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BWRAIEN1: Thisis an interesting and important study. The experiments are sound and the
results are clear. However, more can be done to better organize the paper, making it a
theory-driven hypothesis testing paper. To this end, | make two suggestions.

First, The fact that the authors deliberately sampled Mosuo minority group and compared
them with Han Chinese suggests that such a cross cultural comparison is the main objective of the
paper. By manipulating the independent variables in an experiment, as compared to doing a survey
study, the authors should have a priory hypotheses. The authors, however, took the approach of
not stating hypotheses and deliberately writing a vague introduction addressing issues not all
centrally related to the experiments. Corresponding to some of the findings, the discussion of the
paper provides detailed and lengthy discussion on three issues — the minority group is more
tolerate of incest than Han Chinese; the minority group are more altruistic than Han Chinese;
women are more altruistic than men. These three issues ought to be presented in the introduction
which should end with clear hypotheses (corresponding to the main findings of the study). This is
not cheating but is how scientific papers are written. In addition to these three hypotheses, that
women should find incest more disgusting than men ought to be the fourth hypothesis, the
rationale of which the authors already provided in their current introduction.

However, among the three or four hypotheses or issues, the authors ought to be careful about
their claim that the minority group are more tolerant of incest. The single reference the authors
used to build their argument is questionable and is not enough. Alternative explanations for this
finding are possible. For example, being monogamous may make the Han Chinese less tolerant of
having sex with anyone but not just relatives, whereas being promiscuous makes the minority
people more tolerant of having sex with many people including genetically related individuals.
The authors’ claim is also not consistent with evolution. Normally the instinctive ways to detect

kin and to avoid incest (such as those reviewed by Liberman and Blaustein) should be more acute



and sensitive among promiscuous species because they are more likely to accidentally commit
incest. More acute incest avoidance sensitivity enables the practice of non-monogamous mating.
As the authors argued, the Mosuo minority are fit or more fit than Han Chinese. So the minority
group should find incest more rather than less disgusting.

Response: According to the constructive suggestion, we have revised the introduction to state the

hypotheses clearly.

ZI2: Second, among the different emotion words the authors used, disgust (on the negative
side) and romance or eroticism ought to be the main focus of this study. The authors singled out
disgust as a separate emotion but did not use the latter (romance and eroticism) as such. This is a
mistake. | strongly suggest that authors take out romance/eroticism out of the positive emotion
group and use it separately as a single emotion. So there will be four dependent variables — disgust,
romance/eroticism, overall positive emotion, and overall negative emotion. The same kind of
emphasis played on disgust should be given to romance.

Response: We have processed the data in experiment lagain according to the reviewer’s

suggestion.
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WRAEIM 1:  The authors agreed to make the changes | suggested but did not quite understand
my suggestion. My suggestion is Not simply to raise the three or four hypotheses but re-write the
introduction to provide the theoretical rationales of each of the three or four hypotheses. As | said
in my review, most of these “theoretical framework™ material are already in the discussion. The
authors need to take out of the discussion and put them in the introduction. Of course, it should not
be direct cut and paste. Instead, re-write the introduction to provide a strong theoretical framework
which is built around the main findings and which should be concluded with the hypotheses. This
framework is very much already there in the discussion. The authors can use the current
discussion to re-organize and re-write the introduction. Correspondingly, the authors also will
need to re-write the discussion mainly by cutting it short and presenting and briefly discussing the
main findings.
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BWRASIM 2: In addition to this main issue, the authors can spend more time to polish the
writing. Just make sure the logic is best presented and organized so that it flows. Write succinctly.
Get rid of the first three paragraphs which are not central to the issues under discussion. Start the
paper somewhere from the fourth paragraph but re-write and re-organize as mentioned above.

BRI : HTARRBEMESNW, 86E 7 CEREEE.

WIAZEIL 3:  Finally, do not cite numerous papers in one citation.
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WRABI: Please re-write the introduction to support the four hypotheses. The revised
introduction is worse than before. Please get rid of the cultural and linguistic discussion which are
not related to your hypotheses and, more importantly, which are not related to the two experiments.
Write a "standard" introduction to provide theoretical rationales for each of the four hypotheses
and GET RID of the irrelevant discussion and citations. This is your last chance. | copy below the
four hypotheses to help you frame the introduction, as well as the irrelevant writings which please
get rid of.
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wHIASM: | already asked the authors to revise three times but it would be nice if the editor can
give them some additional directions on making the introduction more closely tied to the two
experiments.
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FE4EI: Now 14900 words main content (not counting abstract and reference). There were
110+ references, reduce to 60 at most. The English abstract is basically very smooth. | have done
minor editing, will let the authors to make final decision.
EIRE : B E AR, XSS H SCRRHEAT 1R, BN A B 1 S ST
SR B . RE VLI, PIASR SCHIZS 25 ST R KT 702 SOk, 75 228
PR, N EE EESHE RIS . S B S % CEN 64 %

1B AU ST S A ) S TEAE REVE %34 Dr. Daniel Eli Spector, AFHR T~ 4 725 [ 374238 A 2,
20, BhHE#PZ, Email: dspector@math.nctu.edu.tw. Aih7E o [ SR Fl 6 78 i X A2 15 £
B, REETC, FExS o E SO HR . A5, 225 Dr. Daniel {8 € 9 SO 22 S A% 1 -

SR o A e S VR o 5 L5 i 2 5 i S B I ) SRS !



mailto:dspector@math.nctu.edu.tw

