than with anyone else.

23. There is nothing more important to me than my relationship with

24. | especially like physical contact with

25. There is something almost “magical” about my relationship with

26. | adore

27. | cannot imagine life without

28. My relationship with is passionate.

29. When | see romantic movies and read romantic books | think of

30. | fantasize about

Decision/Commitment Component

31. | know that | care about

32. | am committed to maintaining my relationship with

33. Because of my commitment to ,  would not let other people

come between us.

34. | have confidence in the stability of my relationship with

35. | could not let anything get in the way of my commitment to

36. | expect my love for to last for the rest of my life.

37. 1 will always feel a strong responsibility for

38. | view my commitment to as a solid one.

39. | cannot imagine ending my relationship with

40. | am certain of my love for

41. | view my relationship with as permanent.

42. 1 view my relationship with as a good decision.
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43. | feel a sense of responsibility toward

44. | plan to continue my relationship with

45. Even when is hard to deal with, | remain committed to our

relationship.
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Study Confirmation/Counseling Resource Information page

~~~ Thank you ~~~

You have successfully completed the survey

Your participation is greatly appreciated

To enter your name for

A DRAWING TO WIN ONE OF TWO $25.00
GIFT CARDS TO WALMART

Please Click Here

Counseling Resource Information
If, after your participation in this study, you feel you would like to speak {o
someone about any thoughts or feelings that might have occurred in rel@tior

to the questions asked, please feel free to contact any one of the agencjes
listed here.

In Stillwater: In Tulsa:

Counseling Psychology Clinic OSU- Tulsa Counseling Center

Oklahoma State University 2419 Main Hall
111 PIO Building Tulsa, OK 74106
Stillwater, OK (918) 594-8568

(405) 744-6980

I lniviAveihr CAalinealina CAanniane Necnnintad MAantAarvre fAar ThAarang
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Oklahoma State University
316 Student Union
Stillwater, OK

(405) 744-5472

Psychological Services Center
Oklahoma State University
118 North Murray Hall
Stillwater, OK

(405) 744-5975

7010 S. Yale, Suite 215
Tulsa, OK 74136
(918) 492-2554

Family and Children’s Services
650 S. Peoria Ave.

Tulsa, OK 74120

(918) 587-9471

Close your Browser Window
to exit this survey
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Drawing Entry page

Drawing Entry Form

Please provide your information below in order to b
entered into a drawing to win one of two $25.00 gift ce

from Walmart.

(All fields are required)

s

|

First Name.

Last Name.

E-mail Address.

Telephone Number

> =

rea Code Prefix

pet

-

Number

Submit Form

Reset Form |

ds
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Recruitment Scripts

Becruitment Script for Leshian/Ciay Individuals

{provided in-person. or via email or Facebook)
Hello, everyone! My name 15 Olivia Lecker, a g vear doctoral student in the Counseling
Psychology PhD program at Oklahoma State University. | am currently conducling a

research project for my disserlution exploring individuals’ feclings about imagined acts
of infidelity within their current romantic relationships.

If you are over the age of 18, sclf-identity as leshian or gay, and are involved in a current
romantic reladonship, we would like to encourage vou to participate in this study by
completing an onlineé survey at it Tronipage.okstale.edw/'coefolivialegker) which
should take approximately 30 to 45 minutes to complete.

Lipon completion of the survey, micresied participants will be direcicd to a scparate
website (so that names will not be connected to survey responses) where they can enter
into a drawing to WIN one of two $25.00 gifl cards 10 Walmarl by providing Lthe
[ollowing information: name, cmail address, and telephone number.

Pleuse feel free o ask any guestions you may have.

Thank you fer your time and help!

o Coppby
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Email 1o be sent 1o Dklahoma State [niversitv faculty a list 5} 10
help in recruitment ol universil 13

Subject: | NEED YOUR HELP IN RECRUITING STUDY PARTICIPANTS

I necd vour help in inviting undergraduate and praduate students to participate in my
dizsertation study, My namce is Olivia Leeker, a 3™ year doctoral student in the
Counscling Psvchology PhD program al Oklahoma State Umniversity. | am currently
conducting a research praject for my dissertation exploring individuals® feelings abowt
imagined acts of infidelity within their current romantic relationships.

I am asking that you take a moment to announce this study to your undergraduate and
gradumie students either during class time or by forwarding this email to them. Anyone
over the age of 18 who indicales they are currently involved in & committed romantic
mimmnshlp is able 1 pﬁ"ilclpﬂe Intenm-ed students should goto

) g ; "o take tas boef 30-45 minute online

Upon completion of the survey, participants will be directed 1o a separate wehsite (so that
their names will not be connected 1o their responscs) where they can enter inlo a drawing

o WIN ome ol twoe $25.00 gifi cands w0 Walmart by providing the following information:

name, email address, and telephone number.

Pleasc feel free to contact me at olivialeckeriiokstale.edu if vou have any yuesiions.
Thank you in advance for vour time and help!

DHE-M Unl-u._

L7

e
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Recruitment Seript for university students

{provided in-person, or via email or Facebook)

Hello, evervone! My name is Olivia |eeker, 2 3" year doctoral sudent in the Counseling
Psychology PhID program at Oklahoma State University. | am currently conducting a
research project for my dissertation exploring individuals® feelings about imagined acts
of infidelity within their current romantic relationships.

If you are over the age of 18 and currenily imvolved in a committed romantic relationship,
| would like to cncourage you Lo participate in this study by completing an online survey
at hutp; fronipage oksiate cdu/coc/olivialecker! which should take approximately 30 to 45

minutes to complete,
Upon completion of the survey, interested participants will be directed to a separate
website {so that names will nol be connected to survey responses) where they can enler

into & druwing to WIN one of two $25.00 gift cards w Walman by providing the
following information: name, email address, and telephone number.

Please feel froe to ask any questions you may have.

Thank vou for your lime and help!

Wi Blml Univ.

|
ad
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APPENDIX E:

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Monday, December 217, 2009

[RE Apchcataon Mo EDO9164

Proposal Title: Effects of Sex, Sexusl Orientation, Infidelity Expectations, and Love on
Distress Redated to Emotional and Sexual Infidality

Reviawad and Exarmpt

Proceszed a3

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 122002010

Principal

Investigator(s);

Oina Lookor Al Canarn

10850 E. 618t Apt 1317 MH 2415, T00 N. Greemwood
Tulsa, OK T4133 Tulsa, OK 74108

The IRE application refenenced Sbove has been approved, It is the judgmant of the reviewers that the
nights 6nd welfare of indvduals whe may be asked to participats in this study will be respecied, and thal
the ressarch will B CONMECHBG N 0 MANNE" CONMRMENT with the [RE reqursmsnts & cutined in section 45
CFR 45.

i The final wershons of any prnted rescruitment, consent and sssant documents bearing the IRE approsal
stamp are stiached io this lstter. These are the versions thal must be used during 1he shudy

Al Princpal Ireestigator, i s your responsdbility 1o 9o the following:

1. Conduct this shedy exactly 35 4 has been approved. Any modifications 1o the rezesrch profocol
muat b submitted with the appropriste signatures for IRE approval

2. Submit a request for continuaion if the study exdends beyond the appioval penod of one calendar
year, This contimeation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue

3. Repor ary sdversse events o the IRE Char proamptly. Adverss evenls are those which amn
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of Bhis research: and

4. Motify the IREB office in weiling when youl reseaich projéct B complats

Pisase nota that approved protocols arg subjuct o monitoring by the IR and that the IRE offics fas e
authority o inspect research reconds associaled with this protocol af any Bme. If you heve quesSons
about the IRB proosdures or nesd any sssistance from the Board, pleass contac! Beth McTeman in 219
Cordel Nofth (phone 405-T44-5700, beth meteman@onstate. ady).

/ phe

Kenmzon, Chalr
Instituhional Raview Baard
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