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Abstract

Perception of sexual intentions refers to the assessment of a person’s subjective interest in pur-
suing sexual activity. Sexual misperception refers to overperception or underperception of other’s
sexual intentions. Many experimental studies have found that there is a gender difference in sex-
ual misperception, namely, that men tend to overperceive women'’s sexual intentions. Many re-
searchers tried to identify the causes and formative mechanisms of this gender difference from
the perspective of evolutionary psychology, physiological differences, socialization and sex ste-
reotype. In addition to the gender difference, some studies have found that participant’s characte-
ristics, the target’s characteristics and contextual factors can also influence the participant’s sex-
ual intention perception. There are two controversies in previous studies. One is about mate value
and perception of sexual intent and the other one is about men’s overpeception of sexual intent.
Finally, to understand the causes and formative mechanisms of sexual perception more deeply,
future studies should focus on developing theoretical models, expanding the populations sampled
and enriching studies on individual differences. In addition, people in China hold obscure atti-
tudes toward sex; therefore, it is meaningful to carry on further research about sexual mispercep-
tion in China.
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1. 518

TEPIPEAS AR, AMARERR I 24P 28 2R 0T BEHERA HbHE W6t 77 2 A 7E 1R H O ia . Frigts i
HEWT (perceptions of sexual intentions B, sexual intent perceptions) BN X il A\ 38 SR 4 375 51 19 32 00 ¥ 0 11 1
A7, IXFPPEE B LA AL B2 BIPERE 2 (B — & %147 M (Lindgren, Parkhill, George, & Hendershot, 2008).
HTRBRAAE RN, RUCRMERERAENT. W R s2 38 B BRI TOx L2k, i< kA4
PE 1% i (sexual misperception), I HH 3G A A1 = D v fiti (sexual overperception) BG A fiti(sexual underper-
ception) LR . — ik, FBYELL MR T4 56 m RO, SV A BT AR AN 3 3 AT el R
(Sakaluk, Todd, Milhausen, & Lachowsky, 2014), Fr DATESESERESL R Lotk 2, FvEtha 1 3otk 4h sk
PEAT A X Fh I AR AT B <> S350 e (Bouffard & Miller, 2014). #4290 (Edwards & Vogel, 2015)F 14 5%+t
(Bendixen, 2014)% . YRR RAED AL b2 HEAEEN, Rl BIE S el ae it s i, F
K S F# FE G I R R TT T IR AN RIRIEFE, KRR 22 b8 s L 1 5 A P 7 A T 8] R S PRI 3R AHLE
FE AR R IR BN R Z

ACLER T B P A0 2= MR R R T 3R B SRR R AR AU BUIR,  BA R B W5 R AL
ARG, — 7 T AT 9 Ak S PR R i 1) P AN LRR R B BEAll, 59— T A B T N e 8t 7
FRBEIRZ MR R AR BT A AT S %

2. MIRMBAIBILERIR

H M Abbey (1982)7E SLIGAT 7t i R BB TE 5 MEAH AR S| VP AR AE 38 MR 2 5%, D531k
PRV B | T a2 5, R 2 58 B e i 2= 5 e 7 KRBT, Rt T — R 5 E R .
CAAE RIS T8 1) R S BT AN, ASHIE FOR LR TUAN £ BE X6 AH SCHE B0 47 e 3R
2.1 #HLIBEFAE

B TS (error management theory) A HEAL OB 22 HY R KRR BRI S k4T 1 ke, 2B A
A BT A BT B A LB R T R 5 R FAE A AN AT, KM e, MESRAEERT B 5 %47
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(AR, T ) 5 AR i v B AR R o AMRTEAN B S 1B B8 T A0 IR, — 2 I P Rl
% (Haselton & Buss, 2000), 5 —JH5 5% 28 BH 4% 1% (false positive), RIBEACUFEnoi e D6 55 2845 R
Fe B 1 1 (false negative), RIKE P A1 A K I (Kohl & & Robertson, 2014). 78 3 A4 B 2% HHax i Fh
BiRat B3 2o PR S BTy R W R BT AT AN AN E . T B S, HARER ] ge AL iE B B Ak
DR R AN S, HFRFHHEZ AR R AT, PRk B3 M i o il ot v R 3k 2 o ikt Lot
M, HEMERTEZSW A EWIAE, EAses ks, KRR a5 5 IR R 7R
o fE AR s DR 2 e e i LG A 55 1 1 1 PR R S At AR AT

22. SHERAE

2R R AU B (cue insensitivity hypothesis)-5 #5218 (projection hypothesis)#i 2 M 55 Lo i P (1) A= 2
WL 22 57 A BE N B s A I AT 1 ke . LR R AU i (Farries, Treat, Viken, & Mefall, 2008)iA N 5 %
TR URYE PR E S, BYAE X 5 KT NS AT N T A I Lo R, R A 28 R AR 1 1
BUR, FVERTRE T AR X 2 KU SR AT T R AR R AR . $ESF B8 (Shotland & Craig, 1988)iA 4 5
2 T A [ ) e e T 2 S AT AN [ (R PR R b BRI R AR, AR PP A NI B M2 DL B R PR R 9T
W HALGHE e & b, BRI 53 1 Lo £ M b 21 5 22 (PR 8. Shotland 85 A& Fi H [ B P BB 23 7E
I R R R . AR RIS S S N EAT S I, SR i BN, R S AR, X
Fh AR Ak B 5 4 2 % (Roney, Mahler, & Maestripieri, 2003). Fit, ZEHRA T e SEB IS, 4R,
AR S A P T BB SR ER X RIETHFHATIRARFL . Maner 25(2005) 5 TR BRI L T
LhREHSS (functional projection), CA/MARIZIHUIRES & S EMAMAIBERE. Flan, FEIPLER
TR B MRS m A E e 5] S M 48R . {H Lenton, Bryan, Hastle A1 Flscher (2007) X 2 H 55 A — 5 & 1)
REMER, MEREEGE I B AL A2 B O B B AR BE S — R B AR & . Hart
H1 Howard (2016)4F fRIRF 55 [N 248 T Maner 25(2005) 1 Lenton 25(2007) I3, AT IR 55 1R 0 4 2 4%
Stz B SIS LR o 58 SE S HLAE B S A R (T i A FH I 55 AR I F 88k 47 B0E FIIR N R I

23 U SHANXREIR A E

T2 55 oA & AN F A R 5K, W BV BESRAE B I X R B 23, REAAE LT IH
ST S WP R R, Bk, B EENA R Abbey (1982)5H1 M 5
LANE AL SR A B R B T 3 L P 8 (oversexualization hypothesis), %P8 551 56 2 M
A EATEME T, TR K AR A 2 A B Lo PP T A R, — BB R R X R E A
ST RGBS A HERE. EFNB Lt e mea5y TAR, W& 7 AR5
ZIREN R . RZHE FK AR A2, XTSI L8 B 2ot BRI ZIR BN &, AT T AT RE 22 18
SEMERIBhAL, AN R A RTE, TRER R A MR AR 1) T2 . Malamuth, Linz, Heavey, Barnes Al
Acker (1995)42 HBUR ) 55+ (hostile masculinity)-55 o g1 1) ¥ (impersonal sex) ] L& 7= AF 8 =5 7K 1 1Y)
PEARAE, X X EFR N AR (confluence model). A 1 70 ik R3S A LR AR e 50 Mk i i B % .
X AR e EAEAE,  FEE R T4 Lotk (Wegner & Abbey, 2016), {EEOE 5 1S A0 1)
SR PR MO ) M ORI AERIE Z T 2, ABATTHEE Lot A2 B O 16 9 HL 2 3d i v sk 1 75 U 53
P bR ATTAR SR AR TG, R Ad AT B 25 5 v fili 2o 1%k ¥ = 18] (Jacquees-Tiura, Abbey, Parkhill, & Zawacki,
2007). JoIBIE 11k R AN AE P 56 22 AR AN AR HH LS5 I X6 14 R T 2R 1 25 B (Malamth et al., 1995), 31X 5 THI 154>
BRI BV AT B ORI B R PRI 7 3, FERE TR R, BRI 5 s ot =
.
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RIS . AR ABURBIR AN SR R AR BGR R BRSO BRI R BB R BOR
RO EE,  HJEE UL TR . 5 LE il B ER, SEMRIE A N TR+
AFERHELE, BRI PRt A M2 R I TAE Ttk R A S, Sk
REZ HIVEFARRIE I B S EEART T, D SRR A e, XL G AR 2R BN . BRI 3
WHS AT AR AR IR LR, (AT FENT RA—, PSR R BERtARAE, IOy R G 1%
IR, IEFELG—HEIRHESE.

3. MIRMHIRWER

PRI SUERIE7E ] 1982 44 1R, AT BT IR, 9K, B T EIRET T 5N Z R R
Ab, PEIRAR P H AT R 2 RO FCE TSR R . AT SR DA M R A R B DR ST 4 R g
PAR JUAN 7 TH
3.1 MEEHXER

H Abbey 2 J&, PERMEIEN Z T3] 7O E 2 00, i 2 Rl E T AT T 3R
PEWF ST, Bendixen (2014) FH in) 45 % M 2 SR 0 G AT 1R 25 I 2 30 2 PR PR M e S 1 s Ay 1) b9 B2 v 1 B 1k
T 55 P P s S VA4 7 B4 7 T2k« Perilloux, Easton 1 Buss (2012)3# s ¥.3% B3 (1 77 A & 3
1 G i Al A RAKAE I VE DGR, T LV 5 ARAl AT IR AK A (R 48 Perilloux A1 Kurzban (2014) k4 i
PR G 355 v - PP AT S BT G 25 10 1 TR R IR B M R VP o B R 2 s T ot Howell, Etchells
Penton-Voak (2012)iid 5 3L A FL B R 75 3 I 5 A 0T 14 MR (1 VP 0t 2 90 53 PR A il e T ek
PARTEVTEAN Lotk B AR AP T 22 H e R0 S M R A 5 XE TN (2011) (RRFF 78 tH R 30 4ok bl 53 1 T o kA
V0 5 1 ) e PR B A U A AR, T 5 e ) B A M SR PR R AR A M R T T R R T A R
BRiEmZE 2 Ah, SIS WS PEMGE K . PR AR S5t A0 2 2 m F A M = B B S i
W 78 % I 4 5 400 2 45 W0 A5 ) N4 (Treat, Farris, Viken, & Smith, 2015). #F4% G5 v il f €07 B 0 Sk
(Jacques-Tiura et al., 2007) 2 i ff N (1 14 2 8] s /M B P il e 1, 2 g e 1 i PRI A 45 5, it 9 R B il B
PAR A 0 P AT 7K P 5 X A N R ) Al 2 2 3 IR AH OC (Bouffard & Miller, 2014); AMA 41 2 1 M HL
1) 2 A 5 1 0 R 0 o FEEAE DG, A R 1) ke P 28 B R 30 A 1 2 v P 9 A A ) T vl At N B P R 1
(Howell et al., 2012; Perilloux et al., 2012; Kohl et al., 2014); MARI AFEAFE Ak 7252574 (Hart et al., 2016).
H A FEE (Wegner et al., 2016) 2> S EOH X A 2 BEPE4 10 2 57 5 Kunstman AT Maner (2011) % 14 %7 5
K1 BEARENHLES GBI AR I o] LSS AL, 4 H AR A2 B i, BRI B AR T 45
R IR BB 2 M

3.2. B FEXEZE

B, BARPIMERI AR AR A IR R R, SR IR XS I B AR I P R AT U 4 i M 2
FARE, (HIPN Lot HARE, SRR E R E S T G, 2011). LU, AR BB A 1K
EFTH W — (5 8, FRE, $EUPY B RS IRRAE B S R R 4 . AR I ot B AR AR
R 2 R QRN 51 ) 2= e 53 M T L MR 0 I B, otk H AR IR 5 )k 7 o e B e v, B9
PERRZS 5 w4 o 4 (Treat, Viken, Farris, & Smith, 2015). <t 25 (2013) RIAEt & AR T 5 B R 57 1 &2
PEEFR, #Ax 75 BRI BRI S BV B m . BRI Ah, BT B AR BAC IR E At 25 52 ma 4
RIS . Guéguen (2012)WF FU R BUAHEL T4 60, SR (e, FEuliA N B 35 4 A IR I Lot S8 T
SINHAEERMEERE. MUBESHEXR OB, IR T ORI Lokt g faist
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LA AR Lok (0 1k 42 32 P21 B =5 (Pazda, Prokop, & Elliot, 2014). B4R, it 2 (2013) 78 4M 5 O Sz i6 g A
RIRALI LTI, {ELJE SR P R IR 36 K0 2 T 58 1 ot ko A 1) 0 Lot 4T (3 A RS 5
BERIE i

3.3. {FiEHEXEE

— AN NFTAL R EEERZ 500 5 BN R ot [ — N, 2 fb/ib S SRR TR, AATRT BRI
At T AL, A A R E . B S i SRS O, ATV AT RE KA A [F)
T o DS ATRARE IR K sEm o BRI Y B AR NPIARAE S A T mAE G s, TPk
BN H AR AN 21 5 e PR, T H AR NP AU FE BEVE AN 2R 2D 52 FE IR AL 22 PR B 52 1) (Treat,
Viken, & Summers, 2015). B4l A0 TR BRI 2 5 38058 M A AT b R BB 2 K S S
(Abbey, Zawacki, & McAuslan, 2000), 53 4t 2 MEAL TR 2o 4T A (Jacques-Tiura et al., 2007)

4. MBMRFUER
4.1 #RESSRME=R

Kohl #iI Robertson (2014) WES R E FEER &, HEMBEESINE0C R, MATA KBS E A4
B MR BN RAR T R B E A, AR MDA R A A B B . DR, IR A
A I S AT ) T v Ak At N R 1 D AR SRR FE A 50X — AR o I TR I e A A A A s T B A ] T
At B 48R (Kohl et al., 2014; Perilloux et al., 2012). Kohl £\ A ] G f&AMA I AE L W0 52 1 &
ZIHMRR, SFBEMNENEEZ R ENER, SEOLEREN M, XMV RO k2
YT AL 25 B RS AIN Lo MAKEMRE R BHEE E 2 g AN AER, FEME A SR, AR
itk SR ILTE R AL S RSB A AR . (E Perilloux 28 AN EWR 51 7 (A8 ) T8 R
FLHPRAR SRR, I HouHb AT & 0 RPHE A AR A B3R BT — MR, B E 51 ) AN A5 ) 5
flif N TR e D0 T FRARAE 5 ARG 2 18] 1R 56 2 DAS O rh (1) s i) [R] 308 AR A BF L AT 4R, AR R A
AIAE 7 T AT HEE
4.2. BEEMHFIN

BARER T AR 2 4h, KEB AR T —8g5e, BB mEmm T mfbfth N, L
] FARA A PR R o (E AR B S i M R O CAHE R I &, DR M 22 R S Be 76 4
We —J5TH, FRESVER MG St R B 5 — U7, AT Ae Lt P R R A v A n 55 MR UK,
INEE R R T B R, HR TS SO ER A i sE ik i . Perilloux #1 Kurzban (2014)
T T L T R BT R S AR ZE AT TR . AR S A Bl e T DR 3 B0 Lo e iR
BES, BBl B S EERE S T o AR s e R E . Tk, iTHAh
CAAERIF 72 AT A5t 1 55 1 e A At NP 2 B ) 2508 T AT e |l e MRl i A M I S RS, BT DAASRE
535 K m A RS . ARB 5 SR RS0 Sz s ie T BEE, WA Perilloux &8 N A 5T 285 SRt T
iei] I AAE = )18 S B0 (Murray, Murphy, Hippel, Trivers, & Haselton, 2017) . B4R i S5 T 231 s 1% 12,
AN R, (EAE B R TS B 7 T Murray 28 AN FIRTF 9T 3R 300 78 Perilloux 28 A fAIF 55,
B MO Lot 2R A I R IR 5 RGP B ZE R, i MR i VR o B0 3 = TR R,
X UL A B ATE VPN B R B AR R o] BEAFAE — PR 22 57, BB, SO TR Z 3t ol e = AR AR K 1 sl
AR TR N RS o 348, N PREA SRS B S, AR AT 51 NN F B SR S5 L R
JIRITTERATIE AT o
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5. RESRE

S Abbey N R R IR RITHE L CA 30 2495, (EVERMEFZ N R A Z , DA 07T 3 BARK S bk
MEMME, HEZ 40t @il Sbbs, REEGEREZHUEWREAH. GEFER, KRB
DA JUAN 5 T

F—, KES MR, WRARNIERBILRE GV B8 CA 1R 2 B0 PR R A 00 1)
Zr et TR, b, ASUVE EEIR AN B AR RIS 2, BT R EN S AN A, IERTE RS
—IHEBARR . AEMER R TR I R ik, — NG IR RASTTBER, AR 7t n] 4k 4Lt AT A
FIFLIRE

B, EAIRE SO R IR, AR RS EPERESS, ENEREHERKER M
AR R . TERRE RSO 5T, AT 2RSS . 1H(2011) 8 A AL MM BUA) &= 3R 70
PHEAT TN, IR E SRS E AN T L, RV EHEA SIS, TR N B A S P e S A
FAHBREI . 0 HIRE R, WX b, RS ES, Hik, ERECHE
5ONRIT R R R IR B,

B, FERARTTEMGREER . T, DAVERF T2 DR SRS A, M AR P 22
FRBEATIE, AT 2R TN R G S 7%, A — 5T, AR ZHEW e A N =
Bl TR A5 AR REEZ AP R A I R TR/, B T30 N 2 8] B PR T o 2 o0 HL S i e
A W 78 R W R B A N IRV ER A AE 2L S Al B R (Lemay & Wolf, 2016; Muise, Stanton, Kim, & Im-
pett, 2016), AR AT 4k S 75 T T 55

W, EAMEZE R RIS R TR ER . BTk 50 o i R wi = 5 L
X FAMEZE T I 7> BB Z 8. A AR TG ) TR A N AT 2 X R AR R 52
MR R 2R REM 2 X ML EE A AR I FUE HIRANIRER . B, AR R AR EsMatE. IKE A
PE K786 5 v 7K ST P 6 094345 A 6 (Schmiitt & Shackelford, 2008) . ] W, A% T A < i ik 5 0 A 1) ¢
g T FEE BRI 2 . BeAh, RIRR SIS, MRS DL E ORISR DI A 1M =
K, Ao tERk G W 2 R AR TR BRI R R ? BRNERATS T & TR R4
ERIEARZESRRE NI, RKRRALEFE X7 HATT.
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