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Supplementary Materials
Section 1: Anger Analyses  
In addition to providing ratings of jealousy, participants in Studies 1 and 2 were asked to rate their anger at the affair partner(s) and anger at their own partner. We predicted that a) anger at the affair partner would be most extreme when a partner cheated repeatedly with a single affair partner and b) anger at their own partner would be most extreme when that partner was involved with multiple affair partners. Participants responded on a scale from 0 (“Not at all Angry”) to 100 (“Exceptionally Angry”). The exact wording of the anger questions differed slightly across studies. For complete details, see the survey materials on the OSF.
Experiment 1  
In Experiment 1, a main effect of partner number emerged in relation to anger at the affair partner(s), F(1,481) = 58.19, p < .001, ηp2 = .11. As in the case of jealousy, and in keeping with our pre-registered hypothesis, participants reported significantly greater anger at the affair partner(s) when their partner cheated repeatedly with 1 affair partner (M = 82.79) relative to when their partner cheated once with each of 6 partners (M = 74.81). We did not observe a significant main effect of gender, F(1,481) = .001, p = .982, ηp2 < .001, nor did we observe a significant affair partner number by gender interaction, F(1,481) = 1.21, p = .271, ηp2 = .003.
In the case of anger at one’s own romantic partner, however, the effect of partner number was not statistically significant, F(1,481) = .002, p = .968, ηp2 < .001. Unlike the patterns observed in relation to anger at the affair partner(s) (and unlike the patterns observed in relation to jealousy), participants reported approximately equal levels of anger at a romantic partner who cheated repeatedly with one affair partner (M = 93.17) or once with multiple affair partners (M = 93.19). Also contrasting with the prior analysis, a main effect of gender emerged, F(1,481) = 6.62, p = .010, ηp2 = .01, with women reporting significantly greater anger at their romantic partner relative to men (Ms = 95.38 and 91.56). As in the prior analyses, however, the gender by partner number interaction was not statistically significant, F(1,481) = .13, p = .721, ηp2 < .001.
Experiment 2 
In the case of anger at the affair partner(s), a main effect of partner number emerged, F(1,830) = 10.55, p = .001, ηp2 = .01. Replicating the results of Experiment 1, and in keeping with our pre-registered prediction, participants reported significantly greater anger at the affair partner(s) when a partner cheated with a single affair partner (M = 81.36) relative to when a partner cheated across multiple affair partners (M = 75.16). Also in keeping with Experiment 1, the results revealed neither a significant main effect of gender, F(1,830) = .58, p = .448, ηp2 = .001, nor a significant gender by partner number interaction, F(1,830) = .06, p = .802, ηp2 < .001.
For anger at one’s partner, however, the main effect of partner number was once again non-significant, F(1,831) = 1.43, p = .233, ηp2 = .002; in contrast with anger at the affair partner(s), trends suggested greater anger at their one’s partner when this partner cheated with multiple affair partners (M = 92.85) relative to when they cheated with a single affair partner (M =91.52). As in Experiment 1, the results also revealed a significant main effect of gender, F(1,831) = 33.88, p < .001, ηp2 = .04, with women reporting greater anger at their partner relative to men (Ms = 95.44 and 88.93). Once again, these main effects were not qualified by a significant gender x affair partner number interaction, F(1,831) = .35, p = .557, ηp2 < .001.
Section 2: Subgroup Analyses (Sex Differences, Partnered vs. Single Differences)
Subgroup Analyses Among Partnered Participants 
Because some participants were single at the time of participation, we re-ran all our pre-registered analyses among the subset of participants currently married, engaged, or in a relationship. We did so to address the possibility that the ratings of single participants, for whom the threat of infidelity is relatively abstract, may not reflect the ratings of those currently in a relationship and at risk of infidelity.
Experiment 1 
We re-examined the effects of partner number and gender on jealousy, anger at the affair partner(s), and anger at one’s own partner among the subgroup of participants who reported being married, engaged, or involved in a relationship. Participants currently involved with a romantic partner had been with their partner for an average of M = 13.75 years at the time of participation.
Even within this subgroup of partnered participants, the results revealed a significant main effect of affair partner number on jealousy, F(1,299) = 14.80, p < .001, ηp2 = .05. As in the analyses involving the full sample, participants reported less jealousy in response to 6 affair partners (M = 72.85) relative to 1 (M = 76.92). Also paralleling our analyses involving the complete sample, the main effect of gender did not reach significance, F(1,299) = 1.74, p = .189, ηp2 = .01, nor did the gender by affair partner number interaction, F(1,299) = .89, p = .347, ηp2 = .003.
A main effect of partner number emerged also emerged in relation to anger at the affair partner(s), F(1, 299) = 40.18, p < .001, ηp2 = .12. Participants were significantly more angry at a single affair partner (M = 84.18) relative to multiple affair partners (M = 76.15). The results again revealed no significant main effect of gender, F(1, 299) = .22, p = .642, ηp2 = .001, and no significant gender x partner number interaction, F(1, 299) = .02, p = .891, ηp2 < .001.
In the case of anger at one’s partner, however, the main effect of partner number was not statistically significant, F(1, 299) = .72, p = .396, ηp2 = .002; in keeping with the results from the complete sample, anger at one’s partner did not significantly differ as a function of partner number (1 partner: M = 93.93; 6 partners: M = 93.39). However, a main effect of gender emerged, F(1, 299) = 4.36, p = .038, ηp2 = .01, with women (M = 95.37) reporting significantly greater anger at their partner relative to men (M = 91.95). Once again, the gender x partner number interaction was not statistically significant, F(1, 299) = .004, p = .948, ηp2 < .001.
Experiment 2 
At the time of their participation, partnered participants had been in a relationship for M = 13.87 years. Within this subgroup, the effect of partner number on jealousy did not reach the conventional cutoff for significance, F(1, 505) = 2.77, p = .097, ηp2 = .01. Nonetheless, trends suggested that participants again reported greater jealousy in response to 1 cheating partner (M = 79.42) relative to 6 (M = 74.91). Moreover, the indirect effect of affair partner number on jealousy through emotional attachment concerns remained statistically significant, b = -4.81, SE = 1.10, p < .001. Like the analyses involving the complete sample, these results revealed neither a significant main effect of gender, F(1, 505) = 2.35, p = .126, ηp2 = .005, nor a significant gender x affair partner number interaction, F(1, 505) = .39, p = .534, ηp2 < .001.
In relation to anger at the affair partner(s), we again found a significant main effect of partner number, F(1, 505) = 6.24, p = .013, ηp2 = .01; participants were significantly more angry at one affair partner (M = 83.00) relative to multiple affair partners (M = 76.96). As in Experiment 1, no significant effects were observed in relation to gender, F(1, 505) = .93, p = .336, ηp2 = .002, or in relation to the gender x partner number interaction, F(1, 505) = 1.16, p = .282, ηp2 = .002.
Also mirroring the results of Experiment 1, the effect of partner number was not significant in relation to anger at one’s own partner, F(1, 505) = .82, p = .364, ηp2 = .002. However, a main effect of gender emerged, F(1, 505) = 16.40, p < 1e-04, ηp2 = .03: As was the case for the complete sample, women (M = 95.86) reported significantly greater anger at their partner relative to men (M = 90.02). The gender x partner number interaction remained non-significant, F(1, 505) = .70, p = .403, ηp2 = .001.
Finally, we re-examined which form of infidelity constituted “more cheating” among this subset of participants. As described in the materials for Experiment 2 (reported in the main text), participants were asked to imagine the two infidelity scenarios and indicate which scenario involved a greater “amount” of cheating on a 5-point scale, with options to indicate that one of the scenarios involved “much more” cheating than the other, one of the scenarios involved “slightly more” cheating than the other, or both scenarios involved an equal amount of cheating. As in the main text, we performed a one-sample t-test on these ratings. For ease of interpretation, values were recoded to range from -2 (i.e., repeated encounters with a single partner entailed much more cheating) to +2 (one encounter with each of multiple affair partners entailed much more cheating); a score of 0 indicated beliefs that both scenarios involved equal levels of cheating.
Once again, one encounter with each of six affair partners was still thought to involve significantly “more” cheating than six encounters with a single affair partner (M = .17, 95% CI [.07, .28]), t(508) = 3.39, p < .001. In this way, despite the high level of jealousy it elicited, repeated encounters with a single affair partner was thought to constitute “less” cheating than one-off encounters across multiple affairs, and this perception held true even among the subsample of partnered participants.
Subgroup Analyses by Sex 
Because the relationship between the number of affair partners and jealousy may be mediated, in part, through emotional attachment concerns, and because prior research has found evidence for reliable sex differences in jealousy responses to emotional infidelity (Sagarin et al., 2012), we performed a series of exploratory analyses examining the effects of partner number on jealousy separately among men and women.
Experiment 1 
One-way ANOVAs examining the effect of partner number on jealousy revealed a significant effect of partner number on jealousy among both women, F(1, 274) = 39.82, p < .001, ηp2 = .13, and men, F(1, 207) = 9.68, p = .002, ηp2 = .04. Thus, the effect of partner number on jealousy remained even when analyzing men and women separately.
Experiment 2 
As in Experiment 1, we performed a series of exploratory analyses examining the effects of affair partner number on jealousy independently among men and women. One-way ANOVAs examining the effect of partner number on jealousy revealed a significant effect of partner number on jealousy among women, F(1, 429) = 4.93, p = .027, ηp2 = .01, but not among men, F(1, 402) = 1.60, p = .207, ηp2 = .004. However, the indirect effect of affair partner number on jealousy through emotional attachment concerns remained significant among both men, b = -5.82, SE = 1.34, p < .001, and women, b = -6.50, SE = 1.34, p < .001. Thus, although the direct effect of partner number on jealousy was not observable when analyzing men in isolation, the predicted indirect effect through emotional attachment concerns held across both sexes.
Section 3: Unregistered Supplemental Studies 
In addition to the pre-registered studies reported in the main text, we conducted a series of additional unregistered Supplemental Studies comparing jealousy responses to 1 or 6 affair partners (or, in some cases, comparing jealousy responses to 1, 3, or 6 affair partners). Five of the six pilot studies included scenarios holding the total number of sexual encounters constant (Supplemental Studies 1-5), mirroring those reported in the main text. Additionally, all six pilot studies included generic scenarios comparing one or multiple affair partners—without providing any contextual information about the total number of sexual encounters entailed.
These unregistered studies were conducted prior to the lead author beginning graduate school and, as a result, suffer from some minor shortcomings. In particular, some studies were collected using samples from Amazon Mechanical Turk in exchange for low compensation rates (Supplemental Studies 1, 2, 5, and 6). Additionally, because Supplemental Studies 4 and 5 were conducted using students from the same university, it is possible that a small portion of these participants may have participated in both studies. Finally, in Supplemental Study 4, an additional 107 participants were recruited after the original data had already been analyzed due to a smaller-than-expected initial sample. Despite these limitations, however, our core hypothesis–that jealousy increases as partner number decreases when holding the total number of sexual encounters constant–replicated across all studies in which it was tested, including both university and online samples and across multiple response formats.
Supplemental Studies 1 and 2 compared jealousy in response to 1, 3, or 6 affair partners, whereas the remaining Supplemental Studies only compared jealousy in response to 1 affair partner or 6. All Supplemental Studies used repeated-measures designs in which subjects were exposed to all scenarios in counterbalanced order. These Supplemental Studies included both continuous-measure ratings of jealousy (Supplemental Study 1 and Supplemental Studies 3 – 5), and forced-choice responses, in which participants were asked to select which form of infidelity was most jealousy-provoking (Supplemental Study 2 and Supplemental Study 6). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Supplemental Studies also included data across a wide variety of additional questions not reported here. Complete study materials are available on the OSF. Results concerning emotional attachment are reported only in cases in which these questions referred directly to the core scenarios—one encounter with each of six affair partners versus six encounters with a single affair partner.
Participants recruited across these studies included Amazon Mechanical Turkers working in the United States (Supplemental Studies 1, 2, 5, and 6) and students from a large public university in the Southwestern United States (Supplemental Studies 3 and 4). Exclusion criteria were the same for these studies as in the primary studies, with several key exceptions. First, subjects reporting a polyamorous identity were not excluded from these studies, as this question was not included in any Supplemental Studies. Second, although subjects were excluded for indicating a gender other than male or female, participants in these studies were not asked to report on their sex and gender separately (unlike the Experiments reported in the main text). Third, subjects were excluded from these studies if they indicated that they were “not at all” comfortable with the English language.[footnoteRef:1] Fourth, some Supplemental Studies included multiple attention checks (rather than just one). Finally, these studies did not include a bot check. [1:  In Supplemental Studies 1 and 2, however, participants were first asked which language they preferred to complete the study in, and only participants selecting a language other than English were shown this question.] 

Scenarios Holding Encounter Number Constant 
Supplemental Studies 1-5 included questions mirroring those reported in the main text in which the total number of sexual encounters was held constant across scenarios. As in the main text, each of these five studies included scenarios involving 6 encounters with 1 affair partner and 1 encounter with each of 6 affair partners. Unlike the scenarios reported in the main text, however, Supplemental Studies 1 and 2 also included an intermediate scenario in which participants were asked to imagine 2 encounters with each of 3 affair partners. Because Supplemental Studies 3-5 also included questions about emotional attachment concerns in response to the two scenarios holding the total number of sexual encounters constant, we also report differences between these ratings across conditions.
Supplemental Study 1 (N = 428 Amazon Mechanical Turkers)
Participants rated their jealousy on 101-point scales ranging from 0 (“Not at all Jealous”) – 100 (“Extremely Jealous”), with the label “Somewhat Jealous” included at the midpoint. Participants provided these ratings across 3 scenarios holding the total number of sexual encounters constant, including a partner cheating 1 time with each of 6 affair partners, 2 times with each of 3 affair partners, and 6 times with 1 affair partner. These scenarios were presented in randomized order. 
To determine whether jealousy differed as a function of the number of affair partners, we conducted a 2 (gender: male vs. female) x 3 (affair partner number: 1, 3, or 6) mixed-model analysis of variance (ANOVA), with Greenhouse-Geisser correction.[footnoteRef:2] Replicating the findings reported in the main text, participants reported significantly greater jealousy in response to fewer versus more affair partners. In particular, the main effect of affair partner number on jealousy was significant, F(1.42, 604.84) = 74.54, p < .001, ηp2 = .149, with participants reporting the most extreme jealousy in response to 1 affair partner (M = 78.68) relative to 3 affair partners (M = 68.27) or 6 (M = 64.32). This effect was not driven by the comparison between 1 and 6 affair partners alone, as significant differences also emerged between 1 and 3 affair partners, t(426) = 8.52, p < .001 and between 3 and 6 affair partners, t(426) = 4.9, p < .001. The results also revealed a significant main effect of gender, F(1, 426) = 10.83, p = .001, ηp2 = .025, with women reporting significantly greater jealousy across scenarios than men. However, the partner number x gender interaction was not significant, F(1.42, 604.84) = 0.46, p = .565, ηp2 = .001. [2:  Because Mauchly’s test of sphericity indicated a violation of the assumption of sphericity, the Greenhouse-Geisser method was used to adjust the degrees of freedom.
] 

Supplemental Study 2 (N = 178 Amazon Mechanical Turkers)
Using a forced-choice design, participants indicated which of three scenarios was most jealousy-provoking when holding the number of sexual encounters constant (1 affair partner x 6 encounters, 3 affair partners x 2 encounters each, or 6 affair partners x 1 encounter each). Replicating the results reported in the main text, participants again reported increases in jealousy as partner number decreased. More specifically, a large majority of participants selected 1 affair  partner x 6 encounters as most jealousy-provoking (N = 130). Relatively few participants selected 3 affair partners x 2 encounters each (N = 11) or 6 affair partners x 1 encounter each (N = 37), and this difference was statistically significant (X2(2) = 131.94, p < .001; chi-squared goodness-of-fit test). The effect remained significant even when removing those participants selecting 3 partners x 2 encounters each, X2(1) = 51.79, p < .001, suggesting that this effect was not driven by the relatively small number of participants selecting the intermediate scenario. Men and women did not differ in their selection of which scenario was most jealousy-provoking (X2(2) = 1.34, p = .513; chi-squared test of association).
Supplemental Study 3 (analytic ns = 199-302 university students from a larger sample of N = 542 students)
542 participants rated their jealousy and their concerns about a partner becoming emotionally involved with one or more affair partners on scales from 0 (“Not at all” or “Not at all Concerned”) to 7 (“Extremely” or “Extremely Concerned”) in response to a partner cheating 1 time with each of 6 affair partners and 6 times with a single affair partner, in counterbalanced order. Unlike in prior studies, participants were not shown any scenarios involving 3 affair partners. Participants in this study were shown random subsets of scenarios, leaving n = 199 total participants who rated their jealousy across both scenarios. An additional n = 302 participants answered questions associated with one scenario or the other without answering both (i.e., jealousy and emotional attachment concerns in response to 6 encounters with 1 affair partner or jealousy and emotional attachment concerns in response to 1 encounter with each of 6 affair partners, but not both). Because participants in this latter subset effectively took part in a between-subjects design, we used this subgroup to test the complete mediation model reported in Experiment 2. 
To test the hypothesis that jealousy may be most extreme in response to repeated encounters with a single affair partner, we firs conducted a 2 (gender: male vs. female) x 2 (partner number: 1 or 6) mixed-model ANOVA among the subset of participants completing both questions. As in Supplemental Studies 1 and 2, the main effect of affair partner number was significant, F(1, 197) = 13.79, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.065, with the most extreme jealousy reported in response to 1 affair partner relative to 6 (respective Ms: 5.24, 5). Contrasting with Supplemental Study 1, however, the main effect of gender was not statistically significant, F(1, 197) = 3.36, p = .068, ηp2 = .017. Once again, no significant partner number x gender interaction emerged, F(1, 197) = 2.18, p = .141, ηp2 = .011.
Among the subset of participants completing the questions associated with only one scenario or the other, for whom the design was effectively between-subjects, we were able to test the complete mediation model described in Experiment 2. Replicating these results, we again observed a significant indirect effect of partner number on jealousy through emotional attachment concerns, b = -.14, SE = .07, p = .031. The complete results are shown in Figure S1.







Figure S1
Mediation Results for Subjects in Supplemental Study 3
[image: ]
Note. A path model representing the relationship between partner number and jealousy mediated through emotional attachment concerns. Coefficients shown are unstandardized. The results also revealed a significant indirect effect of partner number on jealousy through emotional attachment concerns, b = -.14, SE = .07, p = .031. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
Supplemental Study 4 (N = 576 university students)
As in Supplemental Study 3, participants in Supplemental Study 4 rated their jealousy and emotional attachment concerns using 8-point scales in response to 6 encounters with 1 affair partner or 1 encounter with each of 6 affair partners (in randomized order). A 2 (gender: male vs. female) x 2 (affair partner number: 1 or 6) mixed-model ANOVA again revealed a significant main effect of partner number, F(1, 574) = 41.24, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.067. Replicating those results reported in the main text, participants reported significantly greater jealousy in response to 6 encounters with 1 affair partner relative to 1 encounter with each of 6 affair partners (respective Ms: 5.39, 5 on 8-point scales). The main effect of gender was not statistically significant, F(1, 574) = 3.66, p = .056, ηp2 = .006, nor was the gender x affair partner number interaction, F(1, 574) = 0.21, p = .646, ηp2 < .001.
Although the consent form stipulated that only participants 18 years of age or older were eligible to participate, 4 participants taking part in this study did not indicate being at least 18 years of age, suggesting that these participants may not have read the instructions carefully. As an additional robustness check, we re-ran this analysis when excluding these four subjects. Once again, we found a significant main effect of partner number, F(1, 570) = 39.98, p < .001, but no other significant effects (gender: F(1, 570) = 3.65, p = .057; gender x partner number interaction: F(1, 570) = 0.11, p = .735).
Finally, because participants in Supplemental Study 4 also rated their emotional attachment concerns across these scenarios, we ran a paired-samples t-test comparing these ratings across both partner number conditions. Once again, the results revealed a significant main effect of condition, t(575) = 12.22, p < .001; participants reported significantly greater concerns about a partner’s emotional involvement when this partner was thought to be involved with a single affair partner relative to when they were thought to be involved with multiple affair partners (respective Ms: 5.88 and 4.84). Moreover, attachment difference across conditions scores significantly predicted jealousy difference scores across conditions, b = .12, SE = .03, p < .001, suggesting that those who were more concerned about a partner’s attachment to an affair partner in the one-partner scenario also reported greater jealousy. Because formal within-subject mediation requires additional assumptions, including the absence of carry-over effects, and mediation was not the primary aim of this supplemental study, we did not estimate a complete indirect-effect model (for a discussion, see Montoya, 2023).
Supplemental Study 5 (N = 562 Amazon Mechanical Turkers)
The materials used in Supplemental Study 5 were identical to those used in Supplemental Study 4. A 2 (gender: male vs. female) x 2 (affair partner number: 1 or 6) mixed-model ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of affair partner number, F(1, 560) = 7.56, p = 0.006, ηp2 = 0.013, replicating the effect reported in the main text. Specifically, participants reported significantly greater jealousy in response to a partner cheating multiple times with a single partner relative to one encounter with each of multiple partners (respective Ms: 5.39, 5). A significant main effect of gender also emerged, F(1, 560) = 10.14, p = .002, ηp2 = .018, with women reporting significantly greater jealousy than men. As always, however, the gender x partner interaction remained non-significant, F(1, 560) = 2.53, p = .112, ηp2 = .004.
Moreover, because participants in Supplemental Study 5 also provided ratings of attachment concerns across both partner number scenarios, we ran a paired-samples t-test comparing these ratings. As in Supplemental Studies 3 and 4, the results revealed a significant effect of partner number, t(561) = 12.09, p < .001; participants reported significantly stronger concerns about a partner’s emotional involvement when they became involved with a single affair partner relative to when they became involved with multiple affair partners (respective Ms: 6.00 and 5.04). Also paralleling the results of these studies, attachment difference scores across conditions significantly predicted jealousy difference scores across conditions, b = .14, SE = .03, p < .001. 
Scenarios Not Specifying the Number of Sexual Encounters
In addition to the primary scenarios holding the number of encounters constant, all Supplemental Studies also included generic scenarios assessing jealousy in response to one or multiple affair partners, without any contextual information specifying the total number of sexual encounters. In general (though not always), the results from these scenarios mirrored those observed when holding the total number of sexual encounters constant. These results are described in more detail in the sections that follow.
Supplemental Study 1 (N = 428 Amazon Mechanical Turkers)
To determine whether jealousy differed as a function of the number of affair partners (without holding the total number of sexual encounters constant), we conducted a 2 (gender: male vs. female) x 3 (affair partner number: 6, 3, or 1) mixed-model analysis of variance (ANOVA), with Greenhouse-Geisser correction.[footnoteRef:3] Participants in Supplemental Study 1 rated their jealousy in response to a partner cheating sexually with 1, 3, or 6 affair partners (with no additional contextual information provided) on the same 101-point scales described in the preceding section. The main effect of affair partner number was significant, F(1.55, 661.49) = 8.29, p < .001, ηp2 = .019, with participants reporting the most extreme jealousy in response to 1 affair partner (M = 73.9) relative to 3 affair partners (M = 72.35) or 6 (M = 69.22). Significant differences emerged between 1 and 6 partners, t(426) = 3.25, p = .001, and between 3 and 6 affair partners, t(426) = 3.42, p < .001. However, the difference between 1 and 3 affair partners was not statistically significant, t(426) = 1.41, p = .158. A significant main effect of gender also emerged, F(1, 426) = 12.23, p < .001, ηp2 = .028, with women reporting greater jealousy across scenarios than men. Once again, the gender x partner number interaction was not statistically significant, F(1.55, 661.49) = 1.04, p = .338, ηp2 = .002. [3:  Mauchly’s test of sphericity indicated a violation of the assumption of sphericity. To correct for this, the Greenhouse-Geisser method was used to adjust the degrees of freedom.] 

Supplemental Study 2 (N = 178 Amazon Mechanical Turkers)
To assess the role of partner number without holding the total number of sexual encounters constant, participants selected which of three infidelity scenarios—involving 1, 3, or 6 affair partners, with no additional information provided—was most jealousy-provoking. A significant difference emerged in the likelihood of selecting each scenario, X2(2) = 80.78, p < .001. Participants were more likely to select 1 affair partner as the most jealousy-provoking scenario (N = 97) relative to 3 affair partners (N = 4) or 6 (N = 77). When excluding those participants selecting 3 affair partners, however, this difference was not statistically significant, X2(1) = 2.3, p = .129. Additionally, men and women did not differ in their selection of 1, 3, or 6 affair partners as the most jealousy-provoking scenario (jealousy: X2(2) = .65, p = .721; chi-squared test of association), suggesting that jealousy reactions in Supplemental Study 2 did not significantly differ as a function of gender.
Supplemental Study 3 (N = 542 university students)
Participants rated their jealousy in response to 1 and 6 affair partners (in randomized order) using 8-point response scales; no additional information about the total number of sexual encounters was provided. A 2 (gender: male vs. female) x 2 (affair partner number: 1 or 6) mixed-model ANOVA indicated a significant main effect of partner number, F(1, 540) = 15.13, p < .001, ηp2 = .027; jealousy was most extreme in response to 1 affair partner relative to 6 (respective Ms: 5.08, 4.77). The main effect of gender was also significant, F(1, 540) = 14.37, p < .001, ηp2 = .026, with women reporting significantly greater jealousy than men. Once again, however, the interaction effect was not significant, F(1, 540) = 0.18, p = .670, ηp2 < .001.
Supplemental Study 4 (N = 576 university students)
Participants again used 8-point scales to rate their jealousy in response to 1 and 6 affair partners (with no details about the total number of sexual encounters provided). To test the hypothesis that jealousy increases as partner number decreases, a 2 (gender: male vs. female) x 2 (partner number: 1 vs 6) mixed-model ANOVA was conducted. Echoing the results of prior studies, the main effect of partner number on jealousy was significant, F(1, 574) = 4.24, p = .040, ηp2 = .007. That is, participants reported significantly greater jealousy in response to 1 affair partner relative to 6 (respective Ms: 5.09, 4.93). The main effect of gender was also significant, F(1, 574) = 3.98, p = .046, ηp2 = .007; as in Supplemental Study 3, women (M = 5.19) reported significantly greater jealousy than men (M = 4.83). However, the gender x partner number interaction was not statistically significant, F(1, 574) = 1.85, p = .174, ηp2 = .003.
Because 4 participants in Supplemental Study 4 did not indicate an age of 18 or older, despite this requirement having been stipulated in the consent form, it is possible that these participants may not have been reading the questions sufficiently closely. To address this issue, we re-ran this analysis when excluding these 4 subjects. The pattern of results remained the same (main effect of partner number: F(1, 570) = 3.90, p = .048; main effect of gender: F(1, 570) = 4.12, p  = .043; gender x affair partner number interaction: F(1, 570) = 1.63, p = .202).
Supplemental Study 5 (N = 562 Amazon Mechanical Turkers)
Materials used for Supplemental Study 5 were identical to those used in Supplemental Study 4. Once again, the results of a 2 (gender: male vs. female) x 2 (partner number: 1 vs 6) mixed-model ANOVA yielded a significant main effect of gender, F(1, 560) = 8.96, p = .003, ηp2 = .016, with women reporting significantly greater jealousy than men. However, the main effect of partner number was not statistically significant, F(1, 560) = 0, p = .975, ηp2 < .001. Trends suggested that participants rated one affair partner (M = 5.300) only slightly more jealousy-provoking than 6 affair partners (M = 5.297). In keeping with prior studies, however, the gender x partner number interaction was not significant, F(1, 560) = 3.42, p = .065, ηp2 = .006. 
Supplemental Study 6 (N = 302 Amazon Mechanical Turkers) 
Using a forced-choice scenario, participants were asked to indicate which of two infidelity scenarios (involving 1 affair partner or 6 affair partners) was more jealousy-provoking. No significant difference emerged in the scenario eliciting the most jealousy, X2(1) = 1.32, p = .250. However, trends once again suggested that participants were more likely to select 1 affair partner (N = 161) as more jealousy-provoking relative to 6 (N = 141). Men and women showed no significant difference in their likelihood of selecting 1 or 6 affair partners as the more jealousy-provoking scenario (X2(1) = 2.89, p = .089; chi-squared test of association). Thus, jealousy reactions to infidelity did not appear to differ as a function of gender.
Analyses of Other Emotions
In addition to providing ratings of jealousy, participants in Supplemental Studies 3-5 also rated their “anger,” “disgust,” and “upset or distress” in response to a partner cheating with one or multiple affair partners (holding the total number of sexual encounters constant). Additionally, participants in Supplemental Study 2 selected whether a partner cheating with 1, 3, or 6 affair partners would be more anger-eliciting (when holding the total number of sexual encounters constant). In the tables that follow, we report the results for these other emotions. 
Most strikingly, across all three Supplemental Studies in which disgust was examined, participants reported significantly greater disgust in response to 6 affair partners relative to 1—a pattern directly opposite to what we observed in relation to jealousy. In Supplemental Study 4, the results also revealed significant partner number x gender interactions in relation to both anger and disgust; these results are broken down further in Tables S3 and S4. Ratings of these emotions in relation to scenarios not holding the total number of sexual encounters constant may be found in the data available on the OSF.
Table S1
Forced-Choice Responses for Anger in Supplemental Study 2
	Number of Affair Partners
	n
	Proportion

	1 Partner
	70
	0.39

	3 Partners
	19
	0.11

	6 Partners
	89
	0.50


Note. Participants selected the number of affair partners (1, 3, or 6) that they found most anger-provoking, holding the total number of sexual encounters constant; in particular, participants selected either 6 encounters with 1 partner, 2 encounters with each of 3 partners, or 1 encounter with each of 6 partners as most anger-provoking. The distribution differed significantly from chance, χ²(2) = 44.17, p < .001. Gender differences were not significant, χ²(2, N = 178) = 1.07, p = .586.
Table S2
Repeated-Measures ANOVA Results and Estimated Marginal Means for Emotions Other than Jealousy Across Supplemental Studies 3-5
	Study
	Emotion
	F (Partner Number)
	p
	η²p
	F 
(Gender x Partner Number Interaction)
	p
	η²p
	F (Gender)
	p
	η²p
	Means: Partner Number (1 vs. 6)
	Means: Gender (Men vs. Women)

	Study 3
	Anger
	2.10
	.149
	.011
	0.00
	.978
	<.001
	14.62
	<.001
	.069
	6.11 vs. 6.23
	5.78 vs. 6.56

	Study 4
	Anger
	3.54
	.060
	.006
	4.04
	.045
	.007
	25.41
	<.001
	.042
	6.32 vs. 6.24
	6.02 vs. 6.53

	Study 5
	Anger
	4.23
	.040
	.008
	0.21
	.644
	<.001
	17.12
	<.001
	.030
	6.13 vs. 6.22
	5.88 vs. 6.47

	Study 3
	Upset/Distress
	2.26
	.135
	.011
	0.00
	.978
	<.001
	8.47
	.004
	.041
	6.32 vs. 6.23
	6.01 vs. 6.54

	Study 4
	Upset/Distress
	5.81
	.016
	.010
	0.22
	.636
	<.001
	14.56
	<.001
	.025
	6.32 vs. 6.23
	6.07 vs. 6.48

	Study 5
	Upset/Distress
	5.61
	.018
	.010
	0.55
	.459
	.001
	19.41
	<.001
	.034
	6.21 vs. 6.30
	5.97 vs. 6.54

	Study 3
	Disgust
	7.53
	.007
	.037
	3.51
	.063
	.017
	9.92
	.002
	.048
	6.09 vs. 6.38
	5.95 vs. 6.52

	Study 4
	Disgust
	16.70
	<.001
	.028
	4.85
	.028
	.008
	20.93
	<.001
	.035
	6.14 vs. 6.35
	6.00 vs. 6.48

	Study 5
	Disgust
	37.66
	<.001
	.063
	1.48
	.225
	.003
	11.79
	<.001
	.021
	5.98 vs. 6.28
	5.86 vs. 6.39


Note. Values represent results of repeated-measures ANOVAs examining emotional responses as a function of partner number when holding the total number of sexual encounters constant (6 encounters with 1 affair partner vs. 1 encounter with each of 6 affair partners) and gender. Means represent estimated marginal means. η²p = partial eta squared. Significant main effects of partner number are shown in bold. The results revealed that disgust showed a pattern which consistently contrasted with jealousy, increasing as the number of affair partners increased. 
Table S3 
Breakdown of Estimated Marginal Means of Anger in Supplemental Study 4
	Gender
	Partner Number
	Estimated Marginal Mean
	SE

	Men
	1
	6.10
	.08

	Men
	6
	5.94
	.09

	Women
	1
	6.53
	.06

	Women
	6
	6.53
	.07


Note. In Supplemental Study 4, the results revealed a significant gender x partner number interaction on anger ratings. Means shown represent estimated marginal means across scenarios holding the total number of sexual encounters constant (6 encounters with 1 affair partner vs. 1 encounter with each of 6 affair partners). Whereas women showed no mean difference in their self-reported anger as a function of the number of affair partners, Tukey HSD comparisons revealed that men reported marginally greater anger in response to one affair partner relative to multiple affair partners (Mdiff = 0.16, SE = 0.07, t(574) = 2.39, p = .080). 
Table S4
Breakdown of Estimated Marginal Means of Disgust in Supplemental Study 4
	Gender
	Partner Number
	Estimated Marginal Mean
	SE

	Men
	1
	5.85
	.10

	Men
	6
	6.16
	.09

	Women
	1
	6.44
	.07

	Women
	6
	6.53
	.06


Note. In Supplemental Study 4, the results revealed a significant gender x partner number interaction on disgust ratings. Means shown represent estimated marginal means across scenarios holding the total number of sexual encounters constant (6 encounters with 1 affair partner vs. 1 encounter with each of 6 affair partners). Tukey HSD comparisons revealed that women did not significantly differ in their disgust as a function of the number of affair partners (Mdiff = -0.09, SE = 0.06, t(574) = -1.62, p = .366), whereas men reported significantly greater disgust in response to multiple affair partners relative to a single affair partner (Mdiff = -0.31, SE = 0.08, t(574) = -3.86, p < .001). 
Section 4: Analyses with Polyamorous Subjects Retained
	Due to our focus on responses to infidelity, the results reported in the main text excluded all subjects identifying as polyamorous. Nonetheless, the exclusion of polyamorous subjects was not specifically stated in our pre-registration. Consequently, this section reports the results from the Main Text when retaining all polyamorous subjects in our sample.
Experiment 1 (N = 535)
As in the results reported in the Main Text, the main effect of partner number on jealousy remained significant when retaining polyamorous subjects, F(1,533)=42.06, p<.001, ηp2=.07. Also mirroring the results of Experiment 1 from the Main Text, a significant main effect of participant gender also emerged, F(1,533)=4.63, p = .032, ηp2=.01, with women (1 partner: M = 77.02; 6 partners: M = 70.69) reporting greater jealousy, overall, than men (1 partner: M = 70.36; 6 partners: M = 65.65). Finally, the gender x partner number interaction remained non-significant, F(1,533)=.90, p=.343, ηp2=.002. 
Experiment 2 (N = 960)
	Once again, the results revealed a significant main effect of partner number, F(1,955)=5.21, p=.023, ηp2=.01 when retaining polyamorous participants, with participants reporting significantly less jealousy in response to multiple affair partners (6 partners: M = 71.62) relative to one affair partner (M = 76.16); these results closely resemble those reported in the Main Text. Also paralleling our results from Experiment 2 in the Main Text, neither the main effect of participant gender, F(1,955)=1.19, p=.276, ηp2=.001, nor the gender x partner number interaction, F(1,955)=.16, p=.689, ηp2 < .001, approached statistical significance. 
The Role of Perceived Partner Emotional Attachment
In an exploratory 2 (affair partner number: 1 vs. 6) x 2 (participant gender: male vs. female) between-subjects ANOVA on emotional attachment concerns, the results again revealed a significant main effect of partner number, F(1,955)=59.00, p<.001, ηp2=.06; participants reported significantly greater concerns about emotional involvement when a partner had sex 6 times with one affair partner (M = 82.06) relative to when a partner had sex 1 time with each of 6 affair partners (M = 67.26). Once again, no other effects were statistically significant (all ps>.391).
Is the Relationship Between Affair Partner Number and Jealousy Mediated through Emotional Attachment Concerns?
As in the primary results reported in the main text, a significant indirect effect of partner number on jealousy again emerged through emotional attachment concerns, b=-5.74, SE=0.88, p<.001, in keeping with our primary analyses. Additionally, the direct effect of partner number on jealousy again dropped to non-significance, suggesting full statistical mediation, b = 1.18, SE = 1.90, p = .534.
More Affair Partners is Perceived as “More” Cheating 
Even when retaining polyamorous participants, infidelity involving one encounter with each of six affair partners was thought to entail “more” cheating than six encounters with a single affair partner (M = .24, 95% CI [.16, .32]), t(959)=6.22, p<.001, as observed in our primary analyses. Once again, then, repeated encounters with a single affair partner elicited significantly greater jealousy—despite being perceived as comparatively “less” cheating than individual encounters with each of multiple affair partners. 
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