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A review of sex differences and similarities in responses to infidelity:
A meta-analytic examination

Tsukasa KATO
Faculty of Sociology, Toyo University
5-26-20 Hakusan, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo, 112-8606, Japan

According to some evolutionary psychologists, sex-specific evolved jealousy mechanism (EJM) predicts sex
differences in responses to the partner’s infidelity. Though the EJM hypothesis has been supported by
several evolutionary psychologists, many studies also rejected the hypothesis. A Meta-analysis was
conducted using 87 empirical articles (=168, N=125,698) to estimate gender differences in response to
infidelity. The mean effect size (¢) in studies using a forced-choice paradigm was .20 (95% CI [.19, .21],
k=100, n=87942), indicating a weak association. In the literature using a continuous measure, the mean
effect sizes (ds) for gender differences by sexual and emotional infidelities were -0.10 (95% CI [-0.14, -0.06],
k=52, n=9,794) and 041 (95% CI [0.37, 0.45], k=50, n=9,571), respectively. Moreover, alternative theories
against the EJM hypothesis were discussed, such as the role theory, the social-cognitive theory, the double-
shot hypothesis, and the sexual imagination hypothesis. These findings and discussions suggest that even
when a forced-choice paradigm or a continuous measure was used, previous research on gender differences

in jealousy did not support the EJM hypothesis.

Key words: Infidelity, Jealousy, Gender difference, Evolutionary Psychology, Sexual Infidelity, Emotional
Infidelity
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F &

& DA LIRTFET, BT N— N — DM
%5 (sexual infidelity) (ZIRIA L, ZPEi3H
RS Y (emotional infidelity) CIBIET 3,
Z OMEZEITI R E O NP D Z TN T X 7oAl
TENCEKT 2 &% 2 Tw5b (Buss, Larsen,
Westen, & Semmelroth, 1992 ; Daly, Wilson,
& Weghorst, 1982 ; Symons, 197972 ¥). # =%
1L H B OB T FATZITEBINL T WD 0D Z
LIETERN, EhW R, FRICELSTARDOM
MFKIEE B OBB T 2EERWERERD D,
A A DHERNFZICER A O ER DD, —J7 A
AL oT, FRHHOBMLETEZZITHWTND
ZLEMMTHY, A RATFRAOMEMFERICE E
Bl 2 HBEPEDMEVY, Ls LA ADFID A AT %

BEbhd L, FILEEZEXRWEREBELD.

O RNTETOEGFRIIKRTT S, wxig, &
A DFEMIEEIIA AL > Taice b, Z
D # z 11 E]M (sex-specific evolved jealous
mechanism) i & FFIEILTW S (Schutzwohl,
2006). PATIC, ZOHOMEICKEREEL K
1L 72 Buss et al. (1992) o #f%E & E]JM (K &%
ZOWTHT 5.

EJM {3t

Buss et al. (1992) 1% %— b F—DRABELK
Lim (ERERR EBMERSGE) 2 KRFAEICE
AL, ELLOBREHEHITRHETLINENS VL
Ve ERBERLEZ, VLu~id2@BHESHh, YL
V= LITH L THEED60%, ZtEnl?%, YL v
~ 21Txt L THEMEDA5%, D 15% BMERER
PEIR LT, RIcP Lo~ 1 2R LIERO KRS

Table 1

5548,

%25, 20174

BRIGE), O, PIEEIEMEZRIEL 2. R,
R EERIEINIE &L, DT EM O RRR S
A T (AR XD AR O SR D3R )
BEE T,

Harris (2005) i X4viZ EJM K23 E L v 72
54 OO Y s> (Table1). w#EAL.LFR
FE LR Z oS, EIM ARSI
DT DI BEEHP RS, Kitanrbd
DT RTPREFEEINDRNETZLE %7 (Harris,
200572 £). —7%, Buss et al. (1992) L% <
DAL LS 1L (Sagarin, 200572 ), R4
A TNTHET 2 B OIS 2T X o TGRS
XFENhdEExT (FHas bDATRW),
Buss et al. (1992) LI, EJM K3z <35
MRV IR LA F I D —T (Buss, 2013 ;
Sagarin, 200528), EJM (&t 2 & & 4 5 5=
KISET DR & Lz S iz (Buller, 2005,
2009 ; DeSteno, Bartlett, & Salovey, 2006 ;
DeSteno & Salovey, 1996b ; DeSteno, Bartlett,
Braverman, & Salovey, 2002 ; Harris, 2004 &
B, A2aMric ks Tz, EIM GG Z K
4 % #5 5 (Sagarin et al., 2012b) & L 7
WSS (Carpenter, 2012 ; Harris, 2003a, 2005)
DIFEL TWD., FETLIMELEMT D720,
ARIESOWRIE ORIE TIE, WHsesing, FR%Gmo
BRI DIFRICKT T 2 G oM (kia OMEZE)
IZOW TR 5.

MR RIEICEAT A ER
BELEIRE L VIRHL RS A TEBERE
L HETH D, EfhEINEIC X D% T,
EIM Rz ZXFLIHREBZNEIRTND
(Sagarin, 2005). Carpenter (2012) ® X Z 43

Four hypotheses on a sex-specific evolved jealous mechanism hypothesis

Hypothesis a
Hypothesis b
Hypothesis ¢
Hypothesis d

Men are more upset over sexual infidelity than women.

Women are more upset over emotional infidelity than men.

Men are more upset over sexual infidelity than emotional infidelity.
Women are more upset over sexual emotional than sexual infidelity.

3) JmEE (2009) Izl sexual infidelity ZPERIEA, emotional infidelity ZFEHHES & L 2.
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RIS 2 UG O

BT ClIEA v XHp31. 837> 54.25 (ks=T7 to 54),
PERZROBIRRIILIE L 0 BiEo & -7z,
Harris (2003a) @ A # 5347 Tldt ot » i
1.0CTho7z (=32, 95% CI [0.81, 1.19]).

BBEEEEE 2 o0OBRY A TR L I’
EEFETDHIETH D, BEFEEONIE TIX
EIM &t &K L e #4232 v (Harris, 2003a,
20052 08). ]z 1% Harris (2005) 23MiiH L 7215
HOW, REERAPHRTEIRIZ 2 B0
7z. Carpenter (2012) @ * & 3HF CTlIfiin a &
bohEEIX-.06, .21 THY (k=42, N=
7,876), HEALOLHZEEDTEET DR Z2LFTD
ETAPWHETH- T (BHITEHNER, K
PEIIHERIZRUTIRA)

MDD B HME £ < OHFYE TIiT upset X
distress 72 EORBZ AW T ZREL TW5.
U USRI 1T B — e T 7 < 2R E (G,
Rz, BV E) OBHTHD &H 2 HWEHED
W% (Hupka, 1984 ; White & Mullen, 198972
&). Sagarin et al. (2012) 12 X % B¥pESEEED
AZSHTTIEL, E - JRH (Hedges’ g=.34, &
=17), W (g=.31, k=22), KM ER (g=
16, k=14) OHEEPFETHY, ~L (g=
.09, k=5), BV (g=.07, k=16), HE (g=
.01, k=6) IHAETEHRBEWEL ., 20
K50, BRI O SRR R RS EJM G 2 1%
IEEFEL TR,

£EEE Buss et al. (1992) i34 EIEH) OFG
20 EJMAGGRB RSN L ER LM, &
KA A TEITREERIGE &L (BEoR)
DO BRI, FHISEHEL TIXEIT O bR
odz, ogEd EJM &2 XL 2h o iz

(Harris, 2003a, 20042 [R). #%EEAYRLS L%
B2 HWIZHF72 (Takahashi et al., 2006) TiZ,
FREAA T LT, BTt L e
F G - EE) O EETH L RIIES T A V5
DIEFHINEFRTH Y, HOHEIC L 2 oH:%E
HHERTE Ippodz,

AL O EE S o Sagarin (2005) 13 AEFRVEENIC
X VIWRIRRS 2 TR T D 2 & #EEL TV D3,
EIM R#uT MM ZE ZE L TWD T2,
EIM R & E3E4 5 e o3 3 Bl Tide <

W) AR T X ERETOILERD D,
Geary, DeSoto, Hoard, Sheldon, & Cooper

(2001) 1% Z DRFFEICE Y MLTAFZE 24T > TS,
ZOWFFETIE, FNVE U EGEHT A L TV 5 &tk
L% 5 TRWEME XD HEARKROBIRENE N
EDRFERENT, BT UBEIROMZEICE S L
TWBRE, Z0%RITRLE L SUEHIT
SICRT AR ETZ L 2R L TRY, EJ]M
R X FFT o8B RT—FThD.

KGR EJM EGEAEL WS, EJM G
E—HT DR L AT (BHEIEIMRER, X
FERERR) 2R IRL 2Bk, EJMAGRICK L
TN U 7e B L0 OB GRIRIRERH]) 235
VN (Schutzwohl, 2004). EJM i & —% L 72X
IS VAR SRR B IR R OGTEDS, ARGICR L T2
SR EEGRAOEOR (FEE SR BT LV RIR) T
H57DE, E]M G OBIEN B A IR T L
TS 7D ZORRITEZETH 575, Schutzwohl

(2004, 2005) IZX > TOAFEFEZNTEY, HI
O TIEIK T 2H|ENRR SN TS (Penke
& Asendorpf, 200872 ¥).

ARSMEOER

RHEE 0O TR ORIFIIMER R
\ Tk 7e < AEMFEtEicd v (Bailey, Gaulin,
Agyei, & Gladue, 1994 ; Kenrick, Keefe,
Bryan, Barr, & Brown, 1995 ; Symons, 1979),
EIM EGAEL WSS T 11388 T Xid%
P | & RRE DR R 2 & % 2 T % (Harris,
2002 ; Sheets & Wolfe, 2001). L2 L Z O 1R
MEFIETORMEEVRLFESNTWS, i
ZAEFRERINE D 2 Z 9 #8r (Carpenter, 2012)
TIE, A4 v XHi30.53751.31TH Y, 6 DDV
Ly=nDo by L rw 2 EZBRWTEIM EEIEX
Frstvehrote, S OICEEERIEZ AT K
=ge (Frederick & Fales, 2016) T, 71 -
LAET Y (n=1,588) X1 &7 vL (n=
2,275) THRIGDMEZEZEB TS RproTe. A
VI NERIRICLIEE R D 9T, S— 1
F =DM OEE EJM (G0 2 R 3 2 iR 055G
IR, N— N DR OGA R ORI
HHNTR o T,
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TERE HE55%,

Z 2 CRMEEE OMZEZTAT 5 70w, 0
=3 Sagarin, Becker, Guadagno, Wilkinson,
& Nicastle (2012a) XEBICE S AEET IV
(reproductive threat-based model of evolved
sex differences in jealous) Z#ELL7Z. T D

(R T IR B I AEFE ) 2 712 X > TIRET 5.

FMHEEOEE, FREZTEMRTSR PRI
L BEFEY) 27 b\, WIEOWE « BR Y
A TEEREL TV, LaL, EETHEML
7z Frederick & Fales (2016) ® 7 A - L X &
T 1, 58844 LA U v V2, 2754 DFE R,
BEICE S AFEET VICE - TH, EJM K
Lo THFHHATE W,

FR - XEOEER Buss et al. (1992) 072
TRAPAICEBEZFRSGEE 2R Licizd, K%
ENEBLEH EBHEMICBBE T2 E I
SRR S 5 (Harris, 2000, 2003a, 2005). #Z
T, KB - HISRBREOER L S icE (F5E
M) ZRGIC L ERMThiiz. Flxix, BE
BH (n=7,164), FERDO B (n=5,493), &
B D B2 (n=8,004) OWFTHNDOEARTH, 4%
IR OER R Tt L 0 BIEOFRE D> 7o
(Frederick & Fales, 2016), B4 % % T
BEHICNZ 5 &, RBOBFRITZR S A 7 % Tl
L 7eds, WP R 2 A 72 FRITE 2o
72 (Voracek, 2001). [FIERIT, BEMA OGS IIMER T
72 B - FEHOR KRR DG T L D T L
FEENTWS (Berman & Frazier, 2005 ; Tagler,
2010 ; Varga, Gee, & Munro, 201172 ).

Kuhle (2011) 3BEOWIGRIGEZBET 57
®, Cheaters (T
Cheaters IZZEBOBRRGH AL TWDH T L
EHEETH Y, FRITET BG5S T
W5, ZOMg B LIRER, BEDO5T%, &
T D29% AERIEFRITHRIA L Tz (¢ =.28).
LIrUIRE SN 2 i35 Z L 3% 4 Th
LV ERD D,

EREEOER

Buss et al. (1992) O FHi & ICEF A2 2 72
e h o 5. Bl 2 I XEKMHFORBCERGE &
BAKIC B R L7 ETH 5.

B LIS OBUg 2047 L Te.

%25, 20174

FRMEFOHE ZXMEFOMKS Buunk &
Dijkstra, 2004 ; Wade & Fowler, 2006732 &)
RO (Platek & Thomson, 200772 &)
Y, BFRMTFOERLEBEELICHEL DD, B
z1% Cann & Baucom (2004) F/%— kF—o
JEARN & DR 2 4858 S S SR 2 el L
7z. EIMR#AEL WD, 73—k F—235872%
NEBRE LIS E, 29 TEBRWER L ERL
TR NE <725, JEABANICK L TREZD
HEMFEBRFIC—EITBRIL TR Y, B
WTWa»1r5TH5. L L Cann & Baucom

(2004) DO T, BRY A TICMFRR< Bk
E BTN L OIFKICHR <IRHEL 2.

ESIBEOBRRE{ Kato (2014a) i3/8— bk F—
DEE L R, Wi (Fdms L TwRE
SNTOE/ 7w EHEERR) EEFERE A O
) AR FEAETHT) & RoR LIRELER =
Hlefkhb s, BRMHEFLL TN Ty RAZ—0O
BEREZ BRI S e S 2 g Lz,
F—Zzn#FE (n=128) BWFGEFOEREZ T
AR, B L HFE A SR LTS CII A ITEE
INehrol, HITFRGHEz+oEBTER
BRI OMEZEITIERT 5 L FEL 72,

REBERE EJM KT X otE
WFAESHEETH Y, EIMIZAH) - EEHIC
#Weed 2. EJMKGLAZY 725, RN AR E
BEORPICHFRY A TERIRSETGE, Bl
FOGDETE D7, K DIRWEZESER SN DI
TTHD., Lrl, AMEELEI RIS TEET
WX EJM (8 Y OMEZERR SR, FREE R
LTI B Z & b ITRMrER L 0 RO
RIRR D EZ b 72 (DeSteno et al., 2002). F7-
ARED BT H M TR SN T LMD 85 S
iz, ZORERET, Ei3tasuveEic k-
THMANFRORIRENFEEDL L ZERL TR
v, bR EE L PR T IVUTE &L L bR
RUCBRRT 22 L 2L TW5, #5613 EJM
IRGERIC X DA O TE HEIC X 5T —T 4
Ty hNTHDBEEZ., U bEEBEEZ, KT
VIR ORE, BHESINE, FRGBEICER T H
THREREZEHL EIM (GREMGEL 72, M
FEEIC L BN TR DONWTHRIEL T2,
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A A

STk O H
R OMEZE DO FFER S % EBSCO (PsychoINFO,
PsychoARTICLES, Academic Search Premier

%), Web of Science, MEDLINE 7> 5 #HH L 7z,

M AFZe5003875% (=168, N=125,698) " T&
D, LD A X 5B o205 (Harris,
2003a), 184 (Harris, 2005), 40% (Sagarin et

al. 2012b), 545 (Carpenter, 2012) LW Zh-o7-.

VAR TIAES

A & 5 Hrid Table S1 226 S3Y D) &1 k&
SEHEM L. REBRSDREITR T O
LBEHLE (PREOHEET o, F/IHRED
&1 Cohen’s dI2¥i—). ZHEE o 13 . 104K
HOBAITER LTI WEREE, 1020 E . 204
IEEFVY, L2084 F L AOKRTHIEHRRREE, 408k k.60
FRIE VAR ITHR Y, L 60LLE . SOARIM IZHR Y, . 80
PLET00AR X & TH v (Rea & Parker,
1992) & L7z. Cohen’s d130.20LL F0. 504 1%
INEVY, 0. 5084 0. 80T X R, 0. 8004 kiX

K& (Cohen, 1988) & L7z. Mz TEJM {K
MEXFFL T2 & 5 93 O ARSI v
Vh L7, FBEHEORBIZER LR, 5%, wE
DIETHEE LT EEORMIIT—2 L —8, L T
W5 EIER SR, ZOSHHITIZ R A Z o
4% (Carpenter, 2012 ; Harris, 2003a, 2005 ;
Sagarin et al. 2012b) %Nz 7.

S

MEIR D BIEER

EELRIUE L BRRERTEREE  TiERIEZ AW
WIEDW, 69% T (=104, =90, 267) ¥*#iE
EERNEEE o7 (Table2). ZHE& ¢ 1%.20
ThY (p<.001, k=100, n=87,942) F5\ %)
B2 o7z, MERRFROEINFRL0% 28 2 721581
BESS. 2%, 222 4% 725 7z,

BB EIEOZE T, e BRAY A TORE
TER #RFE L 7252 0N (B=29, n=10, 307) 10
EATHEETHY EIMEHEZLZFLTNDS L
IR B2, 19ERTHE TIXehrolc (Table
3). MHEFEROMZE (Kiia) Tk EJM Kz

Table2 Effect sizes (¢) and results of y* tests across gender differences in response to

infidelity using a forced-choice measure

Object of data k Per. n ¢ 95% CI

All data 104 69. 2 90, 267 .20 .19 .21
Homo/bisexual 12.5 4,634 .01 -.03 .03
Victim 25.0 810 .13 .05 . 20
Non-victim 42.9 2, 665 .24 .16 .32
Committed relationship 13 53.8 46, 784 .19 .14 .24
Non-committed relationship 8 37.5 8, 931 .19 L11 . 26
Cognitive load 3 100 598 .20 .12 . 28
Internet infidelity 50.0 687 L1 .03 .18

Note. K and »n are number of independent samples and participants, respectively. The
effect sizes are weighted mean phi (¢). CI is confidence interval. Per. is a percentage
of independent samples that y* test for gender X infidelity type is significant. Committed
relationship (non-committed relationship) is individuals who are (or not) married, living
with their partner, or in a committed relationship.

4) Kkl (Table S1 7236 S3) 38 L U2 & 2 B 72 3k IE http://katolabo.web.fc2.com/KL2016-001.

pdf 26FIHTE 5.
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Table 3 Effect sizes (d) of gender and infidelity type differences in response to infidelity using
a continuous measure

Object of data k Per. d 95% CI n
All sample
Interaction 29 34.5 — — — 10, 307
Hypothesis a 52 7.7 -0.10 -0.14 -0. 06 9, 794
Hypothesis b 50 36.0 0.41 0. 37 0. 45 9,571
Hypothesis ¢ 50 42.0 0.33 0. 27 0. 40 4, 209
Hypothesis d 50 26.0 0. 07 0. 02 0.12 6, 470
Hypothesis a
Jealousy 12 0 -0. 09 -0. 22 0.04 939
Hurt/sadness 14 0 -0. 26 -0. 39 -0.13 939
Anger/betrayal 18 5.6 -0.01 -0. 11 0.11 1, 298
Disgust 8 0 -0.10 -0. 27 0. 07 564
Anxiety/threat 6 0 -0.11 -0. 31 0. 08 403
Victim 8 0 -0. 02 -0.18 0.14 632
Non-victim 5 0 -0. 04 -0. 21 0.14 523
Committed relationship 9 0 -0. 04 -0.15 0. 06 1, 455
Non-committed relationship 3 33.3 0.22 0.12 0.31 1,762
Internet infidelity 6 0 -0.17 -0. 33 -0. 02 647
Hypothesis b
Jealousy 12 33.3 0.39 0. 26 0.53 939
Hurt/sadness 14 42.9 0.33 0.19 0. 46 939
Anger/betrayal 18 33.3 0.32 0.21 0.44 1, 298
Disgust 8 0 0. 06 -0. 11 0.23 564
Anxiety/threat 7 28.6 0. 45 0.25 0. 65 403
Victim 8 37.5 0. 50 0.34 0. 66 632
Non-victim 5 60. 0 0.47 0.29 0. 65 523
Committed relationship 7 0 0.31 0.20 0.41 1, 455
Non-committed relationship 3 33.3 0.28 0.19 0.38 1,762
Internet infidelity 6 16.7 0.23 0.07 0.39 647
Hypothesis ¢
Jealousy 10 20.0 0.24 0. 05 0.44 447
Hurt/sadness 13 15. 4 0.10 -0.09 0.29 447
Anger/betrayal 16 50.0 0.70 0.52 0. 88 585
Disgust 8 37.5 0. 56 0.29 0.82 241
Anxiety/threat 6 16.7 0. 26 -0. 07 0.59 160
Physiological response 6 16.7 0.15 0.03 0.59 223
Victim 8 25.0 0.32 0.03 0. 60 213
Non-victim 5 20.0 0.25 -0. 04 0.55 190
Committed relationship 6 16.7 0. 20 0.03 0. 37 568
Non-committed relationship 3 33.3 0.21 0. 06 0.37 665
Internet infidelity 4 0 — — — 135
Hypothesis d
Jealousy 10 10.0 0.10 -0. 08 0.29 492
Hurt/sadness 13 7.7 0.01 -0. 18 0.19 492
Anger/betrayal 16 6.3 -0.37 -0. 53 -0. 22 713
Disgust 8 0 -0. 62 -0. 86 -0. 38 323
Anxiety/threat 6 16.7 0.09 -0. 17 0.35 243
Physiological response 5 20.0 0. 27 -0.09 0.63 137
Victim 8 25.0 0.22 0. 03 0.42 419
Non-victim 5 0 0.31 0. 09 0. 53 333
Committed relationship 6 16.7 0.07 -0. 06 0.20 921
Non-committed relationship 3 33.3 0.27 0.15 0.39 1,097
Internet infidelity 4 0 — — — 200

Note. K and n are number of independent samples and participants, respectively. Interaction is an
interaction between gender and infidelity type. Per. is a percentage of independent samples that each
hypothesis is supported. Hypotheses a, b, ¢, and d are gender differences in responses to sexual
infidelity, gender differences in responses to emotional infidelity, infidelity type differences for men,
and infidelity type differences for women. Victim (or non-victim) is a participant who had (or not)
previously experienced real partner’s infidelity. Committed relationship (non-committed relationship) is
individuals who is (or not) married, living with their partner, or in a committed relationship.
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FTELZIEIE8 % (k=52, n=14,161), %)%
FHAdIT-010TH -7z (p<.001, k=42, n=
9,794). FEMMEKOMEZE (KFH b) TiX EJM
IR % S8 U 72 BF921336% (=50, n=14, 161),
ZhiRE d130. 41 TH YV /NS otz (p<.001, k=
40, n=9,571). BHOBEKL A 3= (Kd c)

TIE, EJM K& 2 %8 L 728 281342% (=50,
n=4,209), EE dIF0.33THV/NEh ol

(p<.001, k=41, n=4,209). LMHDZKZ A
T2 (i d) T EIM (G & K EE L 28R I
26% (=50, n=4,209), ZhHEE d130.07THY
MHL TWWREZE -2 (p<.01, k=41, n=
6, 470) .

WRIED B ARA XTI, BROKIGE
WREG, RSRRAOER - AR L A, BV - EYY, BEE,
R BT, WP oRE b EERR
DM, KEOBIL A TETIEEIM Kz X
FFT 2 RIIZEFEESES, FRELERL T
W E N~ A F 27257z (ds=-0.62 to 0.10).
IR OMZE (ds=0.06 to 0.45), Biko
FRAA 7S EIM ARG Z R D583 72
otz (ds=0.10 to 0.70).

HEEE 1 EATBRITITOEARTEM
I BRERPE LN (R=6, n=2360).
BEHEOHE d130.15 (p<.05), LEOZREE
130.27 (p=.14) THY, BlEOLBHEEREE
DI B NTEDZFDIRITER L TOWERETE 5 72,

MRSME L EJEEOER
FPESEE T, EJM RG22 SCRF4 2 0F581% 1
EA (k=8, n=4,634), ZhKFEL.01THY

WAL CTOWWRERERE -7z, BREEEODRE ¢
12.13, RE T - 02006 . 507>, —FH*%
S TRWBZOEE ¢ IT.24, diF-0.04005
0.4772 57z, W OWFE T EJM (G 2 3 #r
T OMGEIID e h ol RERRE CHEE TS
Te) OBRE ¢ 13.19, diT-0.0420>50.3172 o 7z,
—FF %) TRWEDOHERE ¢ 1X.19, d1%0.212
50.287%C > 7z, AfEEZ AW RE ¢ 13,20
(k=3, n=0598) Th V&R ITFH» T,

AR 1= EUM {RE%

L DHEZRMEEE TII2TEOFEE T TR EJM
RE 2R L (RGEHSTREIF9E D47 4%), PR
R EEZERT LHEETIE S BT T EJM
Wiz 2 Loz (Tabled). S0
MEEEDNS0. 8% DFEFH DN EJM i 2L Tz,
EJM 530 % 3265 L 72 B HEFE 1T Evol Psychol (12
% IF=1.050)%, Evol Hum Behav (9% : IF
=3.285), Pers Individ Dif (8% : IF=1.946),
Pers Relationsh (4% : IF=0.886) THV, —
¥, EIM K & 38 U 72 0s - Te EHERE 1 Psychol
Sci (4% : IF=5.476), Pers Soc Psychol Bull

(3% : IF=2.560), Arch Sex Behav (27 :
IF=2.704), J Pers Soc Psychol (275 : IF=
4.736) 2o,

#

=

A BT OFER i LT, BRI oM 250
P 2B EMHL, ZOHFRLEBEZLHFHOC
EIM (K3 oW iz 5.

Table4 Numbers of studies that author(s) accepted or rejected a sex-specific

evolved jealousy mechanism hypothesis

Type of academic journal Accepted Rejected Unclear
Evolutionary psychology 27 0 0
Sex roles or cultural psychology 0 5 0
Residual journals 30 23 6
‘Sum total 5 98 6

5) IF (impact factor) X &Y a4 —tD20155E1F TH D (201646 HIEE).
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TERE HE55%,

EJM {RER DAREE

KA B G OFEARTEEAF D A 2 538 DFFEAE K
N%< (=168, N=125,698), BETFDOWIIEH:R
oy L Tz, BRIEEIREOISE TiE31%
DEIMAGRICK T DR 2HmEL, 2IRE o 1T
.20 95> 7. Harris (2003a) d A & 5345 D%)
REIIPREREL SR, TODIXRIZ20ETH
D, RAXAZOHFER (=104, n=90,267) DJF
DEVEZYTHA S, RMEEE (12.5%, ¢ =.01)
DS (25.0%, ¢ =.13) OE TS EJM
PERDOXFFRITM <, REDEHRL TWHNDFF
WEREETZ 572, 2 ofERIE Carpenter (2012)
DAL DHFER L —FH L Wiz, bbb, )
BIREEZA WSS, EJMKFEIC X > THT
X DWIHOMEZIIBD CTREMTH Y, FEES
VR R oI L ke T, EIM R
R EN2NZ ERHAL PRI T,

EeBEREEE T EIMARGUII RS nigino Tz,
R a ZEFEL 22227 7% TH Y, %)
BEIRFH EHFH -7z (d=-0.10). Fz,
EOFMT THIGE a ZXFFT 50281313137 <,
REIIZ < OFRMT TG E W HRTTE T, §
bbb, HILLDEZEEPFRTLIEET TS X
EIME#EZHFSNerol. ZofEL £
Carpenter (2012) ® X Z pHrfEHR & —F L Tz,
Harris (2005) & 23 5R5 2 £ TIE, 12135
NTOWENLUEETE 2 S o Tz, ME—HEE
72 U Te SRR3R IR D e W B L DWF9E T2 - T

(ds=0.21 to 0.28).

RO EZ AT HHEER

B BRI TEIME OREED
BlcmMEZEOMELZEMRL T D (Bem,
1996). AL LIRS TIRMERTRAICE D &3 4EY
DRI R 2 RET D LIRKEL TS, —
77, PEEFIEG T, FEEFIEIMEEE oM
RETHITEZ L D7 (Bem, 1996), [E4:E:
B OWIH TR BT OME 2550 TR E 2 5 1)
12725 LEL TW5 (Sheets & Wolfe, 2001).
% < OWFFEH EIM GG Tl 7 < MEEEI B 2 =
L TwWws (Bohner & Wanke, 2004 ; Hupka
& Bank, 1996 ; Sheets & Wolfe, 2001 ; Treger

%25, 20174

& Sprecher, 201172 &). AROFRMEEE O A ¥
IHTFER D ER L TOWREEORE (¢ =.01)
Th ) HEAEFHRZXREL Tk,

HEMBHMER SR D ITE A

(cognitive appraisal) IC X W iLEL, Wb
F PR RHME N E B e B A R T LB X D
0 d 5 (Lazarus, 1999 ; White & Mullen,
198972 £). Z o ¥ iz F o %, Harris (2003a,
2003b, 2004) XMk ICBE T 5 fhas iy R EL iR

(social-cognitive theory) Z#MEL72. Z DH
i TR T E CBESSE R SR ITA T,
BROBREICLVRET D, L THRAOMEED
HELHZHAZUTOIICHHAL TS, £2<D
SACE T, eI B LY R TE SN
iz (Oliver & Hyde, 1993), Zcft:dfE#Y
FRUITBHEIC L o TERE L 2V, BHIIHEMER
IR L9V, BHEOHRFRICITS 2 DR
FREHETE S/ 2 B X2 & iR+ 5 Em
Bd DI, HEBEKOEEOREZEK AFED
% (Sheets & Wolfe, 2001). Z o7 vtz i3
BT < S SUEERICEZE 2 21T T 5

(Harris, 2003a, 2004). tham)78 e i3 b
FHHTHY, sEfERE, BEFEEECED LT,
% < OWFFEIC L Y EiE S TWwb, Carpenter

(2012) @D A X 34T OFER bt py A E G 2 3K
FFLTWhe, 5612, thamsBaesim i3 oM
ZDOERSTHmST — & LOESMELE V. f
Z0E, FAMEEE OB MEEIC IV IREL
KTV (KA Z GRS, Zo8Rb %
TS HIERINEERIC L VAT E 5, [AMEEE X
BB E D DPEBR S N A RRB N L W e DR
ST 2B gire LML, BMEEE LV bR
LUTIRAL T W2 Th 5 (Harris, 2002 ;
Sheet & Wolfe, 2001).

FITNLay MR #70vay M
(double-shot hypothesis : DeSteno & Salovey,
1996a) TITMEAVFR & AEMHBFERUIINL L T2
G <, WIROMEDRERL, ZlhEr i
RUTHERNER 2 3 TR 2 DA 2358V 2 Lk
KL TW5 E#E 2 TwW5 (Harris, 2003a ; Harris
& Christenfeld, 1996a). Buss et al. (1999)
DIFFE T TZRITITE D TR WERERER & T
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HIBIR D e WIEHRRR) OV LV~ 2 ERLTC
FEE, HARAZBRET AU AL@BEANT, Bt
Vet LD R ROBIRE R G L, F 7 vy a y
MRF#EGSE L. LaL, FEURREEZ AW
7= X 2 3 #r (Carpenter, 2012) OFEHRIT & 7 v
va vy MIELERIL T e,

OB BARER Wk OMEZEIT B L OMICEI 3
LG OEEN LT THY, Fhix ko
T—=F 4777 NTHDHEVWIBRFNRDD
(Harris, 2000, Kato, 2014a, 2014b 72 &). Z®
B M o #& S K FE (sexual imagination
hypothesis) & FE X 1L T v % (Kato, 2014a,
2014b). BRI OMEZEMFZE TIIMERNFR &R ETZ
R[RETBGT HRBEICHEER W L &Rifg s LT
WB, XD BiEIERERICkT 518460
VRN T & 2R 5538 E <@ Ty
5. BlxX, BrETLEXEIcET SR
- B L3 (Geer, Judice, & Jackson,
1994 ; McCall, Rellini, Seal, & Meston, 2007
728). BT A L 0 IR 5 CEBRREIC, &
PEIEBEMELY e~ T ¢ v 7 RCEBREIGE IE
TelclaZ+ % (Geer & McGlone, 1990) 72 & T
H5. BIOBSE TITHMHITEHEER L0 i
KICEAT 2 XEZBE LT, LT ofs R
N5 5 7z (Schutzwohl, 2008b ; Schutzwohl
& Koch, 200472 &), &7z, Hhickh32 Bt
BIIMEAT 2 & BIR D 72 W5 T b EICHRE S,
ZONETIVHRTHENTHY, atide~
VT Ay I IRFERICSITORT W EBREI BT
W5 (Leitenberg & Henning, 1995%/).

PEORBGIKE T, BiHOMEICEL T, &
X0 B EAR IR RGE 2B GBTE D
72, BHEOMEAFRROBIRENEGLS 2D EEX
TN5., FWix L, ZEPERSEE =+
DI T E VIR OMEITERRE SN2 <D,
Kato (2014a) ZERE+0MEGBTE 5504 (B
BEBFICL > TER BB EES) LIEHERN
& NV Ty RRZ—LDBK LGB IED)
g Ule, SRERRIRORER, LD BE OS5
fF (46.9%) LV HIHEOSEME: (67.2%) OF 34
HFRORIRENE Do T, £z, BIEOFRMED
ZHEDOHERIFR OZFINFEIL, Buss et al. (1992)

ERICHETHE L 7254 (43.8%) LV &Eho
72. 20O Z &% Buss et al. (1992) 72 EHH W
TEBFRRSGmIL, Pl ebitict o T
PERF RS 2+ ME TE S HETIER LS, %
HOMZEZREFT DO DORY R FIETIE RN
LERL TS, X5 Kato (2014a) 1X, #&
Yot z2 + 0 ARG S W T Stk TIRRIG D M D B 52
INBNZ ELFEFEL 2.

TERe D J5 1 T A ME A BT R 2+ F8E
TERNWZ LiE, T OMENS b FHEIC SR
SNTND., REHEERERD D L ZMEiTZ 5 T
etk X PRI Rk L TIRIA L 72 (Becker,
Sagarin, Guadagno, Millevoi, & Nicastle,
2004 ; Berman & Frazier, 2005 ; Guadagno
& Sagarin, 2010 ; Harris, 2000 ; Kato, 2014a,
2014b ; Sagarin, Becker, Guadagno, Nicastle,
& Millevoi, 2003 ; Tagler, 2010 ; Voracek,
200172 &), BRBHELMITES TRV LY
M8 K IC IR H L = (Frederick & Fales,
2016 ; Varga et al, 201172 &). SR EHE
ARG SR M0 MR ERGE ARG ST
TEMEXY, HEIEREROBIRERE Do T

(Varga et al, 20117 &), MHEAGTEB) I B0 23
WG EERRRDORIRE D & - 7o (Burchell
& Ward, 201172 &), HEBRMEFOZ N LHIZ
EMREFRITIRIAT 223, MHREBRAFO N L F
AZE SR T 2 B EICITEARB R 2o 2

(Harris, 2003b 72 &).

BUEMREEZERTD

EIM R OFHRITITEIC 2 DOMmmNH 5.
Bz TREMEIIENERRIC, LRI
BT D), TORBITFED. EITEOME
i TR O N BZT kD I T & T A FEITE)IC
ERLTWD] O,

FH—OWmRICEAL T, RAZHHHRHERITHRE T
EIM (i 2 % F Lo - . T mmifil@iEo
EET—4 (FHWEIR) BLUORRESRETITEN
TORBEIROMEZENA LN, ZOMHEZTLLT O
HEIZEVED GINTHRTRETHD., b %
b, G E T Dam s iFeH = fuic < < (Franco,
Malhotra, & Simonovits, 2014), {#ZENHEWNZ
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EERESEFEITHZEIIREETH D, Z0w),
EIM K#uIC e 72 % < O, £TEFR
S A4 TORREOMZEZ R LT ET, BIOEKNZ
PRI 2, AEWIFRIMEDNER S A T OIER
ZUATERSBRD VWS FIEEZANWI D 257
W, R EL T, EIM G ERET DX ThH-o
TOHRRE T DT — X2 ERTHZ LTk,
AADHTONREEZARLICHL LFbZ &iciks.
EJM RT3 = 08 2 B HEFE L 7258
—gEERL TnRn. EIM AR ZY 72 513,
D 7p < EBWEIHOSOSIZEE- L TW 5D B4y
FHFE R IR T T — 4 B RORT B L EFFC, K
DNEDOF A DEMFR L VENERICEES
BV, A ZDBMERGERR & D R RIC R A o
TWIEEBNT — 2 b ETRTRETHD (kL
MEREITHDHEOD). LPLIDXS T —
HIIFEEL 72V, — 05, BFE TR/ L 72 EJM (G
DA OFEEIE, SHERRZYTH DL L ZEE
LB Z <O FRICEDV X2 HENATVDS, EH5
OHFHBEHEMICE Y TH 2 0 im O RHIT A2,
HEALODFRIIE 21T K » TR ICH L 23 AT
DA R EEE 2 5. EJM R b DB
DOF LB OO LD TH Y, HALLEZER
WCHBHFTREZRBIR L WO HIH T, O P A2
Z5HLE L TEIM 20 1T 5 & TidZew,

gk 2

(Table S1 225 S3) BL O X Z HATIc W
SCER U http://katolabo.web.fc2.com/KL2016-0
Ol.pdf 2HFHTE 5.
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