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Abstract
Two studies were conducted to better understand individual difference factors that influence
women’s mating-relevant perceptions of other women. In Study 1, biases about revealing dress
were examined and the extent to which mating-relevant individual differences variables are
associated with these biases. Study 2 examined whether jealousy and perceptions of potential
mating rivals and style of dress change with fertility across the menstrual cycle. Results from the
first study revealed that women judged more revealingly dressed women to be more attractive,
feminine, promiscuous, and flirtatious; and less trustworthy, nice, and intelligent than less
revealingly dressed women. Other revealing dress biases included a non-friend bias, a jealousy
bias, and a rival bias (i.e., the report that one’s partner would be more attracted to her).
Characteristics of the observing women (e.g., relationship status, virginity status, and hormonal
contraceptive use) were significantly associated with specific revealing dress biases. In addition,
compared to women with low short-term mating orientation (STMO), women with high STMO
showed more of the attractiveness revealing dress bias; and less of the untrustworthy, not-nice,
unintelligent, promiscuous, flirtatious, and not-friend revealing dress biases. In Study 2, women
viewed revealingly dressed women more negatively when fertility was high versus low. Women
were also more jealous of all potential rivals (regardless of clothing style) at higher versus lower
fertility cycle phases. In addition, women low on STMO were more jealous of all potential rivals
at higher versus lower fertility days, while women high on STMO showed the opposite pattern.
The results from these studies have implications for understanding individual differences in
women’s perceptions and attributions about other women based on style of dress and provide

support for the existence of mating-relevant evolutionary mechanisms in revealing dress biases.
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Variability in Women’s Perception of Potential Female Rivals: Effects of Fertility,
Mating Orientation, and Revealing Dress Biases

Women differ in the extent to which they engage in short-term (ST) or long-term (LT)
mating strategies. A woman’s mating strategy may affect how she views other women and her
relationships with other women. Given that survival of the species (and one’s own genes) is
dependent on finding a mate for conception and a mate to aid in raising offspring (not necessarily
the same mate), women have evolved adaptations to aid in this endeavour. While good
relationships with other women can be beneficial for many reasons (e.g., extra parental care),
other women also represent mating rivals (i.e., individuals one competes with to obtain access to
a potential mate). Thus, women’s perceptions of other women may be influenced by the extent to
which they view or perceive other women as potential rivals. This can be influenced by the
perceiving woman’s investment in short-term (ST) and long-term (LT) mating, and the extent to
which she perceives the other woman as being invested in ST and LT mating. Revealing dress is
often perceived as suggesting interest in sex or a ST relationship. Thus, women who dress in a
revealing fashion may be more likely to be perceived as mate rivals or as women who men may
be interested in for ST sexual relationships. The present dissertation examines women’s
perceptions of revealingly dressed women, whether any biases in perception are related to
women’s mating strategies, and whether changes in women’s fertility is related to biases of
revealing dress.

ST mating is defined as fleeting sexual encounters such as hookups or one-night stands.
Between these two extremes on this relationship continuum are brief affairs, prolonged
romances, and other intermediate-term relationships (Buss, 2005). LT mating is typically marked

by extended courtship, heavy investment, the emotion of love, and the dedication of resources to
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the relationship and any offspring that result (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Before discussing some of
the main evolutionary theories of human mating, it is first important to discuss the reproductive
constraints of humans that have helped shape mating behaviours. As suggested by Buss and
Schmitt (1993), men have historically been constrained in their reproductive success only by the
number of fertile women they can successfully mate with (i.e., inseminate). Furthermore, this
reproductive constraint is further separated into four distinct problems that men have to solve in
order to effectively pursue ST partners: (a) find a high number of partners; (b) identify sexually
accessible women (i.e., identify women who are willingly sexually available to men; Clements-
Schreiber, Rempel, & Desmarias, 1998); (¢) identify fertile women; and (d) minimize
commitment and investment. Buss and Schmitt also identified reproductive constraints in men’s
pursuit of LT partners. The pursuit of LT partners has also been separated into four adaptive
challenges: (a) identification of reproductively valuable women; (b) ensuring certainty in
paternity to minimize risk of cuckoldry; (c¢) identification of women with good parenting skills;
and (d) identification of women who are willing and able to commit to a LT relationship to
minimize the likelihood of cuckoldry.

Women have also been faced with reproductive constraints which have been separated
into two adaptive problems that need to be solved in order to pursue ST mates: (1) immediate
resource extraction, including access to good genes and resources/finances; and (2) access to
potential LT mates through ST partnerships (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). For example, women may
"try out" or date ST partners in order to see how good they would be as LT partners. Women’s
reproductive constraints in pursuing LT partners has also been divided into five adaptive
challenges: (a) identification of men who have the ability to invest resources in her and their

offspring on a LT basis; (b) identification of men who are willing to invest in her and their
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offspring on a LT basis; (c) identification of men with good parenting skills; (d) identification of
men who are willing and able to commit to a LT relationship; and (e) identification of men who
are able and willing to protect them from aggressive others. Arguably, identification of partners
with good genes is also an important problem to solve when pursuing both LT and ST partners.
As well, there may also be the problem of fending off potential rivals, which can be considered
an important strategy in ST and LT mateships for both women and men. Men and women have
evolved psychological and behavioural mechanisms that serve to solve these adaptive problems
in order to effectively pursue LT- and ST- partnerships.
Evolutionary Theories of Mating

Sexual selection. One of the first theories that was proposed to explain sexual behaviour
was developed by Darwin in 1871. Darwin proposed a theory of sexual selection that describes
the evolution of characteristics that give animals reproductive advantage, as opposed to survival
advantage. Darwin suggested that there are two ways in which one can become reproductively
advantaged: (a) having success at intrasexual competition (e.g., a male stag defeating another and
having greater access to mates); and (b) having success at intersexual competition (e.g., a
peacock showing its feathers and attracting a mate) (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Specifically, Darwin
described sexual selection as competition within one sex for access to members of the opposite
sex (i.e., competing with others to attract a mate) and differential choice by members of one sex
for members of the opposite sex (i.e., choosing some mates rather than others) (Trivers, 1972).
The characteristics that lead to success in mating competition or attraction evolved because they
gave species a reproductive advantage. In the context of humans, the success of individuals who
compete with a same sex rival reflects their relative reproductive value (i.e., relative likelihood

of genetic fitness). Likewise, individuals who possess indicators of good genes or physical



VARIABILITY IN WOMEN’S PERCEPTIONS 14

attractiveness are also more likely to be chosen as potential mates since their appearance may
signal gene quality and reproductive value. As proposed by the Fisherian model, parents’
physical attractiveness is likely to be inherited by offspring (see Prokop, Michalczyk, Drobniak,
Herdegen, & Radwan, 2012 for a review on the Fisherian model). Thus, attractiveness may be
heritable.

Sexual strategies theory. Buss and Schmitt (1993) proposed their sexual strategies
theory (SST), which suggests that men and women have evolved to use a complex repertoire of
ST and LT mating techniques. A core principle of SST is that human mating is inherently
strategic such that humans seek certain mates to solve specific adaptive challenges faced by our
ancestors, and human mate preferences and mating decisions are hypothesized to be strategic
consequences of selection pressures functioning during ancestral environments (Buss & Schmitt,
1993). It is important to note that these strategies are not necessarily consciously planned, but
instead represent the implicit goal-directed and problem-solving nature of human mating
behaviour. The key premise of SST is that mating behaviours are context dependent and highly
sensitive to the differences in ST versus LT partnerships. Since men and women have faced
different adaptive mating challenges over their evolutionary history in at least some finite
temporal contexts, the principles that govern the mating of men and women are predicted to be
different in these contexts and as such, women and men have evolved some different mating
mechanisms. SST suggests that both sexes pursue ST and LT mating but with different strategies
and for various reasons. Specifically, men may pursue ST mateships in order to pass on their
genes while women may pursue ST mateships in order to obtain a partner with high quality

genes (e.g., physical attractiveness and health) that can be passed onto offspring. Likewise, men



VARIABILITY IN WOMEN’S PERCEPTIONS 15

may engage in LT mating in order to secure certainty in paternity while women may engage in
LT mating in order to secure parental support.

Strategic pluralism theory. Another theory that has been proposed to describe
differences in human mating behaviours is strategic pluralism theory (SPT). SPT suggests that
mating strategies are more pluralistic or diverse within each sex rather than between the sexes
(Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). Specifically, SPT suggests that ST and LT mating are divergent
mating strategies rather than one leading to the other (i.e., ST mating to assess for LT potential).
Essentially, the primary strategy for males and females involves the pursuit of a LT committed
relationship, with the pursuit of ST opportunistic mating as a secondary tactic. Furthermore, LT
relationships are a pillar of human mating because of the fitness benefits they generate for both
sexes via cooperative investment in offspring and the sexual division of labour.

In terms of specific mating behaviours, SPT posits that women ST mate independent of
their LT desires in order to obtain genetic benefits for potential offspring (Gangestad & Simpson,
2000). Furthermore, SPT suggests that men have evolved to pursue reproductive strategies that
are contingent on their value on the mating market. Specifically, men with high genetic fitness
(e.g., physical attractiveness) have a tendency to engage in ST mating (i.e., in order to pass on
their good genes) while men’s propensity to invest in single LT relationships is inversely related
to their genetic fitness (e.g., physical unattractiveness). Thus, men with low genetic fitness
instead invest resources and parental support. This is due to the fact that unattractive men are less
likely to find ST partners, and thus their best strategy is to invest in LT relationships by
providing resources. For example, a study conducted by Gangestad and Simpson (2000) found
that symmetrical men were less honest with their partners, sexualized other women more, and

spent less time with their partners than asymmetrical men. This study suggests that attractive
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men may invest less in their LT relationships, and thus supports SPT. However, men at all levels
of attractiveness are hypothesized to engage in LT mating due to the benefits a LT mateship
generates for both sexes via cooperative investment in offspring and the sexual division of
labour. SPT suggests that what distinguishes men with better phenotypic conditions (i.e.,
attractiveness) from those with poorer conditions (i.e., unattractiveness) is not that they are
inclined to forego the benefits of LT relationships, but instead that they can more often afford to
pursue ST mating opportunities as a supplemental tactic (Lukaszewski, Larson, Gildersleeve,
Roney, & Haselton, 2014).

SPT, which focuses on within sex differences in mating behaviours, differs from SST,
which focuses more on between sex differences in mating behaviour. The main differences
between SPT and SST is that SPT posits that women have evolved to evaluate men on two basic
dimensions: (1) the degree to which a potential mate is likely to be a good provider/investor in
offspring, and (2) the degree to which a potential mate shows evidence of good genetic quality
(Gangestad & Simpson, 1990). Assuming that it would have been difficult for most individuals
to attract and retain mates who scored high on both dimensions (given that such high quality
mates should have been desired and may have been constantly pursued by other attractive
people), SPT contends that most men and women probably had to make “trade-offs” between the
two dimensions when choosing mates. Conversely, according to SST, human mating is
“strategic” in that people seek out mates to solve specific adaptive problems that our ancestors
recurrently faced (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Mate preferences and mating strategies, therefore, are
believed to have been molded by specific selection pressures in evolutionary history. However,
both SST and SPT contend that mating strategies should be context-dependent, resulting in both

ST and LT strategies within each sex.
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Parental investment theory. Another theory that has been offered to explain sex
differences in mating is the parental investment theory, which also relates to Darwin’s sexual
selection theory (Brand, Markey, Mills, Hodges, 2007; Trivers, 1972). This theory focuses more
on how men and women have different obligatory investments in their offspring. Generally,
women are required to invest a year or more in pregnancy and lactation in order for their
offspring to have a chance of survival, while men only need to invest in the act of sexual
intercourse and any behaviours that lead up to such an act. Due to the different levels of
investment each sex makes, the mating strategies of men and women are expected to differ (e.g.,
sex differences in ST versus LT mating and sociosexual orientation). The lesser investing sex,
which in humans is men, are more likely to devote a large proportion of their mating efforts to
ST mateships with multiple partners (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). However, the greater investing sex,
which in humans is women, are more likely to engage in LT mating with higher quality mates in
order to provide potential offspring with both healthy genes and resources (Simpson &
Gangestad, 1991). Since the reproductive opportunities and reproductive constraints differ for
each sex, the adaptive problems that women must solve when pursuing a ST versus LT strategy
are different from those that men must solve (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Based on the parental
investment theory, each sex is hypothesised to pursue each mating strategy (i.e., ST and LT) for
various distinct reasons. For example, men seek ST relationships, but may use LT relationships
to ensure paternity. Furthermore, Buss and Schmitt (1993) found in their sample of 148 college
students that men were more interested in seeking ST partners than women. Indeed, research has
shown that, on average, men are more promiscuous and more interested in ST sexual
relationships than women (Brand et al., 2007; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Clark, 2004; Gangestad &

Simpson, 2000; Gangestad & Thornhill, 1997b; Pillsworth & Haselton, 2006; Simpson &
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Gangestad, 1991). Essentially, parental investment theory suggests that men’s and women’s
mating behaviours are influenced by one’s reproductive constraints and the different levels of
investment each sex makes to offspring.

Sex Differences in ST Mating

Men and women report differences in what they desire in ST and LT partners, and how
they pursue ST and LT mating strategies (Buss, 2005). According to SST, both sexes pursue ST
mateships, but only in certain contexts and for different reproductive reasons (Buss & Schmitt,
1993). For women, their obligatory parental investment leaves them with little to gain in
reproductive success by engaging in indiscriminate ST sex with numerous partners. However,
there are some benefits of ST mating, particularly extra-pair mating with partners who can
provide access to immediate additional resources (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Extra-pair partners,
who are acquired through ST mating, may also serve as potential alternative mates (e.g., a
backup mate if the primary relationship dissolves or a replacement partner with higher mate
value than the current partner) if women decide to engage in mate-switching or if the primary
partner were to die (Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008). Women may also benefit from ST mating by
gaining access to high quality genes (Gangestad & Thornhill, 1997b), gaining access to
protection and immediate resources (Greiling & Buss, 2000), and evaluating men as prospective
LT partners (Greiling & Buss, 2000; Schmitt & Buss, 2001).

Likewise, per SST, men appear to achieve increases in reproductive success primarily
through increases in the number of sexual partners as this allows men to have several offspring
with several women, and therefore the ability to maximally spread their genes throughout the
gene pool (Buss, 2005; Buss & Schmidt, 1993). The ability to conceive with an indiscriminate

number of women represents a strong selective pressure and makes it adaptive for men to desire
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sexual variety. Although the explicit goal of most modern men may not be to sire many children
with ST partners, SST proposes that a desire for multiple partners and frequent intercourse
evolved for men across many previous generations because men who engaged in such a strategy
passed on their genes at a higher frequency.
Characteristics Preferred in ST Partners

Some cues to mate value differ between the sexes because of differences in what is
deemed physically attractive for each sex (Buss, 2005). In terms of specific attributes sought
after in ST partners, research has found that men generally prefer a ST sexual partner who scores
high on sexual desirability (e.g., physical attractiveness, high sex drive, sexy looking) (Regan,
Levin, Sprecher, Christopher, & Cate, 2000). An indicator of sexual desirability or mate value
may be the femininity of a woman’s face shape, as femininity has been linked to youth and
physical attractiveness (Rhodes, 2006), which is related to fertility and fecundity (Little, Jones,
Feinberg, & Perrett, 2014), and is positively associated with estrogen level, a measure of
reproductive health (Law Smith et al., 2006). Little and colleagues (2014) and Welling, Persola,
Wheatley, Cardenas, and Puts (2013) found that men preferred femininity in women’s faces
more for ST relationships than LT relationships. Little and colleagues also reported that self-
rated attractiveness was correlated with preference for femininity in female faces for ST
relationships only, and that partnered men were more likely to prefer feminine faces. To explain
the fact that partnered men are more likely to prefer feminine faces than single men, the authors
suggested that partnered men have more to lose by engaging in an extra-pair ST relationships
and may be generally more choosy in terms of preferences for femininity to somewhat offset the
costs associated with this risk. Additionally, men who report more sensation-seeking activities,

which are costly behavioural traits that may signal phenotypic quality (Bliege Bird, Smith, &
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Bird, 2001) and are attractive to women (Kelly & Dunbar, 2001), express a stronger desire for
feminine female faces (Jones, DeBruine, Little, Conway, Welling, & Smith, 2007). Thus, men of
higher mate value may be better placed to compete for ST relationships with attractive feminine-
looking women.

Physically attractive appearance is arguably the most desired characteristic when
considering a casual sex partner (Regan et al., 2000). Furthermore, since female fertility is
limited by health and age, male sexual attraction is primarily attached to visual stimuli, such as
muscle tone, facial and body proportions, and absence of wrinkles (Grammer, Renninger, &
Fischer, 2004). Since low-investment ST sex was advantageous for ancestral males, men are
predisposed to attend carefully to potential sexual cues and be on the lookout for any signals that
might indicate varying degrees of sexual openness. Some cues to sexual openness or interest in
ST relationships may include revealing choice of clothing (e.g., tight clothing or skin-revealing
clothing such as breast-revealing tops or short tight mini skirts to show off one’s body), make up
(e.g., red lip stick to signal sexual drive), and hair style (e.g., long lustrous hair to signal health
and fertility). Research has found that men tend to rate women who wear tight and revealing
clothing as sexier than women who wear less tight and revealing attire (Abbey, 1987). Moreover,
Hill, Nocks, and Gardener (1987) manipulated skin display and clothing tightness on female
models to see what effect this had on men’s ratings of attractiveness. They found that women
who accentuated their bodies were perceived as more attractive as sexual partners. However,
accentuating the body decreases a woman'’s attractiveness as a LT partner (Hill et al., 1987). This
double standard makes sense when viewed from an evolutionary perspective; in a LT
relationship, men value signals of sexual restraint in a partner (Grammer et al., 2004). As such,

men may use women’s clothing as an indicator for whether a woman is interested in a LT or ST
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relationship. This also suggests that women may use revealing or promiscuous physical
presentation as a strategy to indicate interest in sex and to attract a ST partner. This strategy is
highly flexible and one that can be changed whenever one chooses (e.g., wearing tight and
revealing clothing to a discotheque, and modest and conservative clothing to the grocery store).
Grammer and colleagues (2004) found that women at discotheques who described their clothing
as sexy or bold reported a high motivation for sex. This further suggests the fact that women may
choose to present themselves in a particular manner to display sexual readiness and to attract a
ST partner.

Research has also found that women with more feminine faces are more inclined to
pursue ST relationships than women with more masculine faces (Boothroyd et al., 2008). This
raises the possibility that men have evolved to be sensitive to this female facial cue, particularly
since men tend to rate more feminine female faces as less likely to be faithful, more likely to
engage in ST relationships, less attractive for LT relationships, and more attractive for ST
relationships (Little et al., 2014). This is further exemplified by the finding that pictures of
unrestricted (i.e., people who are open to short-term relationships) female composites are judged
as significantly more feminine than restricted (i.e., people who prefer long-term relationships)
female composites (Boothroyd et al., 2008).

WHR may be another indicator of physical attractiveness based on the evolved
preference for physical features indicating fertility and health (Singh, 1993). WHR is the ratio of
waist circumference to hip circumference with the ideal ratio differing for each sex. A ratio of
.67 to .80 for women indicates a reduced risk for primary infertility and various health concerns,
such as cardiovascular disorders, carcinoma, and diabetes, regardless of overall levels of body fat

(Buss, 2005). Furthermore, Streeter and McBurney (2002) found that a WHR of 0.7 is the most
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preferred WHR and is rated the most attractive. In addition, Hughes and Gallup (2003) found
that women with low WHR reported sexual intercourse at an earlier age, more sexual partners,
more extra-pair copulations, and engaged in more instances of intercourse with people who were
involved in another relationship. Conversely, men typically have a higher WHR than women,
with averages around .90, because higher testosterone levels in men stimulate fat deposits in the
abdominal region while inhibiting fat deposits on the hips and thighs (Buunk & Dijkstra, 2005).
Thus, attraction to low WHR may help men identify potential healthy mates from a distance.
Another anthropometric measure of attractiveness includes breast size, shape, symmetry, and
firmness, which may indicate a woman’s reproductive value. Specifically, it has been found that
women with large breasts are judged to be most attractive, feminine, healthy, and desirable for
both ST and LT relationships (Singh & Young, 1995).

Research suggests that women are typically choosier than men in their mate choice,
possibly due to their greater investment in offspring, while men generally place more value on
attractiveness and fertility in their partners. This may mean only certain individuals are chosen as
ST sexual partners, and that this is likely based on perceived mate quality, as research has
suggested that those who are perceived as physically attractive have greater mating opportunities
(Buss, 2005; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Hughes & Gallup, 2002; Jasienska et al., 2006; Singh, 1993;
Tovée & Cornelisson, 2001). Consequently, if one’s ability to acquire and retain an attractive
partner is limited by one’s own attractiveness, then pursuit of highly attractive mates by less
attractive individuals could involve considerable wasted mating effort (Price et al., 2013). Thus,
less attractive individuals could avoid such costs by placing less weight on others’ physical
attractiveness or by engaging in LT mating, where physical attractiveness is not as highly valued

as it is in ST mating.
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Sex Differences in LT Mating

It has been suggested that both sexes pursue LT mateships, however, similar to ST
mating, such mateships are pursued only in certain contexts and for various reproductive reasons
(Buss, 2005). Men may pursue LT relationships in order to secure a mate who will not risk
cuckoldry by engaging in extra-pair mating as suggested by Camilleri and Quinsey (2009). Men
want to be certain that they are investing in their own offspring and not unknowingly investing in
someone else’s. Thus, one motivation for men to engage in LT mating with one partner is to
have greater paternity certainty. Furthermore, the costs and benefits of one strategy must be
evaluated by contrasting them with the costs and benefits of alternative strategies (Buss &
Schmidt, 1993). The primary alternative to LT mating is ST mating. However, repeatedly
seeking ST mates can be costly in terms of time, energy, and resources. LT mating, on the other
hand, provides men with the opportunity to develop a cooperative relationship that is
characterized by the division of labour, certainty in paternity, and parental responsibility sharing
(Buss & Schmidt, 1993; Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). Furthermore, most men can obtain a
much more desirable mate if they are willing to invest and commit to a LT relationship. Thus,
the costs of not pursuing a LT mate may be high for men.

Similarly, women engaging in LT mating are ensured long-lasting parental investment
and resources from a partner (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). LT partners may provide women
with food, find or defend territories, and feed and protect the children. These reproductive
resources that can be acquired by women through LT mating can be summarized into three
categories: (a) an immediate resource advantage to the woman and her children (e.g., secured
financial resources and property); (b) a reproductive advantage to the woman and her children

garnered through LT social and economic benefits (e.g., good parenting skills, good survival
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skills, a good education with a good job); and (c) a genetic reproductive advantage for her future
children if variations in qualities that lead to resource acquisition are partly heritable (e.g.,
intelligence, physical strength, skill-set) (Buss & Schmidt, 1993). LT partners may also provide
the opportunity for learning; they may transfer status, power or resources; and they may aid
offspring in forming reciprocal alliances later in life.

Since each sex has some different selection pressures that guided the evolution of LT
strategies, each sex may use an assortment of specific mate attraction strategies to ensure they
obtain the kind of relationship they desire. Specifically, the mate preferences of one sex, which
are typically shaped by the evolutionary problems that were faced by our ancestors, should
influence the competitive tactics used by the opposite sex (Buss & Schmidt, 1993). Men who are
interested in LT mateships may display signs of resource acquisition, ambition, maturity,
parental skills, and emotional openness in order to attract a potential mate who is also interested
in LT relationships, as these traits solve the problems women confronted when pursuing a LT
mating strategy (e.g., resource acquisition and shared parenting responsibilities). Conversely,
women may show engagement in strategies designed to increase their own signs of fertility
through enhancement of their physical appearance characteristics that denote youthfulness (e.g.,
clothing, hair style, make-up, etc.), and signs of fidelity and trustworthiness to attract a potential
mate who is also interested in LT mating.

Characteristics Preferred in LT Partners

In ST mateships, men are not particularly choosy about whom they mate with, however,
in LT relationships they tend to prefer women who are sexually exclusive and display signs of
fidelity in order to reduce their risk of cuckoldry and to ensure paternity certainty (Buss, 1989a;

Petersen & Hyde, 2010). Signals of fertility that may be evident from a woman’s youth and



VARIABILITY IN WOMEN’S PERCEPTIONS 25

physical appearance are also valued as they provide cues to a woman’s mate value and potential
reproductive ability. In contrast, women place a greater premium on a man’s social and
economic status, future resources, ambition, fidelity, and maturity, which are all cues relevant to
his ability for LT mating, and to his generosity and emotional openness (Buss & Barnes, 1986),
all of which may signal his mate value. The characteristics of warmth (Bleske-Rechek & Buss,
2005), kindness, intelligence, dependability, and health (Buss, 1998) are universally valued
attributes by both men and women who are interested in LT mating.

Research suggests that one characteristic desired by women who are interested in LT
partners is financial resources (Buss, 1998; Gueguen & Lubomir, 2012). In terms of LT mating,
women are interested in men who show signs of LT career goals, likely future professional
success, and financial prospects. Women interested in LT dating tend to dislike men who lack
ambition, are financially poor, and who are uneducated (Buss, 1998; Buss & Schmidt, 1993).

Skin quality, such as unblemished and smooth skin, is also associated with one’s mate
value and subjective physical attractiveness. Skin that is smooth has been found to be linked with
youth, fertility, reproductive value, and mate value in women (Buss, 2005). Clear skin in both
men and women indicates the absence of skin-damaging diseases and the presence of "good
genes" which may be inherited by offspring. Jones and colleagues (2004) found that participants
rated men with clear skin as more attractive than men with blemished skin. Another study
conducted by Grammer, Fink, Thornhill, Juette, and Runzal (2002) found that skin homogeneity
predicted perceived attractiveness. It appears that skin quality may be a measure of physical
attractiveness and an indicator of pathogens. Thus, individuals may seek LT partners who

possess clear skin as their good health and genes can likely be passed onto offspring.
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The main differences between the characteristics that are most desired of ST versus LT
partners appear to be that sexual availability and promiscuity are more valued in the ST, and
fidelity, trustworthiness, and parental qualities are more valued in the LT. Youth, fertility, and
attractiveness are all important in both LT and ST mating contexts since they provide cues to an
individual’s reproductive value.

The characteristics that men and women look for in their ST and LT partners may affect
women’s relationships with other women and whether they view each other as potential friends
or rivals. For example, if a woman possesses traits that are desired by men in a LT partner (e.g.,
trustworthiness and parental qualities), women who are interested in ST relationships may view
her as less of a threat as she may be perceived as pursuing an opposing mating strategy and a
different mating partner. This is relevant given research suggesting that women report less
willingness to befriend a woman described as sexually promiscuous than one described as
pursuing a LT mating strategy (Bleske & Shackelford, 2001). However, it is also possible that
women who are interested in ST mateships may be more likely to view other similar women who
demonstrate characteristics desired in ST partners as friends as they can function as cooperative
collaborators in seeking mating partners. On the other hand, women perceived as pursuing a
similar mating strategy can sometimes become sexual rivals when they pursue the same mates or
attempt to poach each other’s existing mates. Bleske and Buss (2000) found that, when asked to
rate the most important benefits of friendship, women indicated that “having someone to go out
and meet members of the opposite sex with” was one of the most important benefits. Women
also rated “competing with their friend for attention from the opposite sex” as among the most

important costly aspects of friendship. Thus, since women face intrasexual rivalry from their
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same-sex friends, one means of monitoring this rivalry would be to take note of a friend’s sexual
strategy.
Sociosexual Orientation

It has been suggested that another way to conceptualize individual differences in mating
strategies, particularly within men and women, relates to sociosexuality (Simpson & Gangestad,
1991). Sociosexuality refers to the interpersonal aspects of one’s sexuality, specifically one’s
willingness to engage in sexual activity with a variety of partners without closeness,
commitment, or other indicators of emotional bonding. Unrestricted sociosexuality refers to the
tendency to be relatively comfortable with ST mating or having a sexual relationship without
love or commitment. Individuals with an unrestricted sociosexual orientation (SO) tend to seek
mates who are physically and sexually attractive, more so than those with a restricted SO
(Simpson & Gangestad, 1992). Restricted sociosexuality refers to being relatively more
comfortable with LT mating and requiring greater time and commitment before sexual activity
which would usually take place in monogamous relationships (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991).
Those with a restricted SO tend to prefer mates who are kind, affectionate, responsible, and
loyal, even more so than individuals with an unrestricted SO (Simpson & Gangestad, 1992). The
Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI) provides one measure of individual differences in
mating strategy (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991), and distinguishes between unrestricted (high SOI
scores) and restricted (low SOI scores) orientations.

Interestingly, individuals who rate themselves as highly attractive tend to have a higher
number of sexual partners, be sexually active earlier in life (Rhodes, Simmons, & Peters, 2005),
and be sociosexually unrestricted (Mikach & Bailey, 1999). These individuals are usually rated

by the opposite sex as being more physically attractive (Mikach & Bailey, 1999). Moreover,
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women who report having a relatively large number of sex partners have been found to have
lower waist-to-hip ratios (WHR) than women with fewer sexual partners (Schmalt, 2006). In
addition, averaged faces of unrestricted men have been perceived as more masculine than
averaged faces of restricted men (Boothroyd, Cross, Gray, Coombes, & Gregson-Curtis, 2011;
Boothroyd et al., 2008), and more masculine-looking males have been reported to have more
sexual partners than less masculine-looking males (Rhodes et al., 2005), which may suggest that
sociosexuality is in part driven by male testosterone. Thus, physical features and attractiveness
have been linked to sociosexuality.

Jackson and Kirkpatrick (2007) created a multidimensional measure of sociosexuality in
order to assess three meaningful conceptual patterns of mating orientation: a conditional mixed
ST/LT orientation (i.e., conditional on one’s changes in hormone levels, the presence of rivals, or
the sex ratio in a given environment), exclusive ST orientation, or exclusive LT orientation.
Based on the authors’ sample of 173 (94 men) participants, it was found that men and women
differed more in their orientation toward casual sex than in their orientation toward LT
committed mateships, with men having a more open attitude towards casual sex than women. In
contrast to previous findings, Jackson and Kirkpatrick reported that, when men and women were
considered together, LT mating orientation (LTMO) (i.e., restricted SO) and ST mating
orientation (STMO) (i.e., unrestricted SO) were uncorrelated with any of the mate preferences
they examined. However, among men, preference for parental and personal qualities
significantly correlated with the LTMO scale (r = .33, p <.01), but not with the STMO scale (r =
-.02, ns). Furthermore, men’s preferences for attractiveness and social visibility in a mate was
positively related to the STMO scale (r = .24, p < .01) and inversely related to LTMO scale (r = -

24, p <.01). LTMO and STMO were uncorrelated with mate preferences among women. Using
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the Self-Perceived Mating Success Scale (Landolt, Lalumiere, & Quinsey, 1995), mate value was
positively correlated with the STMO scale and negatively correlated with the LTMO scale in
men. Mate value is the degree to which an individual has the capacity to promote the
reproductive success of another individual by mating with him or her (Buss, 2005). Among
women, however, self-perceived mate value was not significantly correlated with either scale.
An interesting finding that emerged was that self-perceived mate value was positively correlated
with higher levels of previous sexual behaviour in men, and this relationship was even stronger
in women. Furthermore, Rhodes et al. (2005) found that women with more symmetrical bodies
reported having more sexual partners, which may be a potential indicator of unrestrictedness. In
addition, Clark (2004) also found evidence that less restricted (i.e., more promiscuous) women
tended to rate themselves as being more attractive.

Interestingly, research has shown that individuals can accurately judge the sociosexuality
of others (Boothroyd et al., 2008; Boothroyd et al., 2011; Gangestad, Simpson, DiGeronimo, &
Bick, 1992). For example, after viewing 20-minute silent video recordings of target men and
women being interviewed for a lunch date, Gangestad and colleagues (1992) found that
observers were generally able to correctly identify the self-reported sociosexuality of the
individuals depicted in the videos. The authors also found that the observers could assess the
sociosexuality of the target men with greater accuracy than the target women. Male observers
demonstrated better assessment of sociosexuality relative to female observers. Conversely, using
composite images and real individual faces of unrestricted females faces, and composite images
and real individual faces of restricted female faces, Boothroyd and colleagues (2008) found that
observers (both men and women) could correctly identify restricted versus unrestricted women

from cues in both composite (i.e., averaged facial images based on sociosexuality) and real faces
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images, with no significant effect of observer sex. Specifically, researchers asked participants to
choose the individual that they felt was more open to ST relationships, one night stands, and the
idea of sex without love. However, while observers were not able to significantly differentiate
between the male composites in terms of sociosexuality, they could correctly identify restricted
versus unrestricted men using the real faces images. The researchers argued that they utilized
both composite images and real faces because averaging images means that randomly varying
traits across two groups will tend towards average in composites, while traits that are
significantly different between groups will be more clear in composites. Thus, this method is
ideal for detecting subtle structural differences between groups (e.g., a larger, squarer jaw) and
for assessing whether groups of observers are sensitive to these differences.

Boothroyd and colleagues (2011) replicated the results of the Boothroyd and colleagues
(2008) study by finding that observers could accurately determine the unrestricted face in a pair
of female composite images (one restricted and one unrestricted), but not were not able to
perceive the SOI of male composite images. One possible explanation for this that the authors
have suggested is that the translation of unrestricted desires and attitudes into unrestricted sexual
behaviour is reliant on the availability of willing partners, which may be more limiting for men
than for women (Boothroyd et al., 2011). This might serve to make sociosexuality a less unitary
trait for men than for women, which may attenuate the correlations between sociosexuality and
facial appearance. However, it is noteworthy that the ability to estimate sociosexuality correlates
positively with actual self-reported sociosexuality when both static pictures of faces and full
body videos are used.

Perceptions of Women Based on Physical Presentation
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Individuals frequently rely on nonverbal cues, such as physical appearance, to create
impressions and formulate judgments about other people (Naumann, Vazire, Rentfrow, &
Gosling, 2009). Physical appearance is composed of multiple sources of information. It contains
both static components related to physical grooming (e.g., style of dress and hairstyle) and
dynamic aspects related to nonverbal expressive behaviour (e.g., posture and facial expression)
(Naumann et al., 2009). Research has indicated that judgments of personality based on face-to-
face interactions or short video clips can be quite accurate, especially for the perception of
extraversion (Hall, Andrzejewski, Murphy, Schmid Mast, & Feinstein, 2008).

How a woman dresses p