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tor poach. The mean ratings provided by both men and women for the major-
itv ol the benefirs were between Z.0and 3.0 F comirast; the mean ratings
given by both-men and vwomen for the majonty {13 of 19) of the costs assea-
aled with poaching were above 5.0, Em_ru:zn :._L these costs would deter
them from peaching. Meén gave a mean rating below 5.0 for five of the costs.
VWomien gave a meatl rating below 5.0 for three of the costs

These results sugaest that both sexes perceive the costs exclusively asso-
clated with poaching as outwerghing the benelits exclusnely associated with
poaching. Davies et al, (2006h), therelore, argued that ceteris paribius, when
given the choice, both men and women will rehably choese 10 mate with
unatached, as opposed 1o attached, individuals. As such, the results indicate
thay people will avold paaching il there is & suffciently aursciive unattachen
irividual available or attaineble. In ether words, for men and women to be
mitivated o poach, arpued Davies et al., either any availableattached indivd-
ual malist be peroeived as being more attractive than any avallable unattached
Lickividual or there must be no urmanached mdividual attainable

These Andings led Davies et al 20006k 1o suggest thar, in some
instances, peaching may be stimilar as 2 mating strategy (although mot as
morally reprehensible) to rape as deprcted by Thornhill and Thornhill (1983)
i their mate deprivarion hypothests. This hypothesis holds that rape is an
evilved Condilional manng strategy of men, engaged m when mates cannol
be secured through nonagpressive sinegies: Davies er al., therefore, argued
P, inosome instances, poaching may be an evalved conditional strategy by
which individuals who are unuble to gecure unattached mates of acceprable
attractivencss can avold being left our of the mating game, without résorting
to tape. 11 the case ol me, of 1@ aggressive seduction, in the case of women
This led Davies et al. to hypothesize that men and women mayv pursue a hier
archy ol conditional maring straregies. First, they try to anracr an unattached
individual of sulhcienn arrracnveness, D pone of acceprable arrractiveness is
wvailable or snamable, some men ard women may then rry 1o poach g suf-
liclently attracrive antached indwvidual. If none 15 available; some men and
women iy then reson Lo coercive mating s

Davies et al. (20061 stated that this hierarchy of mualing strategies hypoth-
e5is 15 in avcordance with the relanve degree of opprobrium associated with

these mating strutegies. Thus, dueto the fact th
of social standing increase as one moves down this hierarchy from attraeting
unattached indinduals, through poaching, 1o coercion, individuals may dio 50
artly when the immediately higher sirategy appears to be closed 10 them
For several benellts and costs associated with poaching, Davies et
{2006h) found sex differences: We cutline these i the secnon that follows

Sex Differences in Ratings for Benefits and Costs
Diavies ¢l gl (20068 band severd] sex dilferences regarding participants
perceplions of henefits and costs exclusively associared with poaching In
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meussing these sex differences. Thavies et al. illustrated how evolutionary
payvchological reasoning can be used to account for human motivalions
Women rated the "danger of being physically harmed by the partner of
| poached” a greater disincentive to pouching than did men, across all three
remporal contexts: for a short-term sexual partner (L2120 =214, p< 053], lor
7 leng-term sexual partner {0 (212) = 217, p < 03): for a new monogamous
~lanienship [t (212) = -3.05, p < 03], Throughoul human evitutionary his-
riry, physical violence has heen a central feature ol intra-male competition for
mutes, and is the primary veasom why men have evolved o, bypically, have a
er hody mass than women (Geary, 1998), Any men who displayed a fear
i ke physically harmed inintra-male competition would have given thor
same-sex rivalsa psychologicaladvantage m such contests and. conseguently,
are Tikely to have had u relauvely low reproductive suceess. Accordingly, men
ame eapected to have evolved o psychology that causes them to be less ikely 1o
sperlence lear in response W theeals of violence or mare likely to self-deceive
or Lo Dluff about their fear. Henge, the lower rutings given by men
fen gave a higher rating than women lor the henelit, "challenge of rrymg
w attract sameane away from their pariner.” ws o short-werm sexual _._..__:_.__4 _.4
3= 333, p< 05] and for a long-term sexual allalr 1t (203 = 200, p=
YMon also gave o hgher ratng than women for the benelit ol gaining an “epo
nuest From successiully poaching someone as a short-lerm sexual partner i
L3 = 2.7, p < 05 These findings mighe have been predicted through the
forl o Lrng evolLLIndny reisonang

Warnen's obllgitory parental investnenn bs o greser than that af men
Whereds men must solely contribute o single epoulae, ance impregnaed,
woonnteny must gestace the chilel foe & pionchs wod, throwphoul much of human
cvolutlonary story were obliged 1o lactate lor several years alter giving birth
onwell, 1979 Dy this pertod of gestarion and factation, evolving woren
wanhd have rematned inlerrile Inaddimon, mcompansem o that of men,

watten's fertility exhibuls prester variahiliny over the lifespan fallingara rela-

LEVEDY

@ rage from e mud - wedate pwenties unul ending after menopanse
ltus means tharar any paricalar time during human evelution, the poal of
terie wornen will have been signilicantly smaller than the pool of lentile
fen. This will huve been exacerbared by the Fact that evolving humans, like
Aumats today, were effectively polygynous (Alexander, Hoadland, Howard,
Noonan, & Sheérman, 19799 resuliing in some men monopolizing sexnal
deeess to mwore than one woman. Consequently, o relatvely large mumber of
lertiie men will have heen competing lor sexual acoess 1w a relatvely small
number of ferrile worner. In addition, the relarively small physiological con-
Sramt on the reproductive suctess of men means that once a man has wmipree-
.._.ur.i One woman, he cangan _.r_.,_umu., ﬁE._,f.__z_.u, TELCWE CAT T IMPEE rale E“ma?...q
Mhus, the incremental inerease in reproductive success relalive to same-sex
w_,...;u. pained from each additional mate secured is far greater for men than u
5 hor women
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The foregoing means that. n comparison 10 women, men ars subject ©
a telatively: gremer intensity of intrasexual competitnon for mates: It follows
that, relative to women; men may have evolved a psychology thet mativates
them to be more willing to undertzke the challenges and risks assocated
Wwith allracting mates for nonexclusive relationships (i.e., lor short-term sex or
long-term sexual affairs) and to gain more of a thrill from doing so (Wilson
& Daly. 1985}, The reproductive benelits that men. In comparison o women,
can secure from having multiple mates also may account for the finding that
men gave a higher rating than women for the benefit of gaining an “ego hoost”
fram successfully praching someone as a short-term sexual partner.

Women gavea higher rating than men for the cost, “suffer shame and gain
a liad reputation” il one becomes known to have poached someone. across all
temporal comtexts: [or a short-term sexual partner [1(209) = -3.22, p< 05/ lor
along-termsexual allair | 1 (208) =-3.49, p< 05]; fora monogamous long-term
relatimship | £4207) = -3.64, p = .05]. Evolutionary psychological meta-theory
predicts that, due to patermity uncertainty, men will have an evolved psychal-
apry that motivates them to avod long-term commitments with women who
havve a reputation for being sexually promiscucus (Buss, 1989). Accordingly,
might be predicted that women will have, in turn, evolved a psychology that
triotivites them to avold gammung such a reputatien. This may account for the
relatively high ranng given by women 1o the cost associated with ganing a
reputation for poaching individuuls lor relationships other than those that are
Bith long-term and monogamous. This argument does not, however, account
for why women wish Lo avold & reputation for having poached someone lor
a monogmous, long-term relatiomship, Futore research might query indi-
viduals ubout their views on forming an exclusive long-term relationship with
someone who has a reputanion for being a poacher 1 men indicate that they
would be unwilling 1o form a long-term relatonship with women who have
a reputation for poaching individuals for such a relationship, this would he
consistent with women's unwillingness 1o pam a reputanon for dong so

Davies et al, (2006h) lound it interesting that the only signtheant sex dif

ferenves idéemifed in their study were that men reported that certain benefits:
would he more Likely 1o motivate them to poach and that women reported that

cerain costs would be more likely o deter them [rom peaching. They stated

that, although it is impartant to keep in mind that men gave all of rhe benefits.

1 rating of |ess than 5.0—mdicatmg that none of the benefits would be likely
to mativate them to poach—these sex differences suggest that, in comparison
torwomnen; for men to be motivated 1o poach, rthe anached individual need not
be so much more anractdve than the unanached indwsdual This led Davies
et al. 1o predict that men may be more ready than women w move down the
aforementiomed hierarchy of mating srrategies frome general romantic ait@eton
try poaching, This prediction is supported by hindings that, scross numerous
world Tefions, men feport engaging inmore podching attempts than do women
(Davies et 4l , 2006, Schmitt et al,, 2004, Schrmir & Buss, 2001
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Davies et al. (2006b) discussed several aspects in which their study gt
ke limited. Tn the next section, we consider these limisanons and ourline how
Davies et al suggested that they might be addressed in uture research.

Limitations and Future Directions

A= none of the benefits but most of the costs exclusively sssociated with
puaching received a rating above 5.0, Davies et al, (2006b) concluded that
their results indicate that men and women will ¢hoose to poach only when
the attached individual is sufficiently more attracrive than the unattached
mdinvidual. They supgested that it might be argued, however, that they sim-
ply farled o ddentily any of the benefits exclusively assomated with peaching
hat would motivate individuals w poach, Davies 210 al. helieved this 1o be
arhikely, This is due to the kel that they presented participants with a1 ben:
ehin exclusively associated with poaching it they identilied Fom o review
of the poaching literature, as well us additonal potential benelits that they
v ; fromy evalutionary psychological principles, I, therelore, seemed rey-

+ to assume, atgued Davies et al, that if there were benefits exclusive
L ot _.;:,, that do mativate _jn_dia::_m to poach, at least one of the benefis
presented to participants in their study would have been among them
An with any study that employs a sell-report methodology, there 15 always
possabilivy that parueipams' resporses may be influenced by sooal desie
ability concerns, Thus, participants ooy baee Bled to give any of the benefis
aratiig gredeer than 50 due W social norms that Trown upon the stealing of
the rovmantic partiers o others: Divies et al, {20060} contended thut these
cuteerns were somewhiar oantigated by the fact that participants were sssured
buth verbally and in written form of the anomyrmity of their responses, Self-pre-

tatin congerns may, however, srill have made some participants reluctan
L report that any of L:. herelits would mativate them to poach. Neverthe-
le=s arenirl 30% of men and 30% of women in their sample reported having
ditempred (o posch someone ul sorae tne (Davies ecal,, 200640 Thus, argued
Pavies 1 al | as it does not seem reasonable thay scll-presemation concerns
would have prevented participants lvom admitting that any of the benehies
witlibd motivate them to poach, while failing to prevent them from admitting
Teactually having attempted to poach, 4t appears unlikely thar such comeerns
grienrly influenced purticipants” rarings af henefits, Davies e al. staed that o
=eemed rensonable, therelre, to accepl the finding that none of the beneliis
considered in the study were substantial enough 1w motivate any of the par
Hesparis wo posch when the available anached and unanached individoals are
Percerved as heing equally atractive.

Davies et al. (2006k) suggested thar their Anding that lor men and women

10 be mativated to poach, any available anached individual must be perceived
s T_Emm mmore attractive than any available vnamached individual, indicates
fiat an ssue rhar should be investigated in Tutore research s how much more
#tractive than an unattached individual must an anached mdwidual be il

——y—_
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someone is 1o be motivated to poach. Further, given the aforementioned
hypothesis that men may beé more ready to move from artracting ::&.mﬁ_:r
individuals to peaching. there would be value in such research investigating
sex dillerefices in any such attractiveness disparity.

Ancther hmitation suggested by Davies et al. (20060} is thag participants
were asked to rate each benelit in sequential onder and belore they had been
presented with any of the costs. As ratings are hikely to be relarnve, not abso-
lute. the ratings given by participants may, thus, have been mfluenced by
order effects and the taet thar paruoipanis were unable to consider all ol the
bieviefits and costs belore providing raungs, Furiher, we speculate that actual
potential puachers might weigh up all benefits and all costs ugainst each other
siultnicously, Inreality, therefore, the decision-making process undergone
by individuals contemplating a mate poach may be more complicated than
that suggested by the question format used in the present study, in which
cach benefir and cost was tsolaied from sll others. Davies ¢t al. stated thar
[teure research into the motivitions lor and against poaching thar addresses
these limitations might secure ratings that better meflect the influence that
particular benefits and cosis have on poaching decisions

An addiioral powenual limuation considered by Davies er al. (2006b) is
thint 1 was assurned in constriciing the survey that the benelins and costs of
1:.._,_:_:__?:.., Independent. This assumption may nil be correcy, Por instunce,
the costs, “risk ol being physieally harmed” and “steess of concealment and
deceplion” may be related to the benehits, “challenge of trying to attract some-
ene away from their partner” and “excitement of an Hlicit alfair” Davies et
al, therefare, suggested that there s likely 10 be value m considering such
veciprocal relatemshaps m luture studies

Dravies et ul, 12006 suggested several varables not considered in their
study thay would be worthwhile considermg in fusure research. These include
whither the potennal poacher icanached orunattached, whether be or she has
dependent children, and whether the potential poached has dependent chil-
dren. Davies et al. stated that such luctors might affect any cost-benefit anaky-
ges eonducied by individuals whidn they are deciding whether 1o poach

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR COUNSELORS

Fvolunionary psychalogy posis that the mind consists of numerous domain-
specific psychologieal mechamsms, sach of which evolved because it mot-
water behavior that selved a particular adapuve problem. By doing so; these
miechanisims incréased the reproductive success of individuals pessessing them
relarive o thar of individuals who did not possess them. As a resubt the mecha:
nisms spread to fixation, such that all humans evolved o possess them

From an evolutionary psychological perspective, therelore, infidelity is
1ot seen as a psychalogical or behavioral disorder. Rather, miidelity is viewed
45 4 strarepy motivated by the proper operarion of an evolved psychological
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mechanism by which indimduals ‘atternpt to increase their own reproduc
tive success at the expense of that of their partners, Infidelity. therelore. is
=xpeled 10 have led to'the evolution of an addirional psycholegical mecha.
sizm thut dauses mdividuals to expericnee romantic jealousy in response to
a suspeeted or actual infidelity ol their partner. This is because ramantic H,m\__.
susy motivates individuals to enact behaviors that reduce the likelihood tha
their partners will commit-a romante infidehty or facilivate: them n E,.En_-
ing the repraductive costs assoctated with bemg the victitn ol an mAdeliy

sther. through a consideration of the sex difference in obligatore _._mzuﬂm__
imvestment, evelutionary psychologival veasoning has identibied thar men are
mirrs LRely o experivce greater disttess in response oo panner's sexoal
mfdelity, whereas women are more lkely to experience greater distress in
apirse g parknets emational fhdeling,

Anevolutionary perspective also suggests that, as at any particular tme
L humans” evelutionary lustory a significant propornon of individuals
will have heen mated, humans will have evolved a psycholomeal mechanism
lor mmate paaching. Inoaccordance with this, research presented in this chapies
mdicates thar a significant proportion of individitals are aware that the (ndi
vichals swith whom they are attempting e have sexual relations are currently
m porinally exclusive relationships with others. Moreaver, by lacilitating the
hentiheation of benelits and costs specifically assoctated with poaching and
arconniing lor sex dillerences in the impaortance placed on them, evolution
sreasoning has allowed researchers o gam a greater understanding of why
praple choose 1o pouch ve avoid domg so. T additen, such reasoning hus
crabiled researchiers o secare fndingsthat suggest that poaching is pursued
alv IF there are no unittached individuals of sullicient atmctiveness avail
Able This lias led eveluponary psychologists to hy pothesize thut people may
putsue 4 hlerarehy of mating steategles, mowhich posclung may [all berween
et __,._:__.r.r___._._._l dtiradimnn ..:.__"_ _..r..._n..._r.___. A__“.._...Z._ru......“_.n.u

Anowe are ot clinioans ourselves, we hesitate w oller specthic advice as

to b to counsel indwiduals wha commit or are vicums of infidelines. We
wpe, however, that this ehapter has illustrated the value of using evolution-
Aty reasoning w provide insight into inlidelity, Accordingly, we suggest that
By considering Lhe selection pressures thil resulied in the evolution of human
pvchology, counselors may herter inderstand Lhe motivations tha lead indi-
,_5 walz Lo comimit inlidelivies and the distress experienced by those who are
Septed un
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