CHAPTER 3

An Evolutionary Psychological
Perspective on Infidelity

ALASTAIR P C. DAVIES, TODD K. SHACKELFORD,
AND AARON T, GOETZ

INTRODUCTION: THE EVOLUTIONARY
PSYCHOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

Evolutionary peychalpgisis altempn 1o make sense of current human thought,
e, and bebavlor by carelul constderation of human evolutionary s
ary Ldver this petiod of tme, humans Jaced many adaptive problems tha
weded 0 be splved ro survive and reproduce: Generstion alter generation
cver millions of vears, narural selection gradually shaped (he human braw,
dvenng ceecultry thar was good at selving these adaptive problems of our
wncestors. The study ol psychologicad sduptations (or evolved psycholomeal

i evolved psychological mechanism is an infornmlion-processing muod-
L that was selected throughout a species’ evoluronary history hecause i
tullably produced behavior thal solved a particular sdaptive problem (Tooky

s Cosmides, 1992), Evolved psycholapical mechanisms ure understopd in
Lrrms af rheir specific mpur, decision rules, and outpue (Buss, 19953 Each
pavchological mechanism evolved Lo take ina nurrow range of informatton—
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information speclfic W a particular adaprive problem The informistio

i
iemials the adapiive problem that Is being

input) that the nrganism Teceives s .
confronted, The inpul. either internal or external, is then tmoslormed nto
omatprit 41.ez, hehavios, nhvsiclogical acrivity, or Inpui relayed 1o another psv

y—an i then™ procedure. An
h

cholpizical mechamsm) vis &
example of the inpul. decision Tules; and culpui of a pavchelogical mecha-
TS 15 appropriate.

Fruit can either be ripe or unnipe. because mipe Iruil 15 MoTe NUITILOUS
(te. calodcathy denge) than immature [ruit, humans have el
f om of fruit might

a preler-

ence for ripe fruit. The decision rule regarding the selecti

proceed as follows: “TF the [ruit 1astes sweet, then eat L” [Fall fruit was
! \ i TP L] STty JERl o g |
mally saturated with sugar all of the time, then that particular decision rule
veould not exist, The output associated wth this mechanism might be (o eat
g el B b sz rrimile 1] el an

the ripe fruitor 1o discard the unripe fruit. This examph illusirutes

that psychologicul mechanmsms can operate wILIIOUL any conRSCIOUS AWareness

fact

ot lormal learning, and that we are-ofren blind to thew undeedying logic Do

e L provides nuennon need

. . e
vain engey culorically dense fruit be o to carry

I ol | - I &t
gt arivities related 1o survival and reproduction? Or do you simply enjoy

swea it
same psychologists seem to be hostile 1o the idea ol applying evolution-
' ) :

ary theettes to human behavior, One cause of this unwa wed hostility is

th

_u_._.;..__.__._z._..__

1 to recogmze that evoluhonary and nonevolutionary approaches
2

eption that evolutionary analyses arc meompatible with (or less

an) nemevalutionary (e g, sopiologwal or culrural} analyses Such

pperite ar ditterent fes

of analvsis (linbergen, 1967 Evolutionary =ci-

mute (o distal) level

eritists wre rypically imterested i catesation at

A ultimate explunaion refers s the d function of arean

or miechanism, This is 1 conlrast 1o prosamate explanat

conrse, the mechanisms by which proximate causes are eftected
selves, evolved, proximate explanarions re ler 1o the immediate, nonevalution-
arv causes of 2 trait, behavior, or mechanism (e g, the genctic or cellular
causes) In our example of the mput, deciston rules, and output of 2 psycho-
lopteal mechanism associated with ripe fruir, one could correcrly note that
humans preler ripe frunt because 1 is perceived 1o be sweet (proximate cause)
and because it provides needed calories 1o perform duties related 1o survival
and reproduction (ultimaie cause) Although
rally dilferent, they are comparible and equally impartant
Lhie level of physical agpression ar vivlence in sociely oll
example of @ phenomenan where there exists a misconceived perception that
lutionary explana-

wies ane fundamen-

-an additional

there exists @ condlict between evalotionary snd noneve
tions, Monevolutionary accounts argue thar levels of vielence dre increased
by depictions of it in (he media causing individuzls 1o imilate whal Lhey see:
(hus, more media depictioms of physical aggression lewd oomore Imitations

nd thus mare violence in sociery, While evolutionary psyen logizis do not
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dizagree with this nonevolarionary account, they aver Lhat such anaccont

=10 explain why greater levels of media viclence Tead 1o imitation and.
= 1o gregler le

s of actual violence. This can only be answered, argue
tiomary psychelogists, by considering the adaptive value of violence
Consequently, evolutionary psycholegists comend tha aggression evelved

45 4 means for attaining reproductive goals. such as securing resources or
mates. I indmiduals who are not prepared 1o use violence preemptively or
m response o viekence committed by ather individuals are in an envivon-
ment where there exists a significant proportion of individuals who readily
wsz vivlenee, the former individuals will be a a reproduenive disadvaniage
Lealutlonary psychalogists posit, therefore, that individuals Tave evalved o
pevehological mechanism that makes thern sensitive Lo the level of violence
riwedr envirenment, cansimg them to be relatvely more ready 1w commat vig-
crwe when they perceive there to be relatively high levels of violence around
them  As a result, medin depictions of violence aenvate this psvehologieal
mechansm n the individuals vewmg thern, causing the mdividuals 1w be
maore ready 1o commit violence themselves, even when levels of violence in
actual enviranment nre relatively Tow (Daly & Wilson, 1988)
this exumple regarding violence Hlustrates that while nonevolutionary
e evalutionury accounts of phenomens are frequently nol Incompatible, an
naronary perspective 15 hkely w provide 8 more complee understanding
ol e peyehologieal processes underlying hurun behavior Notwithstanding,
this, 1L is pessthle, and not undammon, to have wenpeting cxplanations o the
e level of analysts (e, campeing evolutionury ﬂ_zw.ﬁm..__..___.,._.,“:.u_ by el
alosueh debate s g healthy leature of seence

The modern applicanon of evolutonary prineiples 1o the study of human
H ...?__L_,.__,.__. and behavior has apened up iumerous new areas of reseurch con
ceeming anfidehity, In the rest of this chapter, we discuss 1w of these areus
First we oihine how romantle jealousy is hypolhesized 10 have evolved 1o
A0 e individuals i reducing the likelhood that their partners commic an
Mildelity and discuss why there are exprcted o have evolved sex differences
in Jedtlousy. We then discuss mate poaching, in which people are aware thart
the lndividuuls wath whom they are atempting to have sexual relations ure
-trzendly in nominally exclusive relationships with others. Specifically, we
wline Lindings reparding the frequency of poaching, and why people choose
<1 poach ar averd engagmp in i

THE EVOLUTION OF ROMANTIC JEALOUSY

Indwiduals who commit an infidelity are atrempting Lo ncrease their own

ERTeauctive success ar the expense of that of their parmers. Evolatiomary
Peveholozical meta-theory, therefore, predices thut infidelity will have pro
dheed evolurionury selection pressures for individuals 1 evolve adaptalions
by which to reduce the likelihood of their Partiers commilking an infidehny
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Romaniicjealousy ishypothesized to be such an adapiation. Thus in response
tira partner’s suspected or actual infidelity, individuals’ psychological mecha-
nism lor jealousy isexpected to beactivated, causing them to be motivaied w
enact behaviors thav either restrict rheir mate’s interactions with individuals
of the opposite sex or avoid the reproductive costs they might suffer asa result
ofan infidelity

e toa sex difference 1n parental invesument, however. there 1s expectad
1o be a sex difference m romantic jealousy. Among humans. women's obliga
tory parental investment is [ar greater than that of men Once impregnated.
women must gestate the child for 9 months and in the environment of evolu-
tionary adaptedness, or EEA (the period during which modern humans were
evolving), were obliged to lactate lor several years after piving binth (Howell,
19790, Tn conlrst, the physiclogical investment, namely, a single ejaculate,
that men must make 1o produce a viable child 1s relatively tiny

The relauvely great obligatory physwlogical pareatal investment of
wirmen, i companson 1o men, means that @ womans primary reproductive
condern 1s gxpected to be ensuring that her child reaches reproductive age. so
that she aveids wasting this investrient. Accordingly, women are expected to

be espectally desirous to secure a long-term mate who ts both able and will-

ing to invest economically in the rusing of her children. Perhaps the greate

threat 1o the reproductive success of & woman, therefore, 15 her physiological
investment ina chuld going o waste i the child diesas a result ol herlong-term
mate's withdrawal of his economic investment and his redesecuing of i toward
another woman. This leads 1o the expectanion that, as a high level of emotional
commitment from a mate 15 a relinhle indicator of a willingness to continually
provide resorces, women will have evolved a psychology thar causes them o
prifer ws lonp-term nuites mien whio indicate that they are emononally com-
mitted o them and s who are unlikely to be emonionally unfmthiul

Lo contrast, perhaps the greates: threat 1o the reproductive success of @
ouan s béing ctckolded, or unknowingly disecting his economic investment
toward children o whom he is not genetically related because they are the
result of his long-term mate being impregnated by another man, Men run
the risk of being cuckolded for, as women are internally ferrilized, they can
never be-entirely sure that the child to whom theit lomg-term mate gives birth
1 their owre A cuckolded man not only directly furthers the reproductive
suceess of his sanie-sex rivals, but also has fewer resources 1o invest in chil-
dien to whom he is penetically related and with which 1o attract both long=
teim and shortterm mates, This leads 1o the expectation thar men will have
evalved a psychology that causes them o prefer as long-term mates women
who indicate that they will not be sexually unfaithful to them

Since men and wemen differ in' wheiher romantic or sexusl infidel-
ity ‘poses the greater threat Lo their respective reproductive successes, 1t is
expected that there will be divergent sexual sclection pressuras across
sexes tegarding the evolution of psychological trails to preveni romantic
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nhidelity. As-a mate's sexazal infidely poses the greater threar to the repro-
suctve suecess ol a man, men are expected 10 have evolved 4 peychology
thar makes them especially morvared 10 prevent their pariners [rom being
sexually unfaithful Accordingly. men are hypothesized 1o be especially likely
to experience sexual jealousy, such that they hecome especially distressed
ni signs, or actual instances, of their long-term mate bemg sexually unfmth-
ful to them. In contrast, as 7 mawe's emnational infidelity poses the greater
threar 1o the ,.m_..ﬁas.".:.,..m success of a WOITTALL, WOLTIE L die nztnn_n& it have
cedd @ puychology that makes them espedially molivated e prevent ther
paremers [rom bemg emotionally unfarchful, Thus, women are hy pothesized
to be espectally likely w expernence emotional jealousy, in which they lecl

eeorcndly distressed by signs,or actual instanees, of ther long-term partnet
wrmming an ernotonal attachiment e another worman:

Lhis hypothestzed sex dilference [n comantic jealousy has received empirical
support from numerons studies. Thus, Buss, Larsen, Westen, und Semmelmth
(122 foune that among a sample of American college studems. 83% of women
bt omby 405 of men reperted thar thesswould find @ kng-term parines beeom

migemattonally involved with someane else mone distressing than the incivicual
g sexual interconese with someone else. Tnocomtrast, 60% of men but only
7% ol women reporied thn they wouald lnd o parmer's sexual infideliny more
ugsetting These sell-report hadings were paralleled in micasures of both physi-
ologreal avousal and brow musele convretwe. 1Tis, when isked w imagine the
cwd by e af infidelities, greater respanses in ternms of pudse e, skin condug

e, and Trowning were reliabily displayed by men to the scenario invelving o
wial inhdeliy, und by women 1o thee scenana imvalving an emaotional infidelity

Lhede sex differences in the level of distress felt in response to a sexual and an
erncitieral nbelelity buve ool empivical support [rom mamerous other st
tosduross a broad range of cultures (eg, Buss el al, 1994 Buunl, Angleitner,
Ubatd, & Duss, 1996; Sagarin, Becker, Guadagno, Micastle, & Millevod, 2000)
S ey by which s man can redoee his visk of menrmng tee reproductive costs
assocrted with being cuckolded due ro s parmer's sexual mbdelity is to redue

the hikelibond of his partnees lover Teetilizing her e This can he achieved by
Placing his sperm in competition w ferilize the epp o with thar of his parmer’s
liver | Bivklieal &2 Parler, 1997} Avcordingly, it is expected tha mien wall huave
evolved 5 pavcholopgy thar motivates them to create sperm competition lor this
purp o accordance with this, Shackelford, LeBlane, Weekes-Shackelord,
Bleske Rechek, Euler, and Hoter (2002) found thar the greater the likelihiood
thata nun's pariner had been sexually unfaithiul, 4s indicated hy the amoumt of
trme thar the couple had spent apart, then the more auractive he lound her and
the more eager he was ro copulate with her, The Gt that this tnding was inde-
Pendent of the amount of tme since the couple’s last copudation miicares thar
Men have 2 psychology that motivates them to place their sperm in competition
with that of a possible lover of thelr pariner, as soon as pussible atrer the partner's
Suspected sexvual infidelity,
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For people 10 experience tomantic jealonsy, they have. of course. t
helieve that there exist individuals who are seeking to have romantic relanions
with their partniers, Some of these individuals whoattempt 1o have romantic
relations with individuals who are already in nomn exchisive relation-
ships may be unaware of the targeted individuals’ cure
Other irdividuals, however, are likely to be aware thut the people whom they
are purswing are already in romantic relationships. In the re

Ol e

ALIons sh Ip Slatus:

of this chapter,
wi-discuss findings regarding these latter individuals. or mate poachers

HUMAN MATE POACHING

s as it takes two to tanpe, I wkis (Wi 1o commit 2 sexual infdelity: the
chieater ang hisaor ker kver. Mevertheless, although EA..,.;..,._J. imvestigating, the
peychology of indwiduals inexclusive relationships who cheat on their partners
has heen omgiving [ several decades (for a review see Thi T, LOB3), L was
not until 1988 that even the 1dea of conducting research into the psychology
of those indivicduals with whom cheaters commint a sexual bnhdelity was first
sugrresled in 4 published work. This was made by Buss (1988) in an article
investipiling mate retention tacties Qe the ways that individuals atempn 1o
prevenl their partners from being unfaithlul), i which he stated. “Several fur-
ther research divections are indacned, 1

implies the presence of pouchers™ (p. 315) Over a decade would pass, how-
ever, before the first studies investigating the psychology of these poachers, who
salit individuals in exclugive romaniie relationships o commit a sexsal inh-

¢ OCCUrmence ....__. Mane retenlion Lactics

deliny with them, were published These studies wete carnied out in 2001 by
Sehmint sund Buss (20010, Schmi and Buss formally delined mate poaching a5
“behavior imended o aneag someene who s alréady i a romantic relation.
ship” (p. 894). Inaddinoen, they provided the label poached ro those “1aken away
from thiir established relationships™ (p. 895), and the label poachees 1o “those
wlurse partners are kil away from them” (p. 893)

Sehmiut and Buss (2001) vsed the primaiples of evolutionary psychology
Lo uller the Jollowing delineanion as to how the psychology of mate poaching
may have evalved. At any one time during the evolunion of human psycholog
thiere likely will have heen individuals who had mates and mdividuals who
did not have mates. Il follows that individuals who had inly psychological
mechamsms that motivated destre for and successful mating with unmared
individuals may have been ar a relative reproductive rm_ advantage. This i5
because they would have been owt-competed m the areng of reproduction by
any men and women who. it addition, passessed psych ;.m.ﬁm_ mechanisms
that mothvated the desire to mare with already-minted “.,.m.....r_ﬁum.u_ (fnder cer-
Lain conditions) and the behavioral owput that enabled successtl mating
with them. Actordingly, the laner indivicuais possessing both types of mech-
anisms would have been selected tor, whereas the former individuals would
have been selecied agains
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in _r_._ following we discuss some of the fndings of Schmitt and Buss
15 well as those of other studies that have extended the understandmg
£ e _.._Gm fiing. First we outline Arndings regarding the frequenc rof poach
ing We then discuss Imdingé regarding factors that enther motivate people o
peach or deter them from doing so.

THE FREQUENCY OF MATE POACHING

ool the goals of Sehmilt and Buss (2001) was to determine the frequency
poaching. Resulis lrom a sample of American undergraduates, with
an average age of 20 vears-amnd a standurd deviation of 2.5 years, indicated
that poaching isa prevalent phenomernot. or instance, 64% of men and 49%
of women reported having, at some time, atlempted w poich someone as a
shurt-rerm mate; 83% of men and 81% of women reported that, a1 some time,
sumerne had atempred 1o poach rhem as a limg-term mate; and 43% of men
__:_._ 4% ol women reported thar, ar some time, someone had successlully

soviichieed theset as i lomge-term mate. Similar vesults were found among a sam-
ol mmatnre incividuals, who eanged From 30 to 63 years, and had an aver-
e ame ol 41 years and a standard deviaion ol B.7 years. For inseance. 60°% of
merrand 38% of women reported having, at some tirme, sempred to poach
as a shortteri mare; 3% of menand 829% dl wamen repored that,
absone tire, someone had atrermpred to paach them as a long-term mate, und
53% ol men and 1% of women reported that, at some time, someone had
Iy poschied w paetner al theirs as o long-tern mate

Employving the same lopmal delindtion of poaching as used by Schman
b s (200010, Sehmitt eval. (2004 generalized the lindings of Schmut and
Bues yeparding the frequency of poaching 1o non-college-lased individuyls
oubstele ol the United States Thus, ina cross-culiural investigation consisting
ul rmunity-based, us well a5 college-based, mdwiduals from 53 nanens
spannuing five comunents, Schimi eral: found levels of poachimg that broadly
parulieled those fornd by Schoumd Buss. For instance, Schmint et al, found
thar e Notth American samples from Canadu, Mexigo, and the United Stutes,
G ol men gnd 40% of women reported having, at some time, aitempted 1o
boach someone a5 4 shorl-term mate and 63% of men and 52% of women

R
EL s

otted having, ar some Ume, attempled o poach someone as a long-term
ale. o addition, 70% of men and 38% of women in samples from Senth
Amiricd [lne uding Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, and Peru) reported hay
g, AL some time, allempted o poach someone as a short-term mate and
63% of men and 29% of women in samples [rom Africa (neluding Botswana,
Ethiopia. and Zimbabwe) reported having, ar some lime. attempted 1o poach
*enne as a long-term mate.

Pavies, Shackeltord, and Hass (2008a) invesugared whether sipnificant
Zercentages of individuals would sull report having experience with poach-
ing if they were presented with @ survey whose devising wids informed by a
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delinition of poaching that mors clearly demarcated poaching from general
ATt artraction (e the airecting of unaached individuals) than that
which nformed Lhe devising of the surveys presented to parncipanms in the two
sarlier srudies: Thus, unhike the satlier definition. that formulaed by Davies
et-al. made it explicit that 1o be considered & poachir, the pursuing individual
st be aware that the targeted individual is lready in a romantic relationship
and that this relationship must be considered by all parties (poacher. poached.
and puachee) to be exclusive or monegamous, such that any sexual relations
outside ol this relationship are viewed as violating it The definmion formulated
by Davies et al. was, “Mate poaching ecours when an individual has. or attempts
to havee, sexual relations with a person that the lormer mdrvidual knows is
already inan exclusive relationship with someone else” (p. 4

As expecied, vul of 3 possible 10 comparisons {(five categories acToss 1wo
temporal comtexts of poaching), nine of the percentages of men in Davies et
al, (2006a) who reported some experience with poaching were lower than
the corresponding percentages in Schrmint and Buss (2000) (p < 05 by the
tinomial slgn test). Four of these dillerences were signilicant (2 > 1.96). Por
instance, 70% of menan Davies ¢t al., as compared to 95% of men m Schmin
and Buss, reported thar, wsome time, someone had attempied to poach them
o iRl EL-termy mate 19% ol menom Davieseval, as compared 10 43% ol men
gL sl and Buass, n...____.,__:_f,a thar, at some tme. someone had successtully
poached them as u lotg-term mate Further, seven of the 10 percentages of
wormen 11 Davies el al were lower than the carresponding percentages in
Solimitt and Buss. Three of these diflerences were signilicant (2 > 1.96). For
instance, 7% of women in Davies ¢ al |, as compared 1o 63% of women in
Sehmiit and Buss, :._:;.:._u braav ing, a some nme, sllempled 10 poa h some-
O s @ lpng-term mate and 64% of women in Davies ¢t al, as comj reid 1o
79% of women 1n schmitt and Buss, reported that, at some nme, someons had
.,:_,,:,._:_:._ to psach thetr parter as a long-lecm mate

In addition; euch of the six percentages for men in Davies et al. £2006a)

was lower than the corresponding percentages in Schmaw et st (2004! (p<

(5 hy the binomial sign test). Four of these differences were significant (2>
L.86). For instatice, 50% of men in Davies er al., as compared 1o 63% of men
in Schmitt et al., reported having, at some time, atlempted © poach someone
asa long-term mate, dnd 16% of men in Davies el al., as compared W 52% ol
men in Schmint et al., reported thar, at some Lme, someone had sucoessiully
poached them as a long-term mate. Five ol the six percentages lor women
in Davies ¢t al were lower than the corresponding percentages in Schmif
et al. Two of these differences were sigmficant (z > 196}, 27% of women in
Dhavies ¢r al., 25 compared to 525 of women in Schmin eral., reported hav-
ing, at some Lime, attempted Lo poach someone 25 3 long-term mate; and 19%
af wonien in Davies cial., ascompared 10 $8% ol women m Scha et al,
reported that, 3t some Lime, someone had successlully poachod them as 2
fonpg-term mate.

A EvoLe nosawy Fsvormiocoan PrrspocTiv
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These compuarisons indicated that, as expected by Davies et gl (20084,
= stricter definition of peaching caused fewer general romantic attractions
L bz reported as poaches. Davies et al stared | “We conclude that the percent-
ages ob participants In the current study who veporied sime experience with
noaching may be more representative of the actual pereentages of people who
have experienced poaching” (p. 13). Nevertheless, the percentages ol partici-
pants i1 Thavies €t al. whe reported hiving sume experience with poaching
were sizable bor all categeries of poaching and across all temporal coniests:

Schmin and Buss (200711, Schmiteet al, (2004, and Davies et al. (2006a)

vre ull limired by thieir reliance on sell-veports to seeure datd (Grimm &

pureh 1999) Establishing the veeidicility of the estimates provaded by
thiese studies would, as Schrnte and Buss (20011 noked, “bie an extranrdinarily
fifficulr task, given that mare poaching 15 afien conducted clandestinely, ren-
derine observational studies all bt impossible to conduct™ (9121 Neverthe
les= although mmperlec, sell repor may be the best sy to seeure estimates
Ul tise frequency of poachimg experences from large numbers of individuals
ctus n the plotementioned studies, the callection o data througl sur-
vevs i which participants are assured of the complele anonyaiy of th

sponses may hetter facilitate imdividuals in providing veridical accounts
than miaghr face-to-tace interviews with counselors,
frvsum, the bindings of Schoute and Buss (20015, Schd ev sl (2004),
et partienchne, Divies e al G060 indicate that a sigmilicant proportion
ol tescivicdials aceively ser one to sreal ofher _.,___,:_.___. s mates and thar many of
eondividuals are sueeessiul in this enceavar. Thus, while counselors are
well aware of the prevalence ol inlideliy, these twee studies provide them
st kst evidence that aelicdelity Is Tregquently eapaped in dediberately, nol
thy In the following section, we consider a recent study whose find-
s may provide counselors with novel insights inwe the circumstances n
which idividuals are likety 1w engage (o or avold peaching,

L

When Do People Poach?
The Hierarchy of Mating Strategies Hypothesis

Allhough the alorementioned studies indicated that poaching is a highly
prevalent method by which to secure mates, it also-appears that many people
frengage in podching: Davies, Shackellord, and Hass (20000 atemped w
determme il there were any fuctors peculiar Lo poaching that either motivated
nidiwiduals to paach or deterred them from dotng so. Specilically, they asked
Parmcipants: 1o rate the extent W which henefits associated with poaching
Would motivate them persanally to ditempt to attracr an arrached individual
tead of an unarached individual, and the extent to which costs associ-
el with poaching would motivare them personally 1o atLEmPE 1 aTTrac an
Unattached individual instead of an attached individual. The benefirs and
Uistsconsidered in the study dre listed in Table 3.
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Table 3.1 Mean Ratings of Bensfits and Costs Table 3.1 Mean Ratings of Benefits and Costs
Sex of Rater i Sex of Rater
Men Women Men Women
M (5D M (5D) M(5D) M (5D}
Benefit (Poaching Context) syress of coneealment and decepuion {(short-term) 510300 3429
Freedom frem the need w fully commit oneself o the 26(23 133 siress of toncealment and deception (lonp-lerm) 3300 5630
poached siress of concealment andl deception {exclusive SR R - R
Persun bas been pre-approved by someone else 29 (2.7) 2325 g of guiltand ethival concerns (short erm) T8 (LR 60028
{short-term) Frilings of guiltand ethical concerns (long-term} S9RT H0E9)
Ierson has been pre-approved by semeone else 26023 2.2516) Feclings of gutlt and ethical comcerns (exelugived Glizwy 662
_fﬂ_,_w_.__“m___“mmj re-approved by someone else 2 6{29) e anid garn & bae reputation (short-tenn) 18029 el
_._...,.ﬁ_._:z.f.._ G - - . . and gain a b reputation Oog-term) SR GBI
Freement ol an it allmir 2028 14(2% sulker shame and gain o bl repudation (exclusive) 3000 BARLET)
Challenge of trving o attract someone away from ther I63.0) 2321 S A E...m:._.n_. i i NARNAD! RS0
pannice (shomserm) unfuthiul to previous parmer (exclusive) G028 35031
Chullerige af trying Lo miroct someons away from their 2VIETY 20024 Fun ul o previous partner (exclusive) FHQ2T 4028
partner (long-term) Nt M o= mean, SI3 = standurd diviation. NG = not applicable, See i for additicnal
enge ol bryimg 1o minwt someone away fror 2.1.(24) 2.1 (2.6) tHjcrmation
paniner (exchisive)
1 SOTCE as wronged you 19030 340300 In addition, Davies eval. (2006b) framed each question such that paric
prants were equully nttracted to the attached and the unstached potential mates
Laining revenge on someont who has wrenged vou 29(28) LTILD [hils wis done in order to control ull variables extraneons 1o the relationship
isng=ternn ius of the targeted individuals and the parncalar benefit o cost ol poaching
Caimng revenge on someone who has wronged vou 2302 %) 25(29) considesed wen particulin guestion, The st ol this st hoddology wils to ensire
fexlusive) thitt e L ipants ratings ol cach benely and cost weould be based solely on
Epo is hoosted (short-term) 44431 3.2429) sther the targeted individuals were anrached or unanached. As such, Davies
Lgo s bocsted (long-termy) 42031 33031 et al expected 1w gamn insight into the influence thae each henefit and cost asso-
Tigo 15 bitsted (exclisive) FO03 1) 1R{34) tited with poaching would be likely 10 have on the decision-making proce

vith

Less ik
chuld

1%

= conternplating whether or not 10 poach,
£, 1w hoped that plausing the questions such thar parncipants
“equally wrrracted” w the potential mates, as opposed 1o stating that the

e b bl raise o financially sappor

Cost {Poaching Context)

Mivie batherand eflor and o kel io he successful 53020} 5186 porential mares were “equally arrractive,” might better atlow each participan
Lsherrt=terrm) . Woapply s or her own criteria of atiractiveness, includmp ot only phyvsi-
Mare hather and etbr and lecs Hbale to be siicessshol 53418) <2l artracniveness bur alse such mrributes 23 ambition, social status, wealth,
(lorng-term) . 1, kindmess, and generosity. It was argued that this was important

More .f._,._“sm_ atid effars and lessTikely to e suncessful SH0.00 - 570(20) JEcause several studies have found there 10 be sex dillerences and remporal
P soteex ellects i preferences along attributes of mates (e Buss, 1989, Buss
Darger of being physically hammed (shon-term) 353D 48032 SEackmit 19499), 2 i i :

Danger of being physically harmed (long.iemm) 50033 5 ..__u“_u.mﬁ.u.h nsight ﬁﬂnﬁ.ﬂf:«.m_._c:m thar are specific 10 poaching, Davies &1

Danger of being physically harmed (exchusive) 55 030 2006k mostly considered only henelits and costs that are exclusive 1o

Mdciung—that is, those that do not pertain 1w general romantic ai riciion or
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attracling unattached mdividuals. Davies et al. also considered both a benefit
and d'cost that may also apply to geners| romantic arraction but which are
especially likely to be encoimntered in the context of poaching Ihis benefit
was, “Less hikely 10 have 1o hélp raise or hnancially suppert the child™ A
question considering this benefit was presented 1o male participanis only, as,
argned Davies £l al., il does mot seem reasonable that peaching, m comparison
to attracting un unattached individual, would provide women with a greater
opportunity w aveid economically investing in any children thus produced.
Accordingly, asking female parncipants to rate this benefit would be unlikely
to- provide insight that would be specilic w poaching. Davies 1 al used the
following cvolutionary reasoming wo account lor the sex-speafic matare of the
guastion regarding this henelit.

IFirst, throughout the evolutlomry history of humans, men could never
huve been certain that any child was their own. Second. due to their relatively
sinall physiological investment in producing viahle offspring, men could have
increased their réproductive success m propartion o the number of mates
that they wontld have been able to attmin, and, displaying resources wiuld
have been imporiant wn {agilitating amaiming such mates (Buss, 1989, Duss
& Dedden, 1990; Schoin & Buss, 1996). Accordingly, men are expected to
lave an evolved psycholagy thac motivites them o welcome apporiiiiies
that mbghit eoable them to avaid depleting their own resources throuph hav-
b thier qien aiknowingly invest bo thetr o “..._::_._Tl__.n.u.:; ially likiely when
poaching, asa poached woman alreudy has a long-term partner. An awarencss
ol modern DNA testing [or paternlty (s unlikely to influence this motivation,
lor, a8 snch testing did novesdst during the perniod when hi

s Were evohe-

g, it could not have produced evolunonary selection pressures Accordingly,
as with other evolutionary-novel phenomena, DNA testing 15 not a stimulus
that human psychology 15 expected 10 have evolved 1o be sensinve to during
the process of motivating hichavior

Ll lattey cost was, “Greater risk g baby on your own:” A guestion
considering this cost was presented w0 __.,_,.._.,,.__.u participants r,:?. lor Davies
et.al. (2006h) contended that it does not seem reasonable that poaching a
woman, as opposed Lo altracting an unanached woman, would increase this
risk for aman. Accordingly. asking male participants Lo rate this benefir would
he unlikely Lo provide insight thar would be specific 10 poachmg. Davies &
al. (2006b) used the fallowing evolutionary reasoning to account for the sex
specific nature of the question regarding this cost. Women's relatively greal
physiological 1ovestment to producing viable offspring is expected 1o have
cawsed them 1o evolve a psychology that motivates them o be especially wary
of maring with men whe may not econommcally Invest in their children (Buss

& schaitt, 1993 Buunk etal, 1996)—especially kiely when poaching, asa

peached man aiready has d long-term partner.
The foregoing aspects of Davies et al's (2006b! study are illustrated in
Question | from the survey presented 10 paricipants:
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Suppose that thers are two individuals te whom you ars equally sexu-
ally attrected, and you know that one of themn 15 man exclusive rela-
tonship and the otheris single. Would the suggested benefit *freedom
[rom the need to fally commit youssell to the poached” motvate you
personally to-attempt to atract the attachied individual, mstead ol
attermpting to attract the unattuched individaal? {rales in onginal)

As mating strategies have been shown to be sensitive W wmporal context
tivrship length for which the poacher pursues the poached (Barash &
Lipron, 2001; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Schimitt & Buss, 1996), where appropri-
we. Thavies et al. (2006 myestigated particijpants” rongs of benefits and
Lists across three temporal contexis of poaching, These were poachings lor a
-term sexual partoer or allair, i Jetg-term sesual partner or affair, and a
MEw ;r_:m_:._., relationship, in which the poached permanently abandons |
bultial relationship,

METHODS

rircipants an Davies et al (20008 were 215 undergraduates ar o public
sity in the southeastern United Stes {125 men, M age = 199 years,
S0« 30490 women, M = 198, 5D = 4.2). Parneipants completed a survey
at asked ther wo rate the likelthood thal several Benehes and costs exclusive
fon o g would, respectively, mativane them to poach or detet them lrom
wching Participants provided ravings om a 10-point scale, with 0 = Def
mtely No, b= Probably 8o, 5« Probably Yes, and 9 = Definitely Yes. A rating ol

ar greater o a beneht was interpreted as indicating that the benelit would
pwsrvate che participant i atempt o atrace the anached dividual bnstead
o the unattached indwidual (e, the benehit would moetivate the partivipant
teperach) A cateng of *57 or greater for a cost was interpreted us indicating
al the cost would motivare the participant W oatlempt Lo altract e ynal
Lached individual instead of the atached [ndividual (e, the cost would deter
e partiipant [rom poachmg),

RESULTS

_,. = fiest consider the mean mungs provided by men and women in Davies er al
Lok for the henetits and costs of posching Next, we present additional find-
ings vegarding sex ditferences relating to ratings of henefirs and costs, Takle 3.
Bresenis mean ratings and standard deviations by sex for all benefirs and costs
The resudis of all statistical tests were evaluated at p = 03 (two-tailed)

Mean Ratings for Benefits and Costs Specific to Poaching
Bith men and women gave all benehirs associared with poaching a meéan ra-
ng of less than 30, indicaiing that none of the henefits would motvaie them
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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

SING wrred in lerms
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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

WliTsr
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