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ABSTRACT

DECISION MAKING UNDER UNCERTAINTY: FACTORS INFLUENCING MATE
SELECTION IN A DATING APPLICATION SIMULATION

Semchenko, Ayten Yesim
MSc., Department of Cognitive Sciences
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Murat Perit Cakir

Co-Supervisor: Dr. Ceyhan Temdircii

September 2017, 173 pages

Human social intentions are heavily influenced by their perceptions of others. In this
study, the effect of perceived attractiveness is of particular interest. The purpose of this
study is to explore the effect of perceived attractiveness on the likelihood of wanting to
have sex and the likelihood of using condom among dating application users. In real dating
application environments, there would be many uncontrolled variables (e.g., age,
not/having common friends etc.) related to the profiles that the participants will see. To
have more experimental control, the dating application simulation, named as ImeetU, was
developed for this study by using Unity3D. Fake profiles are created with the face photos
which were rated in terms of attractiveness, trustworthiness, promiscuity and interest in a
long-term (committed) relationships via two pre-studies (n;=64, n,=61, respectively). The
pre-studies were conducted online while the main study (n3=39) was conducted at the
Cognitive Science Department, Middle East Technical University, Ankara. The
participants were not informed that the profiles that they will see on ImeetU are not real.
The first finding of the main study was that perceived attractiveness of the matched partner
significantly affects the likelihood of wanting to have sex for the participants of both
genders. Higher/lower likelihood of wanting to have sex was observed with higher/lower
perceived attractiveness of the matched partner. Secondly, for males, perceived
attractiveness of the matched partner significantly and inversely affects the likelihood of
condom use. Considering females, perceived attractiveness does not significantly affect
the likelihood of condom use.

Keywords: Dating application, perceived attractiveness, having sex, condom use
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BELIRSIZLIK DURUMUNDA KARAR VERME: FLORT UYGULAMASI
SIMULASYONUNDA PARTNER SECIMINI ETKILEYEN FAKTORLER

Semchenko, Ayten Yesim
Yiiksek Lisans, Biligsel Bilimler Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Murat Perit Cakir

Yardimci Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ceyhan Temiircii

Eyliil 2017, 173 sayfa

Insanlarin algilar1 sosyal egilimlerini énemli 6lgiide etkilemektedir. Bu arastirmada
spesifik olarak c¢ekicilik algisinin etkileri incelenmektedir. Bu aragtirmanin amaci
algilanan ¢ekiciligin, flort uygulamasi kullanan kisilerde, cinsel birliktelik yasamak
istegine ve korunmali/korunmasiz cinsellik egilimlerine olan etkisini aragtirmaktir. Flort
uygulamalarinda katilimcilarin karsilacagi profillerde bir ¢ok kontrol edilemeyen
degisken bulunmaktadir (6rnegin, yas, ortak arkadaglarin olmasi ya da olmamamasi gibi).
Deneysel kontrolii artirabilmek igin, bu c¢alismada kullanilmak tizere, Unity3D
kullanilarak, ImeetU adi verilen bir flért uygulamasi simiilasyonu gelistirilmistir. iki éncii
calisma (n;=64, n;=61) ile sahte profil iiretmede kullanilacak fotograflardaki kisiler
algilanan cekicilik, glivenilirlik, rastgele cinsel iliskide bulunma ihtimalleri, uzun donemli
iliski yasamay1 isteme ihtimalleri acgisindan degerlendirilmistir. Oncii ¢alismalarda
internet tlizerinden veri toplanmis, ana ¢alisma (n3=39) ise Biligsel Bilimler boliimiinde
(Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Ankara) gerceklestirilmistir. Deney &ncesinde
katilmcilara gorecekleri profillerin sahte oldugu bilgisi verilmemistir. Deneyin
sonucunda, eslesilen partnerlerin algilanan ¢ekicilik diizeyinin, hem kadin hem erkek
katilimcilarin cinsel birliktelik yasama istegini onemli dlgiide etkiledigi gozlenmistir.
Artan/azalan cinsel birliktelik istegi, eslesilen partnerin artan/azan algilanan cekiciligi ile
birlikte gozlenmistir. Yani sira, erkek kullanicilar icin algilanan ¢ekiciligin kondom
kullanma ihtimalleri ile ters iliskisi oldugu gozlenmistir. Kadin kullanicilar i¢in ise
eslestikleri algilanan ¢ekicilik degerlerinin, kondom kullanma ihtimallerini 6nemli dl¢tide
etkilemedigi goriilmustiir.



Anahtar Sozciikler: Flort uygulamasi, algilanan cekicilik, cinsel birliktelik, kondom
kullanimi1
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

In a modern world with wide availability of internet and communication technologies,
dating apps have become more and more common. For instance, a dating app called
Tinder has about 50 million users, 10 million of which are active daily (Margalit,
2014). The app was downloaded about 100 million times and users spent on average
35 minutes every day on Tinder (Ad Revenue, 2016), which altogether suggest that a
considerable population of people use Tinder and spend time on it every day.

As dating apps became more and more common, certain issues has arisen with its use.
For instance, Rhode Island Department of Health (2015) states that the use of social
media is a high-risk behavior for sexually transmitted infection contraction. However,
the factors determining un/safe sex intentions of dating app users was not
experimentally studied before. To fill that gap, in this study, the effect of perceived
attractiveness on desire to have sex and on un/safe sex intentions will be investigated
through a dating application simulation. In this chapter, the rationale for this study will
be elucidated as well as providing background about the issue.

In an effort to explore the relationship between dating app use and actual mating
behavior, a survey with 1000 participants (women aged between 18-44) was conducted
by the Glamour magazine (Drell, 2017). Accordingly, it was shown that only 32% of
the app users (from Tinder, Bumble, Hinge) did not meet anyone in person. Glamour
reported that “...49% went on dates, 36% had sex and 36% found a serious
relationship, and 12% got married” (Drell, 2017, p.114). Those statistics show that
people use dating apps and actually find a mate through them.

However, there might be dangers of using dating apps next to its benefits of finding a
mate. According to the number of health institutes, there is an alarming relationship
between the use of dating apps and a sudden increase in STIs. For instance, in a press
release of the Rhode Island Department for Health (2015), use of social media for
casual sexual experiences is named as a high risk behavior. The press release also
stated that there is a 79% increase in infectious syphilis and there is 30% increase in
the number of gonorrhea cases. Furthermore, almost 33% increase in HIV cases was
observed. Relatedly, British Association for Sexual Health and HIV claims that the
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incidence of STIs are increasing due to dating app use. Greenhouse stated that “...you
are able to turn over partners more quickly with a dating app and the quicker you
change partners the more likely you are to get infections. What really worries me is
that we are just at a tipping point for HIV” (as cited in Kelsey, 2015). The actual
relationship between dating app use and the risk of being infected with STI has not
been clearly and robustly established yet in the literature for heterosexual people.
However, it was reported that people who searched for a partner via the Internet is
more at risk for STIs than people who do not do so (McFarlane, Bull, & Rietmeijer,
2000). Moreover, a qualitative study conducted by Couch, Liamputtong, & Pitts
(2012) found that all of their participants (users of the internet for dating)
acknowledged that dating online poses variety of dangers including being contracted
with STIs. As mentioned in Kelsey (2015), the link between dating app use and the
spread of STIs have not been established yet in the literature.

The spread of STIs is essentially tied to condom use intentions and behaviors. For that
reason, a study investigating the factors determining condom use intentions while
using dating apps was required. As for the factors determining condom use intentions,
the evidence indicates the effect of perceived attractiveness would be a strong
candidate. That is to say, findings suggest that risks associated with dating app use (in
this case risk of being contracted with STI) might be lowered by perceived
attractiveness of the potential partner. For instance, it was found that perceived
attractiveness was the major factor of the safeness evaluation of potential partners, and
sexual history of potential partner was overlooked (Agocha & Cooper, 1999). In line
with that, a recent study reported that males’ perceived attractiveness of the potential
partner inversely affect condom use intentions (Eleftheriou, Bullock, Graham, Stone,
& Ingham, 2016).

Perceived attractiveness has been crucial for humans since together with behaviors of
potential partners, they were the only cues to evaluate the healthiness of a partner
during evolutionary history (Buss, 1994). Therefore, attractiveness signals healthiness
and good quality genes. Relatedly, it was found that attractiveness is significantly and
positively correlated with both healthiness and fertility (Furnham, Lavancy, &
McClleland, 2001). A strong link between attractiveness and healthiness is reported in
another study conducted by Lennon & Kenny (2013), which also reported that women
rated more attractive men as more likely to have STIs. However, they were still more
willing to have sex with attractive men as compared to unattractive men, and their
likelihood of using condom was the same with their likelihood of not using condom.
In conclusion, women, though consciously being aware of the risk, were willing to
take it if it means having a chance to mate with attractive men.

Concerning risk-awareness, dating app environment connects people while it does not
guarantee that its users are STI-free. Moreover, Cochran & Mays (1990) reported that
college students tend to lie about their sexual history to be able to convince their
partners to have sex with them. In other words, self-report of potential partners cannot
be completely trusted. Moreover, a study by Couch, Liamputtong, & Pitts (2012)
indicated that users of online dating platforms agree that certain risks (including
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contraction of STI) are associated with these environments. Therefore, the dating app
settting is perceived as risky and the actual magnitude of the risk associated with a
particular potential partner cannot be easily calculated. People tend to employ
heuristics while making decisions in the face of risks and uncertainties (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1974). Humans are described as tool-users and the tools, as suggested by
Gigerenzer (2008), can be considered as a kind of heuristic (e.g., short-cut to aid
decision making). When there is too much information or when there is insufficient
information (e.g., uncertainty) just as in dating app environments, humans tend to
employ heuristics to guide their decisions. In the current thesis, heuristics rooted in the
the Sexual Strategies Theory (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) are expected to be used by the
dating app users. That is to say, attractiveness is a desired mate trait for humans as
explained by the Sexual Strategies Theory (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) and the cost of
mating with an unhealthy partner would be too high. As exemplified in Buss (1994),
if a female mates with an unhealthy male:

1. She and her family can be contracted by the disease that the male has.
Her mate might fail to provide food, protection and child-care.

3. Her mate might die earlier than her which would cause the loss of the resources
provided. That would also mean she would have to spend energy again to find
a mate.

4. Her mate can pass on his not-healthy genes to the offspring.

Males also prefer youth and physical attractiveness in females since these attributes
would signal fertility and healthiness. The healthiness of females would imply that
males can pass on their genes and can have healthy offsprings. Therefore, people are
evolved to be attracted towards healthy partners (Buss, 1994). Moreover, Ford &
Beach (1951) found that the signals of being disease-free are universally evaluated as
attractive. Given these findings, one can argue that people are evolved to be attracted
towards the healthy. In line with those arguments, people are expected to use “what is
attractive is healthy” and “who is attractive has higher quality genes” heuristics in
uncertain environments (e.g. dating app environments) when making a decision (e.g.
decision to have sex and use condom).

The current study aimed to find out the effect of perceived attractiveness on un/safe
sex intentions in dating app environments, which facilitate a good medium for people
to change partners quickly (Kelsey, 2015) and which have been evaluated as risky by
their users (Couch, Liamputtong, & Pitts, 2012). In this study, a dating application
simulation was developed and used instead of a real dating application in an effort to
mitigate the effects of a number of uncontrolled variables such as age, varying degrees
of physical attractiveness and other characteristics of the profiles popping up in the
screen next to the fake profiles created by the researcher. However, by using a
simulation, it is possible to create an environment with greater experimental control,
which provides methodological advantages.

To sum up, the main purpose of the current study is to explore the effect of perceived
attractiveness on un/safe sex intentions in a dating app environment. In addition to
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this, varying levels of desire to have sex in response to varying perceived attractiveness
of the potential partner in a dating app environment will also be investigated. Humans
are attracted to healthy potential mates (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) and they are expected
to be more eager to mate with them even by taking extra risks (e.g., exposing
themselves to STIs by not using condom). This study aims to find out if these
tendencies still hold in a dating app environment, which is perceived as a much more
risky environment for mating as compared to more familiar social settings. Given the
increasing popularity of dating apps, developing a better understanding of the factors
that contribute to the mating decisions online is important for both cognitive science
of decision making and public health policy development efforts.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

“She warned him (the prince) not to be deceived by appearances, for beauty is found
within” (Beauty and The Beast, 1991)

Does perceived attractiveness of the potential partner influence our desire to have sex
with that person? Does perceived attractiveness affect the intention to use/not use
condom? Are our desires/intentions adapted by evolved psychological mechanisms?
Gazzaniga (1998) argues that human brains evolved to enhance reproductive
success. Similarly, Simao & Todd (2002) pointed out that as humans are sexual
species, evolution should have provided humans with certain psychological
adaptations so that humans reproduce efficiently. Exploring those adaptations is
required to understand the nature of the human mind.

2.1. Mating and Evolution

About 146 years ago, Charles Darwin proposed the Sexual Selection Theory in an
effort to explain the riddles of animal mating. At first, he observed that animals might
have certain characteristics which can hinder their survival. For instance, peacocks had
characteristics (brilliant plumage, see Figure 1) that can lower their chances of survival
as they can be spotted and hunted more easily due to their brilliant plumage. Then, he
realized that those characteristics causes peacocks to be preferred by peahens. The
more brilliant plumage peacocks have, the higher their chances of being copulated. In
other words, having brilliant plumage helped peacocks to reproduce. Upon that,
Darwin (1871) articulated that certain characteristics evolved due to their reproductive
benefits instead of survival benefits. That is to say, evolution favors mating
characteristics that provides higher reproductive success. In summary, Darwin (1871)
elucidate mating behavior with two key components which are preference for a mate
(e.g., peacocks with more brilliant plumage being selected more), and competition for
a mate (e.g., peacocks competing with their appearance of plumage for peahens).



Figure 1. Peacock and its plumage

2.2 Mate preferences

As Darwin (1871) observed, peacocks are preferred more by peahens if their plumage
is more brilliant. Two biologist Hamilton & Zuk (1982) suggested an explanation for
that. Their research indicated that when peacocks have more parasites, their plumage
becomes duller. Therefore, more brilliant plumage indicates a better health. That is to
say, peahens prefer potentially healthy mates and they judge their mates’ health status
by physical appearance (plumage). As their potential mate looks healthier (posses
more brilliant plumage), peahens are more attracted to them and prefers them as a mate
over unattractive ones.

More than a century later than the Sexual Selection Theory, Buss & Schmitt (1993)
proposed the Sexual Strategies Theory, which aims to explain human mating strategies
based on different adaptive problems that human males and females have experienced
during their evolutionary history. That is to say, this theory is based on the evolved
mating psychology. Related to that Buss (1994, p. 14) claimed: “...our evolved
psychology of mating remains. It’s the only mating psychology we have, it just gets
played out in a modern environment”.

Buss & Schmitt (1993) found that just like peahens and peacocks, humans prefers
healthy mates over unhealthy ones and they are more attracted to potential healthy
mates over unhealthy ones. Accordingly, the Sexual Strategy Theory (1993) suggests
that males prefer youth and physical attractiveness in females. The reason being that
youth would signal fertility in females. Females’ fertility declines around the age of
40 and usually ends at around age of 50. That is why, males are attracted to younger
females. Similarly, physical attractiveness would signal being healthy. Therefore,
males are attracted to healthy-looking females. The healthiness of females would mean
that males can pass on their genes and can have healthy offsprings. Regarding females,
although being resourceful and willing to share are among the most important desired
characteristics in males, physical attractiveness is crucial as well. Physical
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attractiveness, as mentioned, indicates health status of the individual in question. For
that reason, females tend to prefer physically attractive males. Females would want to
secure their genes and would like to have access to high quality genes. Having a
healthy male partner (mate) would mean that their offspring will be healthy too.
Moreover, he can provide for her and their offspring and he can protect them from
dangers (Buss, 1994). Therefore, it is advantageous to prefer a healthy mate and feel
attracted to him.

2.3 Universal standards of attractiveness: Healthiness

The Irish novelist Margaret Wolfe Hungerford (1886) contributed the famous phrase
“beauty is in the eye of the beholder” in the novel Molly Bown. If that poetic sentence
was true, then it would have meant that the standards of beauty can change drastically
from culture to culture. However, as Buss (1994, p. 53) argued “...beauty may be in
the eyes of the beholder, but those eyes and the minds behind the eyes have been
shaped by millions of years of evolution”. In other words, the adaptations of the
beholder determine the perceptions of beauty and those adaptations are universal.
Findings in developmental psychology provide further evidence indicating that the
standards of attractiveness might not be learned and free from culture. For instance,
Langlois, Roggman, Casey, Ritter, Rieser, Danner & Jenkins (1987) conducted a study
with 2 to 3 month-old and 6 to 8 month-old infants, where they found that attractive
faces were looked longer compared to unattractive faces by both 2-3 month-old and 6-
8 month-old infants. This study suggests that there are culture-free, and innate
standards of attractiveness.

In line with the idea of “culture-free” standards of attractiveness, it was reported that
there are universal features considered as “attractive”. To exemplify, Ford & Beach
(1951) reported that the signs of cleanliness and being disease free are universally
evaluated as attractive. Moreover, the indicators of youth such as clear skin or smooth
skin are also thought to be attractive. On the other hand, pimples or facial
disfigurement, sores and lesions are seen as unattractive. In other words, features
signaling health and youth are universally judged as “attractive”.

2.4 Heuristics

The family name of Homo sapiens comes from wisdom and rationality (Gigerenzer,
2008). Homo sapiens are described as tool-users. The tools, as suggested by
Gigerenzer, can be heuristics (e.g., short-cuts). When there is too much information or
when there is insufficient information (e.g., uncertainty), humans use heuristics.
Considering risks in the area of human mating, one can never calculate the exact
possibility of their partner’s being infected with STIs (insufficient information). As
was stated in the WHO (2016) report, most STIs have either no symptom or only mild
symptoms which might not seen from outside. Therefore, this uncertain situation
carries risks. In that case, it can be suggested that “who is attractive is healthy”
heuristic operates. Accordingly, it was shown that when women asked to choose
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attractive male faces and healthy male faces, their choices were not significantly
differed from each other (Johnston, Hagel, Franklin, Fink, & Grammer, 2001). Women
found more masculinized faces (e.g., faces with longer, broader and lower jaw) as
more attractive and as healthier. Moreover, research examining the link between actual
health and attractiveness found that facial male masculinity is an indicator of semen
quality. In other words, male fertility might be signaled by facial masculinity (Foo,
Simmons, & Rhodes, 2017). Furthermore, Smith et al. (2006) found that late follicular
estrogen, femininity, attractiveness, and healthiness ratings are significantly and
positively correlated. This finding suggests that female faces posses cues signaling
reproductive health. Another study showed a supporting evidence. It was found that
perceived attractiveness and perceived healthiness were strongly and positively (r =
.53, p <.001) correlated (Furnham, Lavancy, & McClelland, 2001).

Therefore, perceived attractiveness can affect humans’ risk judgment concerning the
possibility of being infected with sexually transmitted diseases. Attractive potential
mates would be evaluated as healthy when the risk associated with them is unknown.
However, before establishing that link, information about the sexually transmitted
infections will be elucidated in the following section to indicate the possible costs of
not being protected.

2.5 The Sexually Transmitted Infections (STIs)

There are more than 30 different bacteria, viruses and parasites which are contracted
via sexual contact. 8 of them cause sexually transmitted diseases. Half of those which
are syphilis, gonorrhea, chlamydia and trichomaniasis can be cured. The rest of them
which are hepatitis B, herpes simplex virus (HSV or herpes), HIV and Human
papillomavirus (HPV) are transmitted mostly by sexual contact (e.g., vaginal, oral, and
anal). Some of them can be contracted via blood or blood products. Many of them
(e.g., chlamydia, gonorrhea, primarily hepatitis B, HIV and syphilis) can be spread
from mother to the newborn during pregnancy and birth. It is possible to have STI with
no obvious symptom. The common symptoms are vaginal discharge, urethral
discharge or burning in men, genital ulcers, and abdominal pain (World Health
Organization, 2016).

There are nine key facts documented in the World Health Organization (2016) report
regarding the prevalence of STIs in the world:

1. Every day, above 1 million people contracted sexually transmitted infections.
Chlamydia, gonorrhea, syphilis and trichomoniasis are spread to
approximately 357 million people every year.

3. More than 500 million people are thought to have genital infection with herpes
simplex virus (HSV).

4. Human papillomavirus (HPV) infections are seen in more than 290 million
women.



5. Most of STIs causes no symptoms or only mild symptoms which might not be

recognized as STL

Some STIs, such as HSV type 2 and syphilis can increase HIV acquisition risk.

7. About 350000 unwanted birth outcomes including stillbirth (Newman et al.,
2012) were caused by over 900000 pregnant women with syphilis infection.

8. STI can cause serious reproductive health consequences such as infertility or
transmission from mother to child.

9. The major obstacle in diminishing the effect of STIs is resulted from drug
resistance, especially for gonorrhea.

>

The key facts stated above indicates the prevalence and costs (e.g., infertility) of STIs
and importance of prevention from them. Moreover, that report also highlights the fact
that STIs might not give any symptoms seen outside. Therefore, to be safe, it is advised
to use condoms as it is one of the most effective protection methods if used properly
and consistently (WHO, 2016).

2.6 Are humans prepared for the STIs?

To be able to predict whether humans are evolutionarily prepared for or have an
advantage over sexually transmitted infections, WBC (White Blood Cell) counts of
the primates were examined. When the immune system is activated for defense, WBC
increases (Roitt, Brostoff & Male, 1998). If some primates are having STDs (Sexually
Transmitted Diseases), then their WBC were supposed to be higher compared to others
(possibly less promiscuous primates). Primates were tested and it was shown that in
species where females are promiscuous WBC counts were higher as expected (Nunn,
Gittleman, & Antonovics, 2000). Furthermore, in another study, it was indicated that
when non-human primates had an illness, they had higher WBC counts compared to
healthy ones. Moreover, it was reported that there was a positive correlation between
higher WBC counts and promiscuity.

Regarding promiscuity, the testis size was employed as an independent index of
mating system (Anderson, Hessel, & Dixson, 2004). The testis size was used as an
index of mating system because it was found that the comparative sizes of testes can
give information with regard to the mating systems of a primate species. In other
words, nature will favor the males with bigger testis if they are not in a single-male
breeding system (Harcourt, Harvey, Larson, & Short, 1981). Furthermore, evidence
also showed that (after controlling for phylogeny biases) there is a positive correlation
between WBC counts and female mating promiscuity (Nunn, 2002). Lastly, a study
conducted by Nunn, Gittleman & Antonovics (2000) reported that human WBC counts
points to the monogamy as a mating system than promiscuity. Therefore, with
comparatively lower WBC counts, it can be suggested that humans are not evolved to
fight against STIs. That is to say, humans are not biologically advantaged against STIs.



2.7 Perceived attractiveness and unsafe sex intentions

The literature shows that perceived attractiveness might lower risk perception and that
people might favor the attractive individuals over unattractive ones even when the risk
associated with them is higher or when the risk is unknown. For instance, it was found
that men were less inclined to use condom if their potential partners are physically
attractive. They evaluated the safeness of the partner mostly based on the physical
attractiveness but they underused information related to potential partner’s sexual
history (Agocha & Cooper, 1999). This finding is in line with the explanations
provided in the previous section. That is to say, humans might still be using physical
attractiveness as a cue to healthiness.

In a similar fashion, it was found that women were willing to have sex if they judged
their potential partner as attractive. The degree of willingness to have either protected
or unprotected sex was not different. That is to say, they were almost equally willing
to have sex with or without protection with the attractive potential partners (Lennon &
Kenny, 2013). Interestingly, women in Lennon & Kenny’s study rated the physically
attractive men as more likely to have STI and yet they were willing to have protected
or unprotected sex with them. The reason underlying these tendencies might be that
humans’ sexual strategy is not conscious. As Buss (1994, p. 6) points out, “...just as a
piano player’s sudden awareness of her hands may impede performance, most human
sexual strategies are best carried out without the awareness of the actor.”

Unconsciously, physical attractiveness might signal health, while the conscious mind
is aware of the fact that this is not necessarily the case and in fact because that person
is attractive, he can find mates easier and this increases his possibility of being
infected. As a result, women might be reporting that those men are likely to be infected
and yet they choose to have sex with them protected or unprotected. This explanation
is open to discussion and research, however, what remains is that perceived physical
attractiveness is a crucial predictor of un/safe-sex intentions for both sexes.

2.8 The dating apps and STIs

According to the number of health institutes there is an alarming relationship between
the use of dating apps and a sudden increase in STIs. For instance, in a press release
of the Rhode Island Department for Health (2015), use of social media for casual
sexual experiences is named as a high risk behavior. The press release also stated that
there is a 79% increase in infectious syphilis and there is 30% increase in the number
of gonorrhea cases. Furthermore, almost 33% increase in HIV cases was observed.
Relatedly, British Association for Sexual Health and HIV claims that the incidence of
STIs are increasing due to dating app use. Greenhouse stated that “...you are able to
turn over partners more quickly with a dating app and the quicker you change partners
the more likely you are to get infections. What really worries me is that we are just at
a tipping point for HIV” (as cited in Kelsey, 2015). The actual relationship between
dating app use and the risk of being infected with STI has not been clearly and robustly
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established yet in the literature for heterosexual people. However, it was reported that
people who searched for a partner via the Internet is more at risk for STIs than people
who do not do so (McFarlane, Bull, & Rietmeijer, 2000). In line with that, a recent
survey conducted in 2016 reported that dating app users and people with drinking
habits use condom less. Therefore, it was concluded that use of dating apps increases
the risk of being infected with STIs (Choi, Wong, Lo, Wong, Chio, & Fong, 2016).
However, in order to be able to robustly claim that dating apps contributes to increase
of STIs, more research is needed.

2.9 The gaps in the literature

Dating app environments, which allow people to change partners quickly, requires
attention as they can potentially facilitate the spread of STIs. Previous studies indicate
that being users of dating apps might increase the risk of being infected with STIs
(Choi, Wong, Lo, Wong, Chio, & Fong, 2016). However, the factors associated with
unsafe sex intentions in online dating have not been researched thoroughly yet. For
instance, there is no study examining the effect of perceived attractiveness on un/safe
sex intentions among dating app users. Given the perceived risks associated with
online dating in the related literature, it is important to understand whether and to what
extent factors such as perceived attractiveness influence users’ un/safe sex intentions
online. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, no study has employed a dating app
simulation so far, which indicates a methodological gap. For instance, a recent study
examining the link between condom use and dating app use employed a survey
methodology. As compared to conducting surveys limited to retrospective self-reports,
acquiring real time data would bring further insights into the factors underlying un/safe
sex intentions. Another possible approach could be creating fake profiles on real dating
applications. Although using real dating apps improves ecological validity, it is not
possible to control the attributes (e.g. age, common friends etc.) of each profile
popping up on the participants’ screens next to the fake profiles created by the
researchers. Without obtaining technical support from the app developers, it is very
difficult to generate experiments where participants go through comparable
experiences, which will bring challenges for statistical analysis of collected data. In
order to ensure more experimental control, dating app simulations are needed where
all the profiles seen by the participants can be systematically controlled and
manipulated. In short, this thesis study aims to contribute to this line of inquiry by
providing a dating app simulation to investigate factors underlying un/safe sex
intentions in online dating.

2.10 The current study

The research questions and the hypotheses to be tested will be laid out along with the
explanations. Three studies were conducted to test the hypotheses of the study.



Research Question 1: Is there a relationship between perceived physical attractiveness
and unsafe sex intentions of dating app users?

Our review of related work in the evolutionary psychology literature in the next
chapter identified physical attractiveness as a strong cue for a potential partner’s health
in our evolutionary past (Buss, 1994). Therefore, people might not expect physically
attractive individuals to have sexually transmitted diseases (at least at an unconscious
level).

Hypothesis 1: Perceived physical attractiveness negatively affects safe-sex intentions
of the dating app users.

Research Question 2: Is there a relationship between perceived attractiveness and
wanting/not wanting to have sex in the dating app setting?

As attractive look signals health, and therefore high quality genes, it is a desired mate
trait for both genders (Buss, 1994). Both genders, as explained, wants to secure good
genes and have healthy offsprings.

Hypothesis 2: Perceived attractiveness positively affects the likelihood of wanting to
have sex for both genders in the dating app setting.

To test the hypotheses, a dating app simulation called /meetU was developed. Fake
profiles (57 female and 57 male profiles) were created on this app unbeknown to the
users. The photos of the profiles were obtained from two studies (Talamas, Mavor,
Axelsson, Sundelin, & Perrett, 2016; Braun, Gruendl, Marberger, & Scherber, 2001).
Participants used the dating app simulation (the participants were led to think that it is
areal dating app) and fake profiles created by the research team appeared on the screen
as a potential partner. Participants could send likes or dislikes to those profiles. The
dating app simulation gave matches with a probability of 60%. Participants were
notified within 10 seconds when they received a match. After participants received a
match, they replied to the questions about safe-sex intentions regarding their match.
The questions were embedded in the dating app simulation and the responses
constituted the main data for testing the main hypotheses.

In order to obtain the perceived physical attractiveness, perceived trustworthiness,
perceived promiscuity, and perceived interest in a committed relationship ratings of
the images used to create the fake profiles, two pre-studies were conducted before the
main study with the dating app. In the first pre-study, perceived physical attractiveness
and perceived trustworthiness of those images were rated. The following hypotheses
were tested based on the ratings of the participants as part of the exploratory analyses.

Hypothesis 3: There is a positive correlation between perceived physical attractiveness
and perceived trustworthiness.



Studies indicated that there is positive correlation between perceived physical
attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness in line with the idea of “what is beautiful
is good” stereotype (Darby & Jeffers, 1988).

Moreover, although there is no hypothesis associated with it, perceived attractiveness
ratings given to the images from the first face data set by Turkish participants and the
participants recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk in Talamas, Mavor, Axelsson,
Sundelin, & Perrett’s (2016) study will be compared. The study in which the first face
data set was taken focused on perceived attractiveness just like in the current study.
Therefore, attractiveness ratings of the same images obtained from two different
samples will be compared to test the consistency of those ratings. From an
evolutionary psychology perspective, since attractiveness is associated with
healthiness and good genes, we expect to observe a positive correlation among these
ratings.

Hypothesis 4: There is a positive correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and
perceived physical attractiveness of others for males.

Sim, Saperia, Brown, & Bernieri (2015) conducted a study showing that perceived self
attractiveness and perceived physical attractiveness of others were positively
correlated among males. We expect to observe a similar relationship in our stimulus
image set.

Hypothesis 5: There is a negative correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and
perceived physical attractiveness of others for females.

Buss & Schakelford (2008) found that as females become more physically attractive
themselves, their standards for a potential partner also increases. That can be explained
by the desire to secure the good genes. For that reason, a negative correlation between
females’ self-attractiveness and their ratings of others’ attractiveness is expected.

In the second pre-study, another group of participants were recruited (to avoid rater
fatigue) to rate the perceived promiscuity and perceived interest in a committed
relationship of the images. The following hypotheses were tested regarding the ratings
of the pictures.

Hypothesis 6: Perceived physical attractiveness and perceived promiscuity are
positively correlated.

Lucker, Beane & Helmrich (1981) reported that perceived sexiness, perceived
masculinity/femininity and perceived likeability are correlated with perceived
attractiveness. Furthermore, Tanke (1982) found that attractiveness and factor-analytic
traits of sexual/social excitement are correlated. The sexual warmth, sexual arousal
and excitement constitutes the sexual/social excitement and positively correlated with
perceived attractiveness. In line with those findings, in a study conducted by Pollock
(2012), it was shown that perceived attractiveness is correlated with perceived
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promiscuity for males. That is to say, if males perceive a female as “attractive”, they
also perceive that female as “promiscuous”.

Hypothesis 7: Perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed
relationship are positively correlated.

Human offspring needs to be cared for a relatively longer time and the females need
support during this process. In evolutionary times, they would need a male’s protection
and resources (Buss, 1994). Therefore, for females, it is expected that trustworthiness
will be correlated with the interest in a committed relationship. Concerning the males,
paternity certainty is an important issue during evolutionary times. To ensure that,
males need to spend some time with females. Moreover, once males assure that the
offspring is theirs, offspring’s survival will matter (Buss, 1994). To support her/his
survival, he has to protect and provide for her/him. In other words, males are also
interested in the committed relationships as it has certain advantages. Therefore, for
males as well, trustworthiness is expected to be associated with the interest in a
committed relationship.

Continuing with the exploratory analysis, the reaction time data for the like and pass
decisions made on the profiles will also be analyzed. In particular, the reaction times
for like and pass decisions were compared for both gender groups. Moreover, reaction
time for matched cases were entered in the hierarchical linear models constructed for
the main study as a possible predictor together with perceived promiscuity, interest in
a committed relationship, trustworthiness and perceived attractiveness. The models
will be used to assess the predictive power of these factors on the likelihood of wanting
to have sex and using condom (i.e. as an indicator of safe sex intention).

Lastly, log data indicating whether the participants checked the About part of the
profiles will be documented. This behavior indicates whether participants wanted to
see more than the photo of the profile. It can indicate either uncertainty (as they might
have needed more information to decide than just the photo itself) or an interest as they
wanted to know more about the profile in question.



CHAPTER3

PRE-STUDY 1

The first aim of this rating study is to find the attractiveness and trustworthiness ratings
of the photos to be used in the main study. A different sample of participants who did
not participate in the main study rated the photos to avoid any possible biases. The
second aim is to evaluate the clarity of the items of the questions embedded in the
dating app simulation, /meetU. In addition, exploratory correlational analyses were
conducted. The correlation between perceived physical attractiveness and perceived
trustworthiness; and the correlation between perceived self-attractiveness and
perceived physical attractiveness of others were explored. The ethical committee
permission from the Middle East Technical University to conduct this study was taken
on 11.11.2016 (see Appendix C, The Ethical Committee Permission).

3.1 Participants

There were 78 participants 37 of whom are male and 41 of whom are female in this
study. Participants were recruited from the social media groups which are used by the
METU students, graduates and the people live in Yiizlinciiy1l district in Ankara. There
was one eligibility criteria to participate to the study. Participants were required to be
at least 18 years of age as this study is a preliminary study of the main study which
examines the effect of perceived physical attractiveness on safe-sex intentions among
online daters in Turkey. Moreover, only the data from heterosexual participants were
analyzed because the theoretical framework is based on a heterosexual mating model
(After exclusion: Mye. = 27.40, SD = 3.82, N = 64). For that reason, the data of one
homosexual male and one male who did not want to indicate his sexual orientation
were excluded (After exclusion: Mge-mate = 28.45, SD = 4.34, N = 33). For the same
reason, the data from two lesbian females, 3 bisexual females and 5 females who did
not want to indicate their sexual orientation were excluded (After exclusion: M ge-fomate
=26.29, SD = 2.85, N=31).

3.2 Materials

Two photo sets were used to form a database of photos for the main study, which were
normed by a sample of Turkish participants by rating each image in terms of their
attractiveness and trustworthiness.



The first face photo set

100 face photos from the study conducted by Talamas, Mavor, Axelsson, Sundelin, &
Perrett in 2016 were used. The authors sent one extra female photo (Photo 43,
Appendix A). In exploratory analyses, that extra photo was used, however, it was not
used in the main study (i.e., equal number of photos were used in the main study). All
the faces were Caucasian. 50 of the photos were female photos (Mg = 23.22, SD =
3.74) and 50 of them were male photos (Muee = 25.3, SD = 4.64). The photos were
standardized (e.g., clean shaven, neutral expression, and head posture). They (i.e., the
photos) were taken from the commercial database (available at www.3d.sk) which was
intended to be used in media and gaming development. Showing a neutral expression
was crucial as it was shown that expressions of emotions might affect perceived
attractiveness (Tracy & Beall, 2011). Moreover, the lightning conditions and camera
set-up were also standardized. The model’s hair was pulled back and they had no
make-up or jewellery (Talamas, Mavor, Axelsson, Sundelin, & Perrett, 2016).
Moreover, by using 188 points, face photos were delineated (Tiddeman, Burt, &
Perrett, 2001). Facial features were marked via those points. Then, photos’ size and
position were aligned in accordance with left and right pupils. The size of the photos
was rearranged and cropped (1608 x 2584 pixels). That way, it was ensured that in all
photos, equal proportion of hair and neck was seen.

The second face photo set

14 face photos from the study conducted by Braun, Gruendl, Marberger & Scherber in
2001 were used. 7 of the photos were female photos (M, = 23.3) and 7 of the photos
were male photos (M, = 25.1). Clothing, hairstyle, jewellery, lightning effects and
background were standardized. The faces in those photos do not exist in real life. A
morphing software (Morpher 3.0, freeware) was used to create those compound faces.
The compound photos in this study were perfected in terms of skin textures (i.e., no
pimples, or pores etc.). In total, 78 female faces, 7 of whom were models and 33 male
faces, 1 of whom was a model were used (Braun, Gruendl, Marberger & Scherber,
2011). It was also reported that those virtual faces were rated as more attractive than
the real faces (Braun, Gruendl, Marberger & Scherber, 2011).

During the first study the participants were asked to respond to the following additional
items (for details, see Appendix B).

Demographics: Age, gender, height, weight, education, occupation, nationality, sexual
orientation, relationship status, duration of the relationship, relationship satisfaction,
short/long-term partner search, virginity, and general condom use behavior were
asked.

The rating questions: Participants rated attractiveness and trustworthiness of the face
photos on a scale 0 (not attractive/trustworthy at all) to 10 (extremely
attractive/trustworthy). The male participants rated 58 female photos and female
participants rated 57 male photos.



The Ten-Item Personality Inventory: The Five Factor Personality Model was used to
develop that 10-item inventory (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). The participants
responded to the items by using a 7-point likert scale (1: Strongly disagree, 7: Strongly
agree). The inventory was translated and adapted to Turkish by Atak (2013).

The International Personality Item Tool-Physical Attractiveness (IPIP-PA): The
International Personality Item Tool-Physical Attractivenes developed by Goldberg et
al. (2006) includes nine 5-point likert scale (1: very inaccurate, 5: very accurate) items.
The item pool was translated and adapted to Turkish by Somer, Korkmaz & Tatar
(2002). IPIP-PA measures perception of one’s own attractiveness. Perceived self-
attractiveness can have an effect on perceptions of others’ attractiveness. For instance,
it was found that there is a positive correlation between males’ self-attractiveness
ratings and their ratings of others’ attractiveness (Sim, Saperia, Brown, & Bernieri,
2015). This finding, however, was reversed for females. That is to say, attractive
women were found to be more selective in terms of physical attractiveness of their
potential mates (Buss & Shackelford, 2008). Therefore, though it is not the main
purpose of this study, the correlation between perceived self-attractiveness and
perceived attractiveness of others will be explored.

The revised Socio-sexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R): The revised Socio-sexual
Orientation Inventory inventory includes 9 items measuring sexual behavior strategies.
The inventory was developed by Simpson & Gangestad (1991) and was revised by
Parkeve & Asendorpf (2008). It was translated and adapted to Turkish (Schmitt, 2005).
The participants responded to the first 3 items, which were about the number of
partners in different situations, by the 9 options provided, the options were 0, 1, 2, 3,
4, 5-6, 7-9, 10-19, and 20 and more. For the following 3 items, which includes the
statements about having sex, the participants responded to the items by using a 9-point
likert scale (1: Strongly disagree, 9: Strongly agree). And for the last 3 items, which
were about the frequency of fantasies and sexual arousal in different situations, the
participants responded to items by using a 9-point likert scale with different labelings
(1: Never, and 9: At least once a day).

The two questions embedded in /meetU: There are two questions embedded in the
dating application simulation. The first one aims to measure the likelihood of wanting
to have sex and the other one aims to measure the likelihood of using condom. In this
study, participants rated the clarity of those items on a scale 1 (not clear at all) to 7
(very clear). If they rated any question as “not clear”, they were requested to explain
the reason why in the following open-ended question.

3.3 Procedure

This study was conducted online. The participants gave their consent to participate by
selecting “I voluntarily participate to that study/Bu g¢alismaya goniilli katilmak
istiyorum” and clicking on the “Submit” button at the bottom of the Informed Consent
form that directed participants to the study. All the questions were arranged as a
“request response” type, in other words, participants had a chance to skip the questions
that they did not want to respond and could still progress through the study. The order
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of the photos in the rating questions was randomized. In the final page of the online
survey, the Debriefing Letter, which describes the purpose of the study and provides
contact information of the researchers, was presented to the participants. The
completion of the survey took about 15 minutes.

3.4 Results
The analyses were conducted by using R studio and IBM SPSS v24.0

The male participants’ demographic profile: There were 33 male participants (Mg
male = 28.45, SD = 4.34) 16% of whom were bachelor students, 37% were master
students, 19% were doctoral students, 22% of whom graduated from bachelor degree,
6% graduated from the doctoral degree (N = 32). 28% were students only, 34% were
working only, 31% were both students and working, and 6% were in job search (N =
32). 63% were single, 12% had uncommitted relationships (Relationship satisfaction;
Masisfaciion = 4.5 (on a scale 1-not satisfactory at all to 7-very satisfactory), SD = 0.57,
N = 4; Relationship duration; My,asion = 3.02 (months), SD = 2.54, N=4) and 24% had
committed relationships (Relationship satisfaction; Muispuciion = 6.12, SD = 0.83, N =
8; Relationship duration; Muyarion = 38.5 (months), SD = 28.11, N = 7). 88% of them
were non-virgin, 9% were virgin and 3% of them did not want to indicate virginity
status.

The female participant demographic profile: There were 31 female participants (M g
female = 26.29, SD = 2.85) 17% of whom were bachelor students, 37% were master
students, 20% were doctoral students, 13% of whom graduated from bachelor degree,
10% graduated from master degree, and 3% graduated from doctoral degree (N = 30).
35% were students only, 32% were working only, 23% were both studying and
working, 10% were in job search (N = 31). 50% of them were single, 10% were in an
uncommitted relationship (Relationship satisfaction; Miasiguciion = 6, SD = 1.41, N =2;
Relationship duration; M = 1.12 (months), SD = 1.23, N = 2), and 40% were in a
committed relationship (Relationship satisfaction; Muispuciion = 6, SD = 1.18 N = 12;
Relationship duration; Myyaion = 26.5 (months), SD = 29.46, N =11). 58% of them
were non-virgin, 29% were virgin, and 13% of them did not want to indicate their
virginity status.

Descriptive statistics, including the results of the inventories used, can be examined
below (see Table 1).



Table 1. The Pre-Study. Descriptive Statistics

Men Women

n Min Max M SD n Min Max M SD
Age 33 21 39 28.45 4.34 31 22 36 26.29 2.85
Height 33 170 192 17856 6.14 31 154 177 164.83 5.69
Weight 33 59 130 80.62 15.52 31 42 80 56.41 7.61
ST partner 30 1 7 4.00 1.80 29 1 6 1.62 1.23
search*
LT partner 32 1 7 4.65 2.40 29 1 7 3.44 2.51
search*
General condom 29 0 10 6.40 4.03 18 0 10 6.83 345
use
IPIP-PA 33 -7 24 8.96 7.16 31 -1 25 14.12 8.26
Global SOI-R 33 155 744 4.77 1.36 31 1.11 644 287 1.33
Extraversion 33 2 7 4.77 1.54 31 2 7 4.53 1.61
Agreeableness 33 2 6 4.69 1.10 31 25 7 4.77 1.19
Conscientiousness 33 2 7 498 1.32 31 1.5 7 4.56 1.34
Emotional 33 2 7 4.71 1.17 31 1 6.5 3.91 1.59
stability
Openness to 33 3 6.5 5.45 1.00 31 2 7 4.77 1.49
experience

*: ST stands for short-term and LT stands for long-term.



3.5 Analysis

For this study, the first aim was to calculate attractiveness and trustworthiness ratings
for each photo so that those ratings could be used in the main study. Male participants
rated 58 female photos while female participants rated 57 male photos on a scale 0 to
10 (0: not attractive/trustworthy at all, 10: extremely attractive/trustworthy). Since the
male and female participants rated different stimuli, their data will be analyzed
separately. The perceived physical attractiveness and trustworthiness ratings of the
male participants (see Table 27 & Table 28, respectively in Appendix A), and the
perceived attractiveness and trustworthiness ratings of the female participants (see
Table 29 & Table 30, Appendix A) can be examined.

Firstly, the correlation between perceived physical attractiveness and perceived
trustworthiness was calculated. Concerning the correlation between perceived
physical attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness ratings, only the mean values of
the photos were used. The strength of correlations was determined according to the
guide developed by Cohen (1988). In other words, .10 was considered as weak
correlation, .10 - .30 as weak to medium correlation; while .30 was considered as
medium correlation, .30 - .50 as medium to strong correlation, and .50 and above was
evaluated as strong correlation.

Before conducting each correlational analysis, the distribution of the data was
examined to decide whether to use parametric or non-parametric tests. The distribution
of the ratings was evaluated by Shapiro-Wilk test though Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
was also conducted. The Shapiro-Wilk test was preferred because the sample size is
relatively low (for the female data n = 31; for the male data n = 33) and the Shapiro-
Wilk test has higher power compared to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test (Ghasemi &
Zahediasl, 2012; Field, 2009). Then the appropriate correlation coefficient between
perceived (physical) attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness ratings was
computed to test the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3: There will be a positive correlation between perceived physical
attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness.

Since female and male participants rated separate sets of photos, this hypothesis was
tested separately for males and females.

Male Participants
Before conducting the correlational analysis, the distribution of the data was examined.

The Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that the perceived physical attractiveness mean ratings
of male participants was normally distributed (D (58) = .97, p = .41). Concerning
perceived trustworthiness, Shapiro-Wilk test showed that male participants’ mean
ratings were normally distributed (D (58) = .97, p = .1).
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To visually inspect the distribution of the perceived physical attractiveness and
perceived trustworthiness ratings, please see Figure 38 and Figure 39 respectively in
Appendix D.

The male participants’ attractiveness and trustworthiness ratings were normally
distributed, therefore, Pearson correlation method can be employed (see Table 2).

Table 2. The correlation between perceived physical attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness for
the male participants

Attractiveness Trustworthiness

Attractiveness Pearson 1 522

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 58 58
Trustworthiness Pearson 522 1

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 58 58

**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

It was found that perceived physical attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness are
strongly correlated for the males, r (56) =.52, p <.001 (see Figure 2 below).
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Figure 2. The scatterplot of perceived attractiveness and trustworthiness ratings of male participants

To visually examine the attractiveness and trustworthiness ratings used to calculate the
correlation between them, see Figure 3 and 4, respectively.
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Figure 3. Mean attractiveness ratings given by the male participants to the female photos
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Figure 4. Mean trustworthiness ratings given by the male participants to the female photos

Female Participants
Before conducting the correlational analysis, the distribution of the data was examined.

Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the perceived physical attractiveness mean ratings of
the female participants were not normally distributed (D (57) = .84, p <.001). The
perceived trustworthiness mean ratings of the female participants indicated a non-
normal distribution as well (D (57) = 0.95, p <.05). It should be noted that although
due to low sample size, it is safer to use the results of the Shapiro-Wilk test, the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed a normal distribution for the trustworthiness data
(D (57) = .09, p>.05). To visually inspect the perceived physical attractiveness rating
and perceived trustworthiness distribution, please see Figure 40 and Figure 41,
respectively in Appendix D.

It was shown that female ratings of the perceived physical attractiveness data are
positively skewed. This could be due to low sample size or it might be related to the
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finding that suggests perceived self-attractiveness and perceived attractiveness of
others is negatively correlated for females. In the following sections (see Figure 9), it
was observed that as females perceive themselves more attractive, they perceive males
as less attractive (though the p value was bigger than .05).

Based on Shapiro-Wilk results, the female participants’ mean attractiveness and
trustworthiness ratings were not normally distributed. However, correlation between
them was still computed with Pearson r (see Table 3). Since the distribution is non-
normal, generalizability will be in question. Therefore, non-parametric correlation
methods (i.e., Spearman & Kendall) were also employed (see Table 4).

Table 3. The correlation between perceived physical attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness for
female participants

Attractiveness Trustworthiness

Attractiveness Pearson 1 B1%*

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 57 57
Trustworthiness Pearson B1%* 1

Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 57 57

**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson r correlation showed that for the female participants, perceived physical
attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness are strongly correlated (r (55) = .81, p
<.001). However, the data is non-normally distributed. Therefore, this result may not
be generalizable. To overcome the generalizability problem, non-parametric methods
were also employed (see Table 4). As the sample size is relatively low, interpreting
Kendall (i.e., more conservative test) would be safer, though both Spearman rho and
Kendall tau coefficients were calculated.
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Table 4. The correlation between perceived physical attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness for

female participants

Kendall’s
tau b

Spearman’s
rtho

Attractiveness

Trustworthiness

Attractiveness

Trustworthiness

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Attractiveness

1

57

STI**

.000

57

57

748%*

.000

57

Trustworthiness

STI**

.000
57

1

57

748%*

.000

57

57

**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Both Spearman’s rho (rs (55): .74, p <.001) and Kendall’s tau (t = .57, p <.001)
indicated a strong correlation. In other words, when the mean values are ranked, it is
found that perceived physical attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness are largely
correlated for females. To visualize the correlation between perceived attractiveness
and trustworthiness, see Figure 5 below.
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To visually examine the attractiveness and trustworthiness ratings used to calculate the
correlation between them, see Figure 6 and 7 respectively.
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Figure 6. Mean attractiveness ratings given by the female participants to the male photos
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Figure 7. Mean trustworthiness ratings given by the female participants to the male photos

Continuing with the exploratory analysis, perceived attractiveness ratings given by
Turkish and participants recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk compared. The mean
age for the second sample was 38.11, with the standard deviation of 10.41. There were
69 female and 71 male participants. In total, 140 participants rated all photos.
However, in the Turkish sample, female participants rated male photos and male
participants rated female photos but not both.

Considering male photos rated by females, Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that Turkish
participants’ ratings were non-normally distributed (D (50) =.929, p<.05). The ratings
from the other study were normally distributed (D (50) =.968, p >.05). Non-parametric
test (Wilcoxon) was preferred for the comparison. There was a significant difference
between those two samples (z = -7.13, p <.01). Turkish sample gave lower ratings
compared to the sample from Amazon Mechanical Turk.

Concerning female photos rated by males, the ratings given by Turkish sample were
normally distributed (D (50) = .985, p>.05). The ratings given by the sample from the
other study were non-normally distributed (D (50) = .949, p <.05). Therefore,
Wilcoxon test was preferred for comparison. It showed that there is a significant
difference between those two samples. Turkish sample gave lower ratings compared
to the sample from Amazon Mechanical Turk (z = -2.53, p<.05).
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Hypothesis 4, which states that there will be a positive correlation between self-
perceived attractiveness and perceived physical attractiveness of others for males was
also tested.

The correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived physical
attractiveness of others was calculated. Self-perceived attractiveness was measured via
IPIP-PA scores, and perceived physical attractiveness of others was calculated by the
mean attractiveness ratings given by each participant

The correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived attractiveness of
others (for males)

Self-perceived attractiveness was calculated by using IPIP-PA scores. Perceived
attractiveness of others was calculated via participants’ ratings of perceived physical
attractiveness. For each participant, the mean rating given to photos was calculated.
Before conducting the correlational analysis, the data distribution is examined to
decide whether to use parametric or non-parametric tests. Due to the low sample size,
Shapiro-Wilk test was preferred when interpreting the normality though Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test was also conducted.

The distribution of male participants’ IPIP-PA scores was tested to test normality.
Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that the male participants’ self-perceived attractiveness
scores were normally distributed (D (33) = .93, p = .89). To visually inspect the
frequency distribution, please see Figure 42 in Appendix D.

The distribution of perceived physical attractiveness of others (i.e., mean perceived
physical attractiveness ratings given by each participant) was explored. For the
perceived physical attractiveness of others mean data from the male participants,
normal distribution was reported (D (33) = .96, p = .43).

To visually inspect the frequency distribution, please see Figure 43 in Appendix D.

The data is normally distributed, therefore, Pearson correlation was used (see Table
5).
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Table 5. The correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived physical attractiveness of

others (male data)

Self-perceived
Attractiveness

Perceived
Attractiveness
Others

of

Pearson
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Pearson
Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Self-perceived
Attractiveness

33

250

.160

33

Perceived
Attractiveness of
Others

250

.160

33

33

A small to medium correlation was found between between self-perceived
attractiveness and perceived attractiveness of others for males (r (31) = .25, p >.05).
However, since the p value is higher than .05, generalizability is in question.

To visualize the correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived
attractiveness of others, please see Figure 8 below.
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Figure 8. The correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived attractiveness of others
for males

Hypothesis 5 which claims that there will be a negative correlation between self-
perceived attractiveness and perceived physical attractiveness of others for females
was tested.

The correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived attractiveness of
others (for females)

Before conducting the correlational analysis, the data distribution is examined to
decide whether to use parametric or non-parametric tests. Due to the low sample size,
Shapiro-Wilk test was preferred when interpreting the normality though Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test was also conducted.

Concerning the distribution of female participants’ perceived self-attractiveness
scores, Shapiro-Wilk test indicated a non-normal distribution (W = .93, p = .04).
However, it should be noted that Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicated a normal
distribution (D (31) =.14, p>.05). To visually inspect the frequency of distribution,
please see Figure 44 in Appendix D.
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The distribution of the female participants’ perceived attractiveness of others’ ratings
were tested. Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that the mean value for the female
participants’ perceived attractiveness of others’ ratings is not normally distributed (W
=.92, p=.02). However, it should be noted that the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed
a normal distribution (D (31) = .13, p>.05). To visually inspect the frequency of
distribution, please see Figure 45 in Appendix D.

It was shown that female participants’ perceived attractiveness of others ratings are
positively skewed (see Figure 45 in Appendix D), while in the previous sections
(Figure 44 in Appendix D), it was observed that female self-perceived attractiveness
scores were negatively skewed. In other words, as females perceive themselves more
attractive, they perceive males as less attractive.

The perceived attractiveness of others ratings of the female participants is non-
normally distributed; therefore, Pearson r cannot be generalized. However, it will still
be computed (see Table 6).

Table 6. The correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived physical attractiveness of
others (female data)

Self-perceived Perceived
attractiveness Attractiveness  of
Others
Self-perceived Pearson 1 -.30
attractiveness Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .09
N 31 31
Perceived Pearson -.30 1
Attractiveness  of Correlation
Others
Sig. (2-tailed) .09
N 31 31

It indicated a medium negative correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and
perceived physical attractiveness of others for the female participants (r (29) =-.30, p
>.05). However, this result is not generalizable. To overcome this problem, non-
parametric methods, (i.e., Spearman &Kendall) were also employed to calculate the
correlation (see Table 7). As the sample size is relatively low, interpreting Kendall
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(i.e., more conservative test) would be safer, though both Spearman and Kendall will

be calculated.

Table 7. The correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived attractiveness of others for
the female participants

Kendall’s
tau b

Spearman’s
rtho

Self-perceived
Attractiveness

Perceived
Attractiveness
of Others

Self-perceived
Attractiveness

Perceived
Attractiveness
of Others

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Self-perceived
Attractiveness

31

-.219

091

31

31

-.306

.094

31

Perceived
Attractiveness
of Others

-.219

091
31

1

31

-.306

.094

31

31

2-tailed analyses were conducted.

Kendall’s tau indicated a negative small to medium correlation between self-perceived
attractiveness and perceived attractiveness of others for females; however, since the p
value was higher than .05 (t = .21, p >.05), generalizability was in question.
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Spearman’s rho showed a negative medium correlation between self-perceived
attractiveness and perceived attractiveness of others for females; however, since the p
value was higher than .05 (r; = .-30, p >.05), generalizability was in question.

To visualize the correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived
attractiveness of others, please see Figure 9 below.

8.00
o
£
@
£
O 6.007
Y
o
a o]
v
- o
£
o )
o
£ 4001 o > 5
o
Z 5]
o
o o
9 o
e
@ o
£ o o o
o
& . o 0
& o o
2.00 o o o
0 0]
o
o
I 1 I 1 I I |
-5.00 .00 5.00 10.00 15.00 20.00 25.00

Self-perceived Attractiveness

Figure 9. The correlation between self-perceived attractiveness and perceived attractiveness of others
for females
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Another aim of this study was to evaluate the clarity of the questions embedded in the
dating app simulation, /meetU (see Table 8).

Table 8. The clarity of the questions embedded in ImeetU

Items n M S.D.

1.Eslestiginiz kisi ile yliz yiize bulustugunuzu hayal 39 6.82 .60
ediniz. Liitfen eslestiginiz kisi ile cinsel birliktelik
yasamay1 ne kadar istediginizi degerlendiriniz.

2.Eslestiginiz kisi ile cinsel birliktelik yasamaya karar 43 6.81 .66
verdiginizi hayal ediniz. Liitfen, kondom kullanma
ihtimalinizi degerlendiriniz.

As can be seen from the Table 8, the items were clear/understandable.
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CHAPTER 4

PRE-STUDY 2

The main aim of this study was to find the perceived promiscuity and perceived
interest in a committed relationship ratings of the photos to be used in the main study.
Different set of participants from the main study rated the photos to avoid any possible
effect of knowing what is measured and from the first rating study as well to avoid
rater fatigue. In addition, exploratory correlational analyses were conducted. First, the
correlation between perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity was
calculated. Then, the correlation between perceived trustworthiness and perceived
interest in a committed relationship were computed. Although the data came from the
two different sets of participants, the demographics of the participants were similar
enough to conduct that correlational analysis.

4.1 Participants

There were 74 participants 39 of whom are male and 35 of whom are female in this
study. Participants were recruited from the social media groups which are used by the
METU students, graduates and the people live in Yiizlinciiy1l district in Ankara. There
was one eligibility criteria to participate to the study. Participants were required to be
at least 18 years of age as this study is a preliminary study of the main study which
examines the effect of perceived physical attractiveness on safe-sex intentions among
online daters in Turkey. Moreover, only the data from heterosexual participants were
analyzed because the theoretical framework is based on a heterosexual mating model
(After exclusion: Mg = 25.85, SD = 5.05, N = 61). For that reason, the data of 1
bisexual male, 1 pansexual male, 1 asexual male and 1 male who did not want to
indicate his orientation were excluded (After exclusion: Myge-mate = 26.79, SD = 5.17,
N =131). For the same reason, the data from 2 lesbian females, 5 bisexual females and
2 females who did not want to indicate their orientation were excluded (After
exclusion: Muge_fematie = 24.1, SD =4.40, N = 30).
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4.2 Materials
The photo sets that were used for the perceived promiscuity and perceived interest in
a committed relationship ratings:

The same photo-sets used in the first study were used. It was important to show the
neutral faces for the current ratings as well. The reason why is that facial expressions
can affect perceived trustworthiness. For instance, it was reported that increased
smiling intensity is correlated with increased perceived trustworthiness for female
photos (Schmidt, Levenstein, & Ambador, 2012). Furthermore, it was shown that
smiling male faces were associated with a potential to indicate committed relationship
partnership (Okubo, Ishikawa, Kobayashi, Laeng, & Tommasi, 2015).

The scales that were used

Demographics: Age, gender, height, weight, education, occupation, nationality, sexual
orientation, relationship status, duration of the relationship, relationship satisfaction,
short/long-term partner search status, virginity, and general condom use behavior were
asked.

The rating questions: Participants rated perceived promiscuity and perceived interest
in a committed relationship of the people whose face photos are shown on a scale 0
(not promiscuous at all/not interested in a committed relationship at all) to 10
(extremely promiscuous/extremely interested in a committed relationship). The male
participants rated 58 female face photos and the female participants rated 57 male face
photos.

The same inventories which were 10-Item Personality Inventory, International
Personality Item Tool-Physical Attractiveness (IPIP-PA), and The revised Socio-
sexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R) were used in this study.

The procedure was the same with the first study.

4.3 Results
The analyses were computed by using R Studio and SPSS v24.0.

The male participants’ demographic profile: There were 31 male participants (Mg
male = 27.48, SD = 5.17) 30% of whom were bachelor students, 20% were master
students, 20% were doctoral students, 10% of whom graduated from bachelor degree,
3% were graduated from master degree, 17% graduated from the doctoral degree (N =
30). 35% were students only, 30% were working only, 35% were both students and
working (N =31). 42% were single, 16% had uncommitted relationships (Relationship
satisfaction; Miasisfucrion = 3.6, SD = 1.81, N = 5; Relationship duration; Muurasion = 5.5
(months), SD = 2.38, N = 4) and 42% had committed relationships (Relationship
satisfaction; Mauistuciion = 5.76, SD = 1.16, N = 13; Relationship duration; Maurasion =
38.38 (months), SD = 27.47, N = 13). 90% of them were non-virgin, 7% were virgin
and 3% of them did not want to indicate virginity status.
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The female participant demographic profile: There were 30 female participants (M g
female = 24.16, SD = 4.40) 47% of whom were bachelor students, 7% were master
students, 10% were doctoral students, 13% of whom graduated from bachelor degree,
3% graduated from master degree, and 20% graduated from doctoral degree (N = 30).

60% were students only, 10% were working only, 23% were both studying and
working, 7% were in job search (N = 30). 60% of them were single, 3% were in an
uncommitted relationship (Relationship satisfaction; Muispuciion = 6, N = 1;
Relationship duration; M = 1.5 (months, N = 1), and 37% were in a committed
relationship (Relationship satisfaction; Miuispuciion = 6.09, SD = 0.83, N = 11;
Relationship duration; Mayaion = 48.45 (months), SD = 35.27, N =10). 60% of them
were non-virgin, and 40% were virgin.

The descriptive statistics, including the inventories used, can be examined below (see
Table 9).
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Table 9. The pre-study 2. Descriptive Statistics

Men Women
n Min Max M SD n Min Max M SD

Age 30 18 37 2748 517 30 19 33 24.16 4.40
Height 31 168 188 177.70 4.74 30 155 175 163.7 5.07
Weight 31 53 97 7396 11.37 30 45 80 58.03 8.14
ST partner search* 27 1 7 3.07 207 29 1 5 1.72 1.33
LT partner search* 26 1 7 3.19 226 27 1 7 396 227
General condom 27 1 10 6.75 339 20 0 10 6.05 3.25
}l}ifP-PA 31 -6 24 12.09 734 30 -9 27 10.1  10.26
Global SOI-R 31 1.78 8.11 4.64 .52 30 1 6.33 285 146
Extraversion 31 2 7 4.88 1.48 30 1 7 4.5 1.88
Agreeableness 31 3 7 4.59 1.07 30 3 7 5 1.12
Conscientiousness 31 1 7 5.03 146 30 2 7 4.66 1.4l
Emotional stability 31 1.5 7 4.69 141 30 1 6 348 1.34
Openpess to 31 3 7 5.53 1.26 30 25 7 511  1.27
experience

*: ST stands for short-term and LT stands for long-term.
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4.4 Analysis

For this study, the aim was to calculate promiscuity and interest in a committed
relationship ratings for each photo so that those ratings could be used in the main study.
Male participants rated 58 female photos while female participants rated 57 female
photos on a scale 0 to 10 (0: not attractive/trustworthy at all, 10: extremely
attractive/trustworthy). Since the male and female participants rated different stimuli,
their data will be analyzed separately. The perceived promiscuity ratings (see Table
31 & Table 32, respectively), and the perceived interest in a committed relationship
ratings of the male and female participants (see Table 33 & Table 34, respectively) can
be examined in Appendix A.

Firstly, the correlation between perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity
was calculated. Before conducting any correlational analysis, the distribution of the
data was examined to decide whether to use parametric or non-parametric tests. The
distribution of the ratings was evaluated by Shapiro-Wilk test though Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test was also conducted. Shapiro-Wilk test was preferred because the sample
size is relatively low (for the female data n = 30; for the male data n =31) and Shapiro-
Wilk test has higher power compared to Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test (Ghasemi &
Zahediasl, 2012; Field, 2009).

Hypothesis 6 which states that perceived physical attractiveness and perceived
promiscuity will be positively correlated was tested.

The correlation between perceived physical attractiveness and perceived promiscuity
for the male participants:

The distribution for the perceived physical attractiveness was normal. The perceived
promiscuity ratings of the male participants were non-normally distributed (D (58) =
.94, p<.01). To visually inspect the distribution, please see Figure 46 in Appendix D.
Figure 46 indicates a positively skewed distribution. That is to say, most ratings were
higher than the mean. It could be explained by the low sample size.

Although perceived promiscuity ratings were non-normally distributed, the Pearson
correlation method was employed. However, since the data is not normally distributed,
the result cannot be generalized. It was found that perceived physical attractiveness
and perceived promiscuity ratings were largely correlated, r (56) = .69, p<.001 (see
Table 10).
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Table 10. The Pearson correlation between perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity ratings

(male data)

Perceived
Attractiveness
Perceived Pearson 1
Attractiveness Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N 58
Perceived Pearson .69**
Promiscuity Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N 58

Perceived
Promiscuity

69%*

.000
58

1

.000

58

Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

To overcome the generalizability problem, non-parametric tests (i.e., Spearman &
Kendall) were employed (see Table 11). As the sample size is relatively low,
interpreting Kendall (i.e., more conservative test) would be safer, though both

Spearman and Kendall will be calculated.
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Table 11. The correlation between perceived physical attractiveness and perceived promiscuity ratings

(male data)

Kendall’s
tau b

Spearman’s
rtho

Perceived
Attractiveness

Perceived
Promiscuity

Perceived
Attractiveness

Perceived
Promiscuity

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Perceived
Attractiveness

1

58

S4H*

58

58

JJ3EE

58

Perceived
Promiscuity

S4H*

.000
58

1

.000
58

JJ3EE

.000

58

.000

58

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Both Spearman’s rho (r; = .73, p<.001) and Kendall’s tau (t = .54, p<.001) indicated
a strong correlation between perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity
ratings for the male participants. To visually inspect the correlation, please see Figure

10.
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Figure 10. The correlation between perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity for males
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To visually examine the promiscuity ratings which was used to calculate the
correlation between perceived attractiveness and promiscuity, see Figure 11.
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Figure 11. Mean promiscuity ratings given by the male participants to the female photos

The correlation between perceived physical attractiveness and perceived promiscuity for
the female participants:

The perceived physical attractiveness ratings of the female participants were non-
normally distributed.

The Shapiro-Wilk test indicated a normal distribution for promiscuity ratings (D (57) =
.97, p>.05). To visually inspect the distribution, please see Figure 47 in Appendix D.
Pearson correlation method will be employed despite the non-normal distribution of the
perceived physical attractiveness ratings (Table 12). However, generalizability will be in
question.
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Table 12. The pearson correlation between perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity ratings
of the female participants

Perceived Perceived
Attractiveness Promiscuity
Perceived Pearson 1 S55%*
Attractiveness Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 57 57
Perceived Pearson S55%* 1
Promiscuity Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 57 57

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson correlation indicated a strong correlation between perceived attractiveness
and perceived promiscuity ratings of the female participants (r (55) = .55, p<.001). To
overcome the generalizability problem, non-parametric methods (i.e., Spearman &
Kendall) will be employed (see Table 13). However, due to low sample size,
interpreting the results of Kendall would be safer though both Spearman and Kendall
will be calculated.
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Table 13. The correlation between perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity ratings of the

female participants

Kendall’s
tau b

Spearman’s
rtho

Perceived
Attractiveness

Perceived
Promiscuity

Perceived
Attractiveness

Perceived
Promiscuity

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Perceived
Attractiveness

1

57

A4

57

57

60%**

57

Perceived
Promiscuity

A4

.000
57

1

.000
57

60%**

.000

57

.000

57

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Kendall’s tau indicated a medium to large correlation between perceived attractiveness
and perceived promiscuity for females (t = .44, p<.001), while Spearman showed a
strong correlation between those two variables (rs = .60, p<.001). To visually inspect
the correlation, please see Figure 12.
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Figure 12. The correlation between perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity for females.

To visually examine the promiscuity ratings which was used to calculate the
correlation between perceived attractiveness and promiscuity, see Figure 13.
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Figure 13. Mean promiscuity ratings given by the female participants to the male photos

Hypothesis 7 which states that perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a
committed relationship will be positively correlated was tested.

The correlation between perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a
committed relationship ratings (male data):

The distribution of the perceived trustworthiness ratings of the male participants were
normal (D (58) = .97, p>.05).

The distribution of perceived interest in a committed relationship data is normal (D(58)
= .97, p>.05). To visually inspect the distribution, please see Figure 48 in Appendix
D.

Since the distribution of both variables are normal, Pearson correlation method can be
employed (see Table 14).
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Table 14. The pearson correlation between perceived trustworthiness and perceived in a committed
relationship ratings (male data)

Perceived Perceived Interest
Trustworthiness In A Committed
Relationship
Perceived Pearson 1 J70**
Trustworthiness Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 58 58
Perceived Interest Pearson J70** 1
In A Committed Correlation
Relationship
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 58 58

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

It was shown that perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed
relationship are strongly correlated for males (r (56) = .70, p<.001). To visualize the
correlation between perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed
relationships, please see Figure 14 below.
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Figure 14. The correlation between perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed

relationship for males

To visually examine the interest in a committed relationship ratings which was used
to calculate the correlation between perceived trustworthiness and interest in a
committed relationship, see Figure 15.
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Figure 15. Mean interest in a committed relationship ratings given by the male participants to the female
photos

The correlation between perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed
relationship ratings of the female participants:

Perceived trustworthiness ratings were non-normally distributed for females.
Concerning, perceived interest in a committed relationship ratings, it was shown that the
distribution is normal (W = .98, p>.05). To visually inspect the distribution, please see
Figure 49 in Appendix D.

Though perceived trustworthiness ratings were non-normally distributed, Pearson

correlation will be employed (Table 15). Due to non-normal distribution, however, the
p-value might not be accurate, therefore, the results cannot be generalized.
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Table 15. The pearson correlation between perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a

committed relationship ratings (female data)

Perceived Pearson
Trustworthiness Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Perceived Interest Pearson
In A Committed Correlation
Relationship

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Perceived
Trustworthiness

57

74%*

.000

57

Perceived Interest
In A Committed
Relationship

14%*

.000
57

1

57

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

It was indicated that perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed
relationship are strongly correlated (r (55) = .74, p<.001).

However, since generalizability is in question, non-parametric correlational methods
(i.e., Spearman & Kendall) will be employed (see Table 16). Due to low sample size,
interpreting the results of the Kendall would be safer though both Spearman and Kendall
methods will be used to conduct the analysis.
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Table 16. The correlation between perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed
relationship rating (female data)

Kendall’s
tau b

Spearman’s
rtho

Perceived

Trustworthiness

Perceived

Interest In A

Committed
Relationship

Perceived

Trustworthiness

Perceived

Interest In A

Committed
Relationship

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Correlation
coefficient

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Perceived
Trustworthiness

57

S5x*

.000

57

57

74%*

.000

57

Perceived
Interest In A
Committed
Relationship

S5x*

.000
57

1

57

74%*

.000

57

57

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Both Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho indicated a strong correlation between
perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed relationship (1 = .55,
p<.001; rs =74, p<.001, respectively). To visualize the correlation between perceived
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trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed relationship, please see Figure
16 below.
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Figure 16. The correlation between perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed
relationship for females

To visually examine the interest in a committed relationship ratings which was used
to calculate the correlation between perceived trustworthiness and interest in a
committed relationship, see Figure 17.
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Figure 17. Mean interest in a committed relationship ratings given by the female participants to the
male photos
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CHAPTERSS

MAIN STUDY

5.1 Participants

There were 54 participants 26 of whom are male and 29 of whom are female in this
study. Participants were recruited from the social media groups which are used by the
METU students, graduates and the people live in Yiiziinciiy1l district in Ankara. There
was one eligibility criteria to participate to the study. Participants were required to be
at least 18 years of age (Muee = 24.41, SD = 3.33, N = 39) as this study examines the
effect of perceived attractiveness on safe-sex intentions among online daters in
Turkey. Moreover, only the data from heterosexual participants were analyzed because
the theoretical framework is based on a heterosexual mating model. For that reason,
the data of one homosexual male was excluded. For the same reason, the data from 4
bisexual females were excluded. Also, by chance factor, two male participants did not
get a match (as there was a 60% possibility of getting match every time a like was
sent) and therefore, there was no safe-sex intention data coming from them.
Furthermore, since this study examines safe-sex intentions, i.e., condom use
intentions, the data from the participants who were virgins were excluded. 3 males
who are virgins and 1 male who did not want to respond to virginity question (Mgge-
male = 25.22, SD = 3.85, N=18) and 3 virgin females and 1 female who did not want
to respond to that question were excluded (Mge-feomate = 23.71, SD = 2.72, N = 21).

5.2 Materials

The face data sets: The face photos from the two data sets described in the first study
were used to create the fake profiles in the dating app simulation called /meetU.

ImeetU: A dating app simulation, called /meetU, was developed by using Unity3D.

With that program, it was possible to create a profile with a name and photo (see
Figure 18) and send likes or dislikes to other profiles (Figure 19).
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Figure 18. The screen to create a profile

e -

Figure 19. The screen where a participant can send a like or a dislike'

The participants were able to go back to see the previous profile by clicking on the
“back arrow” in the left part of the screen and by clicking on the icon on the the upper
left, participants were able to exit the program. The icon, on the right part, represented
participants’ own profile. There is an “About” part below the photo which was left
empty for all the fake profiles. However, in order to see whether participants would
search for more information about the profile or not, the “about” part was placed.

Sending likes or dislikes was done via keyboard use, the right arrow key indicated like
and the left arrow key indicated dislike (Figure 20).

' The original photos cannot be shown due to copyrights. This photo was not used in
the study and it is shown here only to exemplify.
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Figure 20. The right arrow key indicated “like” and the left arrow key indicated “dislike”

The reason why the keyboard was used to send “likes” and “dislikes” was to reduce
the possibility of having an erroneous response time data. For each like sent, the
program matches those two profiles with the probability of 60%. To make the setting
more realistic, the program notifies users within 10 seconds that they got a match. The
questions measuring safe-sex intentions were embedded in the program and they were
presented after each match that participants received. The questions could be
responded via mouse use.

Reaction time data: Reaction time data was collected while participants send likes or
dislikes to the profiles they saw. All the participants were right-handed (see Appendix
E).

The scales that were used: The Ten-Item Personality Inventory, The International
Personality Item Tool-Physical Attractiveness and The Revised Socio-sexual
Orientation Inventory were used just as the pre-studies. Additionally, questions
embedded in /meetU, STI/HIV-Pre-test and The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability
Scale were used.

The questions embedded in ImeetU: Two questions measuring the likelihood of
wanting to have sex and the likelihood of using condom were used.

STI/HIV Pre-test: This test has been used in Canada (Alberta Health and Wellness and
the Calgary Health Region) to determine the level of knowledge that students have
about sexually transmitted infections and how they are spread. Siyez & Siyez (2009)
translated and adapted this test to Turkish and Turkish culture. There are 36 items in
the Turkish version, originally there were 40 items, and the participants responded to
the items by choosing between the options: true, false or I do not know. The reason
why this test was used in this research was that in order to measure safe-sex intentions
accurately, it was necessary to acknowledge the level of knowledge of the participants’
about safe-sex. To indicate the potential importance of knowledge in safe-sex
intentions, it was suggested that safe-sex intentions among Turkish youth might be
increased via culturally tailored, HIV-peer education interventions (Bulduk &
Erdogan, 2012).

The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale: The scale was originally developed
by Gosling, Rentfrow, &Swann in 2003 to measure the social desirability. It has 33
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items; however, for this research the shorter version with 7 items prepared by Ural &
Ozbirecikli (2006) was used. The participants responded to the items by using a 6-
point likert scale (1: Strongly disagree, 6: Strongly agree). This scale was used in this
research because sex, especially pre-marital sex, is a taboo in Turkey. This taboo exists
for females even more strongly. Therefore, there was a need to measure social
desirability in this research.

5.3 Procedure

In each session, there was only one participant. The participants came to the lab, read
the Informed Consent and signed it. After that, their face photo with a white
background was taken. Before the photo shoot, the participants were instructed to
remove their jewelleries if they had any. Moreover, they were instructed to give a
neutral pose. Following that they were informed that they can use their real name or
that they can use a nickname to create a profile on the dating app simulation, /meetU.
Then, the researcher informed the participants about how to use ImeetU. The
participants were told that there are other users and when they log in, the other users
are being notified that a new user was logged in. When they started the program, the
screen shown below was appeared explaining that other users are being notified about
a new user (Figure 21).

ImeetU
Hosgeldiniz!

Su anda diger
kullanicilara, yeni bir
kullanicinin ImeetU'ya
katildigi bildiriliyor...

Figure 21. The screen indicating that other users are being notified about a new user

This screen stayed for about 3 minutes. Before the participant create his/her own
profile, the researcher left the lab. and informed the participant that she will be waiting
in front of the room and that if s/he has any question, s/he can ask. Following that, the
participants created their own profile by uploading their photo and entering their name.
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They were informed that they can write something about themselves in the “about”
section, however, it is not mandatory. Then, they started to see the fake profiles, which
they think were real. The profiles were shown in a random order. The participants sent
likes or dislikes to those profiles by using the keyboard. For every like which was sent,
there was a 60% chance that the program will give them a match. The notification for
the match was given within 10 seconds to make the setting more realistic. Following
the matched notification, the questions embedded in the program appeared on the
screen. The participants responded to them via mouse use. For each question, there
was an option (“I do not want to respond to that question”) for not answering. After
the dating app simulation session, the participants notified the researcher that the first
part is over. Then, the researcher opened up the survey link which includes
demographic questions, The 10-Item personality inventory, The International
Personality Item Tool-Physical Attractiveness, The Revised Socio-sexual Orientation
Inventory, STI/HIV Pre-test, and The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. The
first page of the survey link included the Informed Consent. After opening the survey
link, the researcher left the lab. The participants showed their consent to participate by
clicking on a “I voluntarily participate to that study/Bu ¢aligmaya goniillii katilmak
istiyorum” and “Submit” button at the bottom of the Informed Consent that directed
participants to the study. All the questions were arranged as a “request response” type,
in other words, participants had a chance to skip the questions that they did not want
to respond and could still progress through the study. In the final page of the online
survey, the Debriefing Letter, which describes the purpose of the study, explains the
deception about the profiles and provides contact information of the researchers, was
presented to the participants. Upon completion of the survey, the participants notified
the researcher that the study was over. The researcher gave debriefing and responded
to the questions if there were any. The participants were given 10 Turkish Liras to
compensate their time. The completion of this study took about 25 minutes.

5.4 Results
The analyses were conducted by using R studio and SPSS.

The male participants’ demographic profile: There were 18 male participants (Mg
male = 25.22, SD = 3.85) 44% of whom were bachelor students, 44% were master
students, 6% were doctoral graduate, and 6% of whom graduated from master degree
(N = 18). 72% were students only, 6% is working only, 16% were both students and
working, and 6% were in job search (N = 18). 55% were single, 16% had uncommitted
relationships (Relationship satisfaction; Miusisucion = 4.5 (on a scale 1-not satisfactory
at all to 7-very satisfactory), SD = 0.70, N = 2; Relationship duration; Maasion = 8.5
(months), SD = 7.77, N = 2) and 29% had committed relationships (Relationship
satisfaction; Msaisfuciion = 5.6, SD = 1.14, N = 5; Relationship duration; Myasion = 8.75
(months), SD =6.13, N=4).

The female participant demographic profile: There were 21 female participants (M-

female = 23.71, SD = 2.72) 61% of whom were bachelor students, 24% were master
students, 10% were doctoral students, 5% of whom graduated from bachelor degree,

A1



10% graduated from master degree, and 3% graduated from doctoral degree (N = 21).
75% were students only, 5% were working only, 20% were both studying and working,
10% were in job search (N = 20). 28% of them were single, 24% were in an
uncommitted relationship (Relationship satisfaction; Miuigucrion = 4.75, SD =2.06, N =
4; Relationship duration; M = 2.37 (months), SD = 1.25, N = 4), and 48% were in a
committed relationship (Relationship satisfaction; Miusigucrion = 6.5, SD = 0.52, N = 10;
Relationship duration; Maaion = 34.5 (months), SD = 30.98, N =10). Descriptive
statistics, including the results of the inventories used, can be examined below (see

Table 17).
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Table 17. Main Study. Descriptive Statistics

Men Women
n  Min Max M SD n Min Max M SD
Age 18 20 35 2522 385 21 20 29 2371  2.72
Height 18 165 200 176.8 854 21 158 183 166 6.13
3
Weight 18 60 108 81.94 1244 21 45 70 58.3 6.57
ST partner search* 18 1 7 3.82 2.24 21 2 7 2.47 2.13
LT partner search* 18 1 6 3.47 1.90 21 1 7 3.14 2.51
General condomuse 18 0 10 6.55 3.68 21 1 10 5.82 3.15
IPIP-PA 18 -5 17 7.88 696 21 -5 24 12 7.80
Global SOI-R 18 2 6 426 098 21 1.56 6.11 3.54 1.51

STI/HIV-Pre-test** 18 19 31 2594  3.29 21 19 30 26.71 2.70

Social Desirability 18 20 39 29.22  5.31 21 6 39 26.04 7.87
Bias

Extraversion 18 2 7 5.16 1.27 21 1 7 4.85 1.82
Agreeableness 18 2 6.5 4.30 1.25 21 2 7 5.14 1.27
Conscientiousness 18 3 6.5 4.69 1.12 21 1.5 7 4.54 1.47
Emotional stability 18 1.5 6 4.44 1.09 21 15 65 3.76 1.39
Openpess to 18 25 7 5.36 1.17 21 2 7 5.47 1.36
experience

*: ST stands for short-term and LT stands for long-term.

**: STI/HIV-Pre-test refers to the test measuring the knowledge about how one can contract
sexually transmitted infections.

5.5 Analysis
For each participant, his’/her mean response value for each question were computed.

Then, that mean value was subtracted from each response for each of his/her matches.
Then, those difference scores against attractiveness, fitting (and plotting) a regression
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line for each participant were plotted. In the plot, each color/icon combination
represent different participant.

Question 1: The likelihood of wanting to have sex

The plot for male participants’ responses is depicted below (Figure 22).

&

2 =
.y —
(V]
n
o
> - .
% Participants

O -
L
- 15
£
c
@ 10
=
ks 5
g
<
[
=
- |

4 -

]
2 3 4 5 6 7

Perceived Attractiveness

Figure 22. Likelihood of wanting to have sex (male data)

~4



The plot for female participants’ responses for the first question is indicated below
(Figure 23).
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Figure 23. Likelihood of wanting to have sex (female data)

Then, 1) the mean value of the coefficients (i.e., slopes) of the regression lines (the
mean of the individual regression values), 2) the standard deviation of those slopes
were computed, and 1-sample t-tests were conducted to see whether the coefficients
differ from zero or not.

First, the distribution of the data was checked as t-test has a normality assumption.
Both male (D (15) = .91, p>.05) and female participants’ (D (19) = .94, p>.05) data
were normally distributed as Shapiro-Wilk test showed. Therefore, for the first
question, t-test can be computed. As one can notice, degrees of freedom is less than it
should be. That is because some participants only got one match and they only have
one data point, and no slope for that matter.

To visualize the distribution, Figure 30 (male data) and Figure 31 (female data) can
be examined in Appendix D.

Considering male participants’ data, t-test indicated that the coefficients were
significantly different from zero (M= 0.30, SD = 0.55, t (14) = 2.16, p <.05 (two-
tailed)). For female participants, t-test showed that the coefficients were significantly
different from zero (M =0.19, SD = 0.30, t(18) = 2.84, p <.05 (two-tailed)). The results
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showed that perceived attractiveness positively affects the likelihood of wanting to
have sex for both genders during dating app simulation use.

The same procedure was applied to analyze the responses of Question 2.
Question 2: The likelihood of using condom

The plot of male participants’ data can be examined below (Figure 24).
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Figure 24. Likelihood of using condom (male data)
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The plot of female participants’ data can be examined below (Figure 25).
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Figure 25. Likelihood of using condom (female data)

First, the distribution of the data was checked as t-test has a normality assumption.
Both male (D (15) = .81, p<.01) and female participants’ (D (19) = .64, p<.01) data
were non-normally distributed as Shapiro-Wilk test showed. Therefore, for the second
question, non-parametric test will be used.

To visualize the distribution, see Figure 32 (for male data) and Figure 33 (for female
data) in Appendix D.

Since the data was non-normally distributed, One-Sample Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test
was computed. For males, the median of the coefficients was significantly different
than zero (z = -1.68, p <.05, one-tailed). In other words, perceived attractiveness
significantly and negatively affect the likelihood of condom use for males. For
females, however, perceived attractiveness did not have a significant effect on condom
use (z =-.338, p>.05).

The main findings with Generalized Linear Mixed Model analysis:

For the main analysis, hierarchical linear mixed model analysis could have been
conducted. However, the assumption of normality was violated. For the likelihood of
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wanting to have sex, when the effect of perceived attractiveness was treated as the
fixed effect and subjects are treated as the random effect, the distribution of the
residuals for male data was non-normal (D (106) = .886, p <.01). As Shapiro-Wilk test
indicated, it was non-normal for females as well (D (100) =.123, p <.01). To visualize

the deviation from the normality, see Figure 26 (male data) and Figure 27 (female
data).
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Figure 26. The Q-Q plot of the male participants' responses indicating the likelihood of wanting to have
sex
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Figure 27. The Q-Q plot for the female participants' responses indicating the likelihood of wanting to
have sex
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For the likelihood of using condom, when the effect of perceived attractiveness was
treated as the fixed effect and subjects are treated as the random effect, the residuals
were non-normally distributed for both male and female participants’ data (D (106) =
.853, p<.01; D (100) = .393, p<.01, respectively). To see the distribution of residuals
in those models, see Figure 28 for males and Figure 29 for females.
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Figure 28. The Q-Q plot for the male participants' responses indicating the likelihood of using condom
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Figure29. The Q-Q plot for the female participants' responses indicating the likelihood of using condom
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Generalized linear mixed model (GLMM) analysis is robust against the violation of
normality and is advised to be used models with random effect (Bolker, Brooks, Clark,
Geange, Poulsen, & Stevens, 2009). Therefore, it was preferred for the replication of
this analysis which was conducted via slope analysis at first. Moreover, by using
GLMM analysis, the effect of other attributes (i.e., perceived promiscuity,
trustworthiness, interest in a committed relationship) and the effect of reaction time
can be tested along with the effect of perceived attractiveness. The results were the
consistent with the slope analysis. For males, the likelihood of wanting to have sex is
significantly and positively affected by perceived attractiveness (p <.05). The random
effect (intercept) was also significant, indicating that subjects significantly differ from
each other (p <.01). To examine the model, see Table 18 below.

Table 18. The first generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of wanting to have sex (male
data)

Model Coefficient Std. t Sig. 95% Confidence
Term Error Interval

Lower Upper
Intercept  3.793 1.147 3.307 .001 1.519 6.068

PA 0.231 0.093 2.484 015 0.047 0.416

Following that, another model in which the effect of perceived attractiveness,
trustworthiness, promiscuity, interest in a committed relationship and reaction time on
likelihood of wanting to have sex was tested. There was no multicollinearity among
predictors, therefore, all can be put in one equation (see Table 37, Appendix F).

For this second model, the random effect (intercept) was not significant, indicating
that subjects did not significantly differ from each other (p>.05). The effect of
attractiveness was significant and positive (p <.05), however, the other predictors did
not have a significant effect (see Table 19).
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Table 19. The second generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of wanting to have sex (male

data)
Model Coefficient Std. t Sig. 95% Confidence
Term Error Interval

Lower Upper

Intercept ~ 4.000 3.365 1.189 237 -2.675 10.675
PA 0.261 0.101 2.590 011 0.061 0.462
PT -0.054 0.079 -0.667 500 -0.211 0.104
PP 0.011 0.054 0.198 .843 -0.096 0.117
PI 0.005 0.047 0.108 914 -0.089 0.099
RT -0.069 0.052 -1.335 185 -0.171 0.034

When compared with the first model, it was observed that -2Loglikelihood values
increased (df (4) =-91.085, p<.01), therefore, the first model fits better than this second
model. To visually examine the fitness of the second model, see Figure 30 below.
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Concerning females, the likelihood of wanting to have sex is significantly and
positively affected by perceived attractiveness (p <.01). The random effect (intercept)
was significant (p <.05). In other words, subjects differ from each other significantly
(see Table 20).

Table 20. The first generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of wanting to have sex (female
data)

Model Coefficient Std. t Sig. 95% Confidence
Term Error Interval

Lower Upper
Intercept  3.386 1.329 2.547 012 0.748 6.024

PA 0.247 0.076 3.233 .002 0.095 0.398

Before testing the second model, it was shown that there was a multicollinearity
between perceived attractiveness and trustworthiness (see Table 38, Appendix F).
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Due to multicollinearity, except trustworthiness, other variables were placed in the
second model. The effect of attractiveness was significant and positive (p <.01). The
random effect was significant (p<.05). The effect of promiscuity, interest in a
relationship, and reaction time were insignificant (p>.05). To examine the second
model in detail, see Table 21 below.

Table 21. The second generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of wanting to have sex (female
data)

Model Coefficient Std. t Sig. 95% Confidence
Term Error Interval
Lower Upper

Intercept ~ 3.864 1.508 2.562 012 0.870 6.858
PA 0.322 0.090 3.560 .001 0.142 0.502
PP -0.103 0.164 -0.533 595 -0.488 0.281
PI -0.081 0.146 -0.552 582 -0.370 0.209
RT 0.033 0.097 0.344 731 -0.159 0.226

Compared to the first model including only attractiveness, -2Loglikelihood value was
increased (df (3) =-6.015, p>.05). Although that increase was not significant, it might
indicate that the first model was fit better. To examine the fitness of the first model
visually, please see Figure 31 below.
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Figure 31. The fitness of the first generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of wanting to have
sex (female data). *SSI1F (Safe Sex Question 1): It stands for “the likelihood of wanting to have sex”
for female participants

For males, the likelihood of using condom is significantly and negatively affected by
perceived attractiveness (p <.05). The random effect (intercept) was not significant
(p>.05), indicating that subjects did not significantly differ from each other (see Table
22).

74



Table 22. The first generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of using condom (male data)

Model Coefficient Std. Error t Sig. 95% Confidence
Term Interval

Lower Upper
Intercept  6.300 26.259 0.240 811 -45.773  58.373

PA -0.133 0.053 -2.505 014 -0.238 -0.028

As a second model, all attributes (attractiveness, trustworthiness, promiscuity, interest
in a committed relationship) and reaction time were placed in the model (see Table
23). The effect of perceived attractiveness was negative and significant (p<.05) and
the random effect were significant (p<.01). The effect of other variables was
insignificant (p>.05).

Table 23. The second generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of using condom (male data)

Model Coefficient Std. t Sig. 95% Confidence
Term Error Interval
Upper Lower

Intercept ~ 6.226 0.696 8.941 .000 4.845 7.608
PA -0.132 0.057 -2.323 022 -0.245 -0.019
PT -0.004 0.044 -0.089 929 -0.092 0.084
PP 0.009 0.030 0.306 761 -0.050 0.069
PI -0.014 0.027 -0.521 .603 -0.066 0.039
RT 0.045 0.029 1.559 122 -0.012 0.103

Compared to the first model including only attractiveness, -2Loglikelihod value was
increased (df (4) =-17.574, p <.01). Therefore, the first model fits better. To visually
examine the fitness of the first model, see Figure 32 below.

75



7.007 Count

@25
@20
@15
010

Qo

6.007]

O 00@

oo @@ O
O 00 CO

5.00

9
3
o
>
T 4.00- O
o
°
g
a 8 @ O
3.00- O
2.00-]
1.00 O
[ [ |
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00

ssI2

Figure 32. The fitness of the first generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of using condom
(male data). *SSI2 (Safe Sex Question 2): It stands for “the likelihood of using condom”

For females, none of the attributes could significantly affect the likelihood of condom
use (see Table 24). The random effect was significant (p <.01) and the attractiveness
did not have a significant effect (p >.05).

Table 24. The first generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of using condom (female data)

Model Coefficient Std. t Sig. 95% Confidence
Term Error Interval
Lower Upper

Intercept  6.750 1.296 5.206 .000 4.177 9.323

PA -0.024 0.049 -0.492 624 -0.121 0.073

When other variables (promiscuity, interest in a committed relationship, and reaction
time) were added to the model (see Table 25), the random effect was still significant
(p <.01) and none of the variables had a significant effect (p>.05).
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Table 25. The second generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of using condom (female data)

Model Coefficient Std. Error t Sig. 95% Confidence

Term Interval
Lower Upper

Intercept ~ 7.042 1.178 5.980 .000 4.704 9.380
PA 0.023 0.068 0.331 741 -0.113 0.158
PP -0.043 0.146 -0.298 767 -0.333 0.246
PI -0.088 0.110 -0.804 424 -0.307 0.130
RT 0.002 0.073 0.033 974 -0.143 0.148

However, in the second model, -2Loglikelihood was increased (df (3) = 57.477,
p<.01), therefore, the first model was a better model. To visually examine the fitness
of the first model, see Figure 33 below.
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Figure 33. The fitness of the first generalized mixed model indicating the likelihood of using condom
(female data). *SSI2 (Safe Sex Question 2): It stands for “the likelihood of using condom” for the female
participants

77



Reaction Time Data: Participants’ reaction time data to the profiles on ImeetU were
collected. To examine descriptive statistics, please see Appendix E (Table 35 for male
participants & Table 36 for female participants).

Analysis of descriptive statistics were indicated that reaction time data for both
females and males were non-normal and there were outliers. To examine the data and
outliers visually, please see Figure 34 for “like” and Figure 35 for “not like”.
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Figure 34. Reaction time data of sending likes for females and males
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Figure 35. Reaction time data of sending passes (not like) for females and males

Due to this non-normal distribution with outliers, median values for each participant
were used while conducting analyses. For both males and females, it was found that
while “giving likes”, reaction time was significantly longer (z=-3,33, p<.01; z=-3.98,
p<.01, respectively). The comparison between male and female reaction times when
giving “likes” indicated that there was no significant difference (z = -.95, p>.05).
Concerning giving “not likes (passes)”, there was a marginal difference (p = .06)
between males and females (z = .-1.88, p >.05), indicating that females were faster.
In terms of the number of likes and passes given, males and females did not
significantly differ (z = -1.32, p >.05; z = -1.13, p>.05, respectively). Wilcoxon test
was preferred for that analysis as the distribution was non-normal for both genders.
For males, Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that the distribution of likes and not likes: D
(18) = .88, p<.05 were not normal. Concerning females, the distribution of likes, D
(21) = .86, and of not likes: p <.01; D (21) = .87, p <.05 were not normal. However,
interpretation should be carefully done regarding the comparisons between males and
females. The reason being that different stimuli were shown to males and females,
therefore, an exact comparison could not be done.

79



About-part Check: In the fake profiles, there was an “About” part. It was left empty,
however, the data of whether participants checked the About part or not were collected.
5 male and 5 female participants checked the About part of one profile. 1 female
participant checked the About part of the two profiles. The reaction time to the profiles
whose About part was checked was given along with the mean reaction time of the
participant in question. Moreover, the attributes given to the images of those profiles
were provided below (see Table 26).

Table 26. The descriptives of the profiles whose “About” part was checked

Participants’ Reaction = Mean Attract. Promiscuity Interestina Trustwor. Like/Not Like
gender Time Reaction committed

Time relationship
Male 19.154 4.78 4.87 4.77 6.45 4.80 Like
Male 11.102 3.12 6.75 5.80 7.63 6.31 Like
Male 22.438 3.41 5.21 5.76 5.60 4.90 Not Like
Male 13.936 2.95 6.81 3.23 6.73 5.84 Like
Male 12.936 1.54 6.81 3.23 6.73 5.84 Not Like
Female 19.837 1.20 2.12 4.93 5.72 3.61 Not Like
Female 18.670 4.42 5.40 5.64 7.96 5.63 Like
Female 10.685 1.54 1.06 3.62 6.10 2.77 Not Like
Female 21.071 3.73 2.25 5.83 5.70 3.48 Like
Female* 20.254 2.29 .54 4.42 6.06 2.12 Not Like
Female* 8.502 2.29 3.64 5.48 5.96 3.67 Not Like

13 334

Note: Participants with are the same participants.
Note 2 :“Attract”. stands for attractiveness, and “Trustwor.” stands for trustworthiness.

Concerning reaction times (of males), maximum values of reaction times were the
profiles whose About parts were checked. Among female participants, 4 of the profiles
whose About parts were checked are the ones with the highest reaction times.
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CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION

6.1 Discussion of the first pre-study

There were two aims to conduct this study. The first aim was to find the attractiveness
and trustworthiness ratings of the photos which will be used in the main study. This
was done successfully. The second aim was to evaluate clarity of the questions (related
to likelihood of wanting to have sex and of using condom) to be used in the main study.
The evaluations indicated that the items were understandable.

Along with those aims, exploratory correlational analyses were conducted. The results
were in line with the previous findings in the literature. Firstly, the correlation between
perceived physical attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness was examined.
According to the “what is beautiful is good” hypothesis, attractive people are typically
attributed positive qualities (Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972). For instance, it was
found that more attractive hypothetical defendants were evaluated as more trustworthy
compared to their less attractive counterparts (Darby & Jeffers, 1998). In this current
study, in line with the previous findings, it was observed that perceived physical
attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness are positively and strongly correlated for
both sexes.

Relatedly, Dion, Berscheid & Walster (1972) reported that physically attractive
individuals are thought to have socially desirable personality traits compared to their
unattractive counterparts, and they are expected to have better lives. Dion et al. named
this judgment as “what is beautiful is good stereotype”. Several follow up studies
replicated Dion et al.’s findings, indicating that the stereotype is robust. For instance,
Darby & Jeffers (1988) conducted an experiment including a hypothetical court trial
where there were attractive and unattractive defendants. It was found that participants
rated the more attractive defendants as more trustworthy, likeable and happy. This
judgment also influenced their behaviors, as attractive defendants were convicted less
and the punishment they got was less severe. Similarly, a meta-analytic review by
Ritts, Patterson & Tubbs (1992) showed that teachers tended to evaluate the physically
attractive students as more intelligent and having more academic potential in addition
to having various social skills. In line with those findings, in this current study, it was
reported that physical attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness are positively and
strongly correlated for both sexes.
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Continuing with exploratory analyses, the current study’s sample and the sample from
the study in which the first face data set was compared (Talamas, Mavor, Axelsson,
Sundelin, & Perrett, 2016). There was a significant difference between those two
samples in terms of attractiveness ratings. The Turkish sample gave lower ratings to
both male and female photos (z = 7.13, p <.01; z = -2.53, p <.05, respectively).
However, the mean age of those two samples were (The current study’s sample: Mg
= 27.40, SD = 3.82, N = 64; the sample of Talamas, Mavor, Axelsson, Sundelin, &
Perrett’s (2016) study: M, = 38.11, SD = 10.41, N = 140) different. That could have
affected their attractiveness ratings. Moreover, in this current study, female
participants rated the male photos and male participants rated the female photos.
However, in Talamas, Mavor, Axelsson, Sundelin, & Perrett’s (2016) study, all
participants rated all the images. That could have affected their ratings as well. For
instance, it was shown that younger and attractive targets were evaluated as “equal” in
terms of social desirability. However, older male judges perceived older attractive
targets as less socially desirable compared to younger ones (Perlini, Bertolissi, & Lind,
1999). This study (Perlini, Bertolissi, & Lind, 1999) shows the effect of age of the
judges on evaluations. Moreover, as only males perceived younger ones as more
socially desirable not females, the effect of gender of judges is also shown. As stated,
two samples from two studies were different age wise and while in this study, males
were judges for only female photos and the other way around, in another study, all
judges evaluated all photos in terms of attractiveness. It is thought that the difference
between those two ratings given by two samples can be explained via different sample
characteristics. Older judges (in Talamas, Mavor, Axelsson, Sundelin, & Perrett, 2016)
gave higher attractiveness ratings compared to younger judges in this current study to
the photos whose average ages were comparatively younger than the older judges
(Female photos: Mg = 23.22, SD = 3.74; Male photos: My, =25.3,SD = 4.64).

Thirdly, the correlation between perceived self-attractiveness and perceived physical
attractiveness of others was examined. Buss & Schakelford (2008) found that as
females’ own attractiveness increase (which was measured by observer ratings), their
standards for potential partners also increase to secure their genes. To explain further,
the underlying reason for this relationship could stem from the fact that necessary
parental investment duration is, by nature, longer for females (Trivers, 1972) as there
is a 9-month gestation period. That is to say, females can have only one offspring in a
period of 9 months when they are impregnated. Therefore, they act more picky
compared to males (Buss, 1994). However, not all females can be picky in terms of
physical attractiveness of the potential partner. Only females who are high in
attractiveness act more selective and set higher standards in terms of physical
attractiveness of a potential partner.

Before connecting the findings of Buss & Schakelford (2008)’s study to the current
findings, the difference between those two studies should be noted. In Buss &
Schakelford (2008)’s study, observer-rated data of physical attractiveness were used
while in this current study perceived self-attractiveness data were used. Despite that
difference, the results were in line with Buss & Schakelford (2008)’s study. It was
found that the correlation between perceived self-attractiveness and perceived physical
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attractiveness of others among the female participants was negative, and small to
medium in strength, although as the p value was greater than .05, generalizability was
in question. The reason why this finding is in line with Buss & Schakelford (2008)’s
study despite the difference between those studies might be explained by the
personality factor “agreeableness”. It was reported that females high in agreeableness
can judge their mate-value more accurately (Back, Penke, Schmukle, & Asendorph,
2011). In this current study, agreeableness scores of females were rather high (see
Table 1), therefore, it is possible that they judged their attractiveness value accurate
enough to produce a similar result with a study using observer-rated attractiveness
data.

Concerning males, however, the literature shows that perceived self-attractiveness and
perceived attractiveness of others are positively correlated (Sim, Saperia, Brown, &
Bernieri, 2015). In other words, as males find themselves more attractive, they find
others more attractive as well. This finding can show an innate mating strategy to
increase reproductive success. That is to say, finding others more attractive would
result in an increase in the potential number of mates especially if the male is in
question is attractive. For males, having a higher number of potential mates would
mean having more reproductive success as their necessary parental investment is only
passing their sex cells to females (Buss, 1994; Trivers, 1972). In line with the
literature, in this current study, it was shown that the male participants’ perceived self-
attractiveness and perceived physical attractiveness of others were positively (small to
medium) correlated though it should be noted that the p value was greater than .05,
which puts generalizability in question.

In this study, using two different face data sets were claimed to be necessary as it was
shown that morphed images were rated as more attractive than real images (Braun,
Gruendl, Marberger & Scherber, 2001). In line with that finding, the highest
attractiveness ratings (6.81 for female photos; 6.96 for male photos) were given to the
photos from the second face data set which was consisted of morphed images.

The limitation of this study might be that the two different photo databases were used
to form a stimulus set. However, it was justified by the fact that photos considered as
“very attractive” was required for the main study. Previously, it was shown that
morphed photos were rated as more attractive than the real photos (Braun, Gruend],
Marberger, & Scherber, 2011). For that reason, morphed photos in the second face
data set were required. Furthermore, in both face data sets, the expressions were
neutral and no jewellery was used. Therefore, slight differences come only from
lightning and the focus.

In summary, perceived attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness ratings of the
photos which will be used in the main study were collected from a sample of Turkish
participants. Moreover, exploratory correlational analyses were conducted. Those
analyses yielded results which were in line with the previous literature. It was found
that perceived physical attractiveness and perceived trustworthiness are significantly
and positively correlated for both sexes. Furthermore, perceived self-attractiveness
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and perceived physical attractiveness of others are negatively correlated for females
(p>.05); while for males, the correlation is positive (p>.05). Lastly, it was shown that
the participants of the current study gave lower attractiveness rates to the images
compared to the sample in Talamas, Mavor, Axelsson, Sundelin, & Perrett’s (2016)
study. The possible reason for that tried to be explained via the demographics of the
samples.

6.2 Discussion of the second pre-study

The purpose of this study was to obtain the perceived promiscuity and perceived
interest in a committed relationship ratings for each photo to be used in the main study.
This was achieved successfully. Furthermore, exploratory correlations were calculated
between perceived physical attractiveness (from the first study) and perceived
promiscuity; and between perceived trustworthiness (from the first study) and
perceived interest in a committed relationship. First, the correlation between perceived
attractiveness and perceived promiscuity was analyzed. The results were in line with
the previous literature. It was found that perceived physical attractiveness and
perceived promiscuity were strongly correlated for males; and for females, the
correlation was medium to strong. In 1972, Dion, Berscheid, and Walster reported an
effect named as the “Halo Effect”. Accordingly, attractive people were attributed to
socially desirable personality traits. Later, in 1981, Lucker, Beane, and Helmreich
found the three specific attributes that are usually associated with attractiveness, which
are; perceived sexiness, perceived masculinity/femininity/ and likeability.
Furthermore, in 1982, Tanke reported that attractiveness and factor-analytic trait of
Sexual/Social Excitement are largely correlated. The sub-components of that trait are
perceived sexual warmth, sexual arousal and excitement. In other words, literature
shows that mate selection and sexual attraction related traits are positively correlated
with attractiveness. In line with those results, a recent study conducted by Pollock
(2012) reported that perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity are largely
correlated for males. In this current study, findings in the literature were replicated as
significant correlation between perceived attractiveness and perceived promiscuity
were reported for both sexes.

The second exploratory correlation was analyzed between perceived trustworthiness
and perceived interest in a committed relationship. It was found that perceived
trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed relationship was strongly
correlated for both sexes. In human’s evolutionary past, females who mated with an
unreliable males had to raise their offspring without being supported in terms of
resources and protection by their mates (Buss, 1994). Therefore, for females, perceived
trustworthiness and interest in a committed relationship must have been evolved to
correlate. In fact, being in a committed relationship was also important for males due
to paternity uncertainty. Males who did not commit for a female for at least some time
risked their paternity (Buss, 1994). For instance, an insect kind, Plecia nearctica
(lovebug) keeps copulating up to three days to ensure paternity (Thornhill & Alcock,
1983). The solution for the paternity uncertainty problem for humans is to have a
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committed relationship. Therefore, for males as well, perceived trustworthiness and
perceived interest in a committed relationship must have been evolved to correlate. In
line with evolutionary logic, our current study showed that a large correlation exists
between perceived trustworthiness and perceived interest in a committed relationship.

Limitation

The limitation of that study is the same with the first rating study as the same face data

sets were used.

Conclusion

In summary, perceived promiscuity and perceived interest in a committed relationship
ratings of the photos which will be used in the main study were collected. Moreover,
exploratory correlational analyses were conducted. Those analyses yielded results
which were in line with the previous literature. It was found that perceived physical
attractiveness and perceived promiscuity, and perceived trustworthiness and perceived
interest in a committed relationship are significantly and positively correlated for both

SEXCES.

6.3 Discussion of the main study

The aim of this study was to explore the effect of perceived attractiveness on likelihood
of wanting to have sex and using condom among online daters via a dating app
simulation. As predicted, it was found that perceived attractiveness causes an increase
in the likelihood of wanting to have sex for both males and females (t (14) = 2.16, p
<.05;t(18) =2.84, p <.05, respectively). This finding is both in line with evolutionary

explanations and the previous findings in the literature (see Figure 36).

Stimulus: Profiles seen
through the dating app

Is the profile attractive?

Y - Use of "Who is OQutput: Higher
= attractive is healthy” »| likelihood of wanting
heuristic to have sex
» Use of "Who is Output: Lower

No

attractive is healthy”
heuristic

Y

likelihood of wanting
to have sex

Figure 36. The diagram indicating the use of who is attractive is healthy heuristic for the likelihood of

wanting to have sex

Concerning evolutionary explanations, it was suggested that attractiveness is used as
a cue for fertility and healthiness. In line with that explanation, certain findings were
listed from the literature in the introduction part. For instance, it was shown that as
attractiveness of the potential partner increases, the likelihood of wanting to have sex
increases for both males and females (Eleftheriou, Bullock, Graham, Stone, & Ingham,

2016; Lennon & Kenny, 2013, respectively).
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The second hypothesis of this study was that perceived attractiveness will negatively
affect the likelihood of using condom. The idea behind this prediction was that
attractiveness would signal health and people would not feel vulnerable against being
contracted with STIs. Even with a small sample (slopes were used for analysis and
though there were 18 participants, there were 15 slopes as 3 participant got only one
match), the effect was significant for males ( z= -1.68, p <.05, one-tailed). Our
hierarchical linear model also identified attractiveness as the only significant predictor
of likelihood of using a condom for the males. A recent study conducted in 2016 with
only male participants also reported a finding in line with that result. Males wanted to
use condoms less when the potential partner is judged to be more attractive
(Eleftheriou, Bullock, Graham, Stone, & Ingham, 2016). For females, however, no
such effect was found in this current study (z = -.338, p >.05). The hierarchical model
also corroborated with the outcome of the slope analysis. One reason could be the
sample size (n = 19 for slopes as 2 participants got only one match i.e., there was no
slope representing them). The other reason could be that females prefer to be more
cautious compared to males. It could be due to the fact that females are more prone to
be infected compared to males. Center for Disease Control and Prevention (2011)
published a fact sheet explaining that bacteria or virus penetration to vagina is easier
compared to penetration to penis. In other words, females are more susceptible to STIs.
Therefore, having unprotected sex might be more costly for females than males and
for that reason females might intend to act more cautious despite the assumption that
attractive men are probably healthy too. However, further research is needed to ensure
that comparison/explanation.

The main focus of this research was to explore the effect of perceived attractiveness
on un/safe sex intentions of dating app users. After the warning issued by the Rhode
Island Health Department (2015) and studies indicating that dating online can increase
the prevalence of STIs (McFarlane, Bull, & Rietmeijer, 2000; Couch, Liamputtong, &
Pitts, 2012; Chan & Ghose, 2013), this area became a fertile research topic. For
instance, in 2013, it was shown that using Craig’s list (advertisement page) for dating
is responsible from the 15.9 % of HIV increase in the United States (Couch et al.,
2013). This finding is crucial since it provides evidence for the effect of internet use
in the spread of STIs. However, using Craig’s list for dating purposes does not explain
the effect of dating app use on the spread of STIs, since dating apps works differently
than personal advertisement pages. This has motivated studies that focus on dating app
environments.

In a recent study focusing on dating apps, it was reported that dating app users use
condom less (Choi, Wong, Lo, Wong, Chio, & Fong, 2016). Choi et al. employed the
survey methodology to arrive at this conclusion. The dating app simulation developed
as part of this thesis study provides further opportunities for investigating possible
factors contributing to this outcome as compared to a survey instrument. During
debriefing our participants reported that they found the setup belieavable and they
actually thought that they were using a real dating application. Therefore, the
participants were expecting a certain outcome, which makes the dating app simulation
methodologically stronger as compared to a survey instrument including responses to
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hypothetical dating situtations. Furthermore, studying the effect of perceived
attractiveness on un/safe sex intentions along with the desire to have sex is a recent
topic in the literature. For instance, in 2016, it was reported that perceived
attractiveness is a significant predictor of desire to have sex and it is inversely related
with the willing to use condom (Eleftheriou, Bullock, Graham, Stone, & Ingham,
2016). However, Eleftheriou et al.’s study focuses only on male participants. In the
current study, both females and males were tested. Moreover, Eleftheriou et al.
employed a survey instrument to collect data. When people do not expect a real
consequence, their responses to survey items might change; therefore, collecting data
with an application simulation rather than using a survey would be advantageous.
Similarly, in 2013, Lennon & Kenny conducted a study and reported that women rated
attractive men as more likely to have STIs. However, they were willing to have sex
with them and their willingness were almost the same in conditions with condom and
without condom. Lennon & Kenny’s important findings indicated that for women
having sex with and without a condom was almost the same if attractive men were
their potential partners. However, the participants of that study included only females;
therefore, our study is more comprehensive gender wise.

In this study, it was observed that when it comes to desire to have sex, humans use the
evolutionary heuristic, “who is attractive is healthy”. That is to say, people want to
copulate with the attractive ones (Buss, 1994) just like peahens preferring peacocks
with more brilliant plumage (Darwin, 1871). Secondly, it was shown that males do not
want to use condoms with attractive females. This finding is in line with the heuristic
that attractive individuals are perceived as healthy individuals (see Figure 37 below).

Use of "Who is +|  Output: Lower
artractive is healthy” "1 likelihood of using

Stimulus: Profiles seen heuristic condom

\4

o Is the profile attractive? /
through the dating app
Use of "Who is Output: Higher

No P| armractive is healthy” likelihood of using
heuristic condom

Y

Figure 37. The diagram indicating the use of who is attractive is healthy heuristic for the likelihood of
using condom

Therefore, it was observed that (except for females in terms of willingness to use
condom) the evolutionary heuristic, “attractive ones are the healthy ones” holds true
while using dating apps. Males’ decisions to use protection (condoms) and both male’s
and female’s desire to have sex were indicated to be in line with evolutionary
psychological adaptations (or heuristics) in this study. To put it another way, rational
decision making does not occur in this context; rather heuristics (evolutionary
psychological adaptations) are used when deciding on having sex (for both sexes) or
using condom (for males).

Exploratory analyses were also carried out in this study. While participants use the
dating app simulation, their reaction time the profiles were collected. It was found that
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when both males and females pass (not like) a profile, they were significantly faster
compared to when they liked the profile (z = -3.33, p<.0l, z = -3.98, p<.01,
respectively). This might be related to the face data sets being used in this study. The
mean attractiveness value for female photos was 3.72 (on a scale to 0 to 10) and the
maximum attractiveness value given was 6.81 (Min: 1.15, SD: 1.25). For male photos,
the mean attractiveness value was 2.02 and the maximum attractiveness value given
was 6.96 (Min: 0.32, SD: 1.52). The reaction time differences can be explained via the
attractiveness ratings. To unattractive profiles, participants might have given passes
without thinking much. There were 6 female and 1 male photos with the ratings around
5, and 3 female and 2 male photos with the rating around 6. The fact that there was not
any profile above the attractiveness rate of 7 might explain the reason why people took
longer time while deciding on giving likes. Moreover, there was an asymmetry
between giving likes and passes (not like). There were only few likes given by both
sexes (the mean of the likes given by males: 10.94, and by females: 8.42). Males and
females did not differ in terms of reaction time while giving likes (z = -.95, p>.05).
Concerning the reaction time of giving passes, there was a marginal difference (z =
188, p = .06). Females decided faster compared to males. The number of likes and
passes given did not significantly differ between males and females (z =-1.32, p >.05;
z=-1.13, p>.05, respectively). However, the comparison between males and females
should be interpreted with caution. The reason being that they saw different stimuli
(profiles) and therefore, an exact comparison is not possible.

Lastly, the data indicating whether the About parts of the profiles were checked or not
was collected. The About parts of the profiles were left empty. Yet, 5 male (out of 18)
and 5 female (out of 21) participants, checked the About parts of one profile.
Concerning males, 2 profiles’ created with the first face data set and and 2 profiles’
created with the second face data set About part were checked. One profile (created
with the second face data set) was checked by 2 males. Concerning females, 1 profile’s
(created by using a photo from the second face data set) and 4 profiles’ (created by
using photos from the first face data set) About part were checked. The second face
data set is created with the morphed images (Braun, Gruendl, Marberger & Scherber,
2001) and the first face data set was created with real photos (Talamas, Mavor,
Axelsson, Sundelin, & Perrett, 2016). From this limited number of data, it is observed
that profiles created with both face data sets, were checked by the participants.
Therefore, it is possible that in terms of evoking interest or uncertainty, there might
not be any difference between these two face data sets.

6.3.1 Significance

The dating app simulation developed as part of this thesis can be considered as a
methodological contribution for future studies focusing on decision making processes
mediated by dating apps. As explained earlier, the developed simulation increases the
control of key factors during the experiment. Moreover, future work can build on this
environment to explore additional factors contributing to mating decisions online. For
instance, the About part of the profiles were left empty in this study, however, it can
be systematically manipulated in future studies. For example, a study focusing on the
effect of personality on unsafe sex intentions in online dating, can use the About part
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of the fake profiles to present sentences indicating one type of personality, such as
sensation- seeking and test the responses towards (receiving like/passes) those
profiles. It was already found that high sensation seeker individuals perceive their
potential partners as less risky (Henderson, Hennesy, & Barrett, 2005). However, with
such a study, the preference or avoidance towards, sensation seeking individuals in
online dating can be documented. Moreover, the effect of socioeconomic status of the
person can be explained in the About part, therefore, the effect of economic status on
receiving likes in dating apps can be explored. It was suggested that females value
resources in males (Buss, 1994). The strength of that effect or whether that effect is
true for females only in online dating can be studied through a dating app simulation.

Secondly, to the best of our knowledge, this thesis is the first study exploring the effect
of perceived attractiveness on the likelihood of condom use in online dating
environments including both genders. So far, studies either focused on males
(Eleftheriou, Bullock, Graham, Stone, & Ingham, 2016) or females only (Lennon &
Kenny, 2013).

6.3.2 Limitations

The weakness of this study comes from the fact that real-life mating behaviors in real
dating app settings were not directly investigated. If that study could have been
conducted by using a real dating application (in partnership with the dating app
company), then the participants could have met with their matched partners and their
actual intention and behavior of using condom could have been studied. However, to
do that, one has to rely on a self-report of the participants. To avoid reliance on self-
reports, a dating app simulation may be preferable even at the cost of a reduction in
ecological validity. Lastly, collaborating with a dating app company might not be
possible due to ethical and privacy concerns. Sharing any information without the
knowledge of the user can create legal problems and if they notify their users, then the
ecological validity would be reduced just as it did in this current thesis.

Moreover, this thesis assumed that the participants (users of the dating app simulation)
perceived it as a risky environment. This assumption is based on a study indicating
that online daters perceive it as a risky environment and the risks include the
contraction of STIs (Couch, Liamputtong, & Pitts, 2012). Asking the participants
whether they found the dating apps as a risky environment or not could have affected
their responses indicating their likelihood of condom use. Similarly, if it was asked
after the participants responded to the question related to condom use, their response
towards the riskiness of the dating app environment might have changed. The reason
why comes from the fact that people do not like to have inconsistency between their
behaviors and opinions as explained in the Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger,
1957). In other words, if they claimed that the environment is risky, they would not
have liked to give lower ratings for their likelihood of condom use and if they gave
lower ratings for the likelihood of condom use, they would not have liked to state that
the environment is indeed risky. In short, although it is best to ask asking whether
dating apps are risky or not, it is associated with certain costs explained above.
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6.3.3 Applications

This study indicated that perceived attractiveness inversely predicts the intention to
use condom among male dating app users. Therefore, it is important to take some
measure against it. One might argue that this finding was not significant for females,
therefore, the situation might not be very alarming. However, it should be noted that
although using condom is a decision made by both genders, males might have an
important share in this decision as male condoms are more common than female
condoms. For instance, in a study conducted in Aydin Obstetrics and Pediatry
Hospital, Turkey, it was shown that female condoms are not preferred much among
women (Aksu, Balkaya, Ozsoy, & Demirsoy, 2015). Moreover, it was also reported
that during counselling, female condoms are not suggested (Aksu, Balkaya, Ozsoy, &
Demirsoy, 2015). In areas where female-initiated barrier method is not common, male
intention to use condom might be more important. Therefore, males should be
encouraged to use condom even if their partner is attractive. Moreover, female
condoms should be encouraged more, as females were shown to be more cautious in
this study. That way, it might be possible to prevent the spread of STIs at least to some
extent.

Furthermore, in sexual education materials, the explanation about how perceived
attractiveness can change our decision making concerning condom use and the reason
why it should not change our decision making can be added.

Moreover, dating apps might encourage people using condom by emphasizing the fact
that partner’s attractiveness might not mean that they are STI-free as most STIs are
symptom-free (WHO, 2016) or they might encourage information share about STI
status.

Concerning the second suggestion, recently there is an attempt to encourage people to
share STI information. In 2017, STI-verified dating app called NeatClub has been
released in app stores (Burns, 2017). The founder Ashka Shah (2017) described their
motivation as follows; “We want people with life-long STIs to feel comfortable
coming forward with their status, and to know that an awesome sex life is possible.
We don’t want to judge anyone and recent “slut shaming” culture ignores that it just
takes one person to get an STI” (as cited in Burns, 2017).

The users of NeatClub are supposed to be tested once in every four months.
Accordingly, in every four months, STI status of the user will be updated. The
collaborations with testing facilities for arrangement of lab-to-app pipeline has started.
However, it is also acknowledged that the app cannot guarantee 100% STI-free
partners. Apps like NeatClub might be tried in Turkey as well. The reason being that
perceived attractiveness affects condom use inversely for males and encouraging
people to share their STI status and encouraging them being tested every 4 months can
be preventive of the spread of STIs to some extent.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

In summary, in this study, the effect of perceived attractiveness on the desire to have
sex and on intention to use condom was tested in a dating app setting. Moreover, a
new methodological tool (i.e., use of dating app simulation) which increases
experimental control was introduced. The findings indicated that perceived
attractiveness significantly and positively affect the desire to have sex while using
dating apps for both genders. Secondly, it was found that perceived attractiveness
inversely affects the intention to use condom for male dating app users. Therefore,
attractiveness remains to be a strong factor over un/safe sex intentions even in a risky
setting such as dating app environment. The findings were shown to be in line with the
evolutionary psychological adaptations, which manifest themselves as heuristics. That
is to say, when the situation is uncertain and included risk, males tended to take risks
and use condom less if their partners are attractive. This might be explained by the use
of “who is attractive is healthy” heuristic. Another finding of this study which shows
that perceived attractiveness positively affects the desire to have sex for both genders
can be explained by the use of “who is attractive is healthy” heuristic as well.
Moreover, the findings pointed out a possible contribution regarding a risk factor
associated with the spread of STIs through dating app use, as males’ intention to use
condoms lower with perceived attractiveness of the profiles. Related to that, there can
be certain practical application areas (e.g., using findings in the sexual education
material, or dating apps encouraging condom use even with attractive partners) for the
findings of this study which was detailed in the Application part above. Concerning
the academic contribution of the study, apart from catering to the gap in the literature
explained in the Introduction part (i.e., investigation of the possibly risky environment-
dating apps with a controlled experiment), the future studies are suggested to use
dating app simulations to systematically explore factors contributing to the decision
making processes of people in these new forms of mating environments.

01



92



REFERENCES

Agocha, B. V. & Cooper, L.M. (1999). Risk perceptions and safer-sex intentions: Does a
partner’s physical attractiveness undermine the use of risk-relevant information?
Personality and Psychology Bulletin, 25(6), 751-765.

Anderson, M.J., Hessel, J.K., & Dixson, A.F. (2004). Primate mating systems and the
evolution of immune response. Journal of Reproductive Immunology, 61, 31-38.

Atak, H. (2013). On-maddeli kisilik o6l¢egi'nin Tiirk Kiiltiirii'ne uyarlanmasi.
Noropsikiyatri Arsivi Dergisi, 50, 312-319.

Aksu, H., Balkaya, N.A., Ozsoy, S., & Demirsoy, G. (2015). Yaygin kullanilmayan aile
planlamasi1 yontemlerine iligkin kadinlarin bilgi ve gortisleri, Kashed, 2(1), 59-71.

Ay, P. & Karabey, S. (2006). Is there a "Hidden HIV/AIDS Epidemic" in Turkey? The
gap between the numbers and the facts. Marmara Medical Journal, 19(2), 90-97.

Back, M.D., Penke, L., Schmukle, S.C., Sachse, K., Borkenau, P., & Asendorpf, J.B.
(2014). Why mate choices are not as reciprocal as we assume: The role of

personality, flirting, and physical attractiveness. European Journal of Personality,
25(2), 120-132.

Bodenhausen, G.V., Wyer, R.S. (1985). Effects of stereotypes in decision making and
information processing strategies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
48(2), 267-282.

Bolker, B.M., Brooks, M.E., Clark, C.J., Geange, S.W., Poulsen, J.R., Stevens, M.H.H.,
& White, J-S.S. (2009). Generalized linear mixed models: A practical guide for
ecology and evolution. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 24 (3), 127-135.

Bulduk, S. & Erdogan, S. (2012). The effects of peer education on reduction of the
HIV/Sexually transmitted infection risk behaviors among Turkish university
students. Journal of The Association of Nurses in AIDS Care, 23(3), 233-243.

Burns, J. (21 May, 2017)."STD-Verified" Dating App Is Startup Culture Via Nutshell:
Frank, Unchecked, Inevitable. Retrieved July 8, 2017, from
https://www.forbes.com/sites/janetwburns/2017/05/21/std-verified-dating-app-is-
startup-culture-via-nutshell-frank-unchecked-and-inevitable/#1a8399b1feb1

Braun, C., Gruendl, M., Marberger, C., & Scherber, C. (2001). Beautycheck-Ursachen
und folgen von attraktivitaet report.

93



Buss, D.M. & Schmitt, D.P. (1993). Sexual strategies theory: An evolutionary perspective
on human mating. Psychological Review, 100(2), 204-232.

Buss, D.M. (1994). The evolution of desire: Strategies of human mating. Revised and
expanded edition. Basic Books.

Buss, D.M. & Schakelford, T.K. (2008). Attractive women want it all.: Good genes,
economic investment, parenting proclivities, and emotional commitment.
Evolutionary Psychology, 6(1), 134-146.

CDC Fact Sheet. 10 Ways STDs Impact Women Differently from Men. (2011). Retrieved
July 8, 2017, from https://www.cdc.gov/std/health-disparities/stds-women-
042011.pdf

Chan, J., & Ghose, A. (2013). Internet’s dirty secret: Assessing the impact of online
intermediaries on HIV transmission. MIS Quarterly, 38 (4), 955-976.

Choi, E.P., Wong, J.Y., Lo, H.H., Wong, W., Chio, J.H., & Fong, D.Y. (2016). The
association between smartphone dating applications and college students’ casual
sex encounters and condom use. Sexual & Reproductive Healthcare, 9, 38-41.

Civic, DCochran, S.D., & Mays, V.M. (1990). Sex, lies and HIV. The New England
Journal of Medicine, 322, 774-775.

Cochran, S.D. & Maysi, V.M. (1990). Sex, lies and HIV. The New England Journal of
Medicine, 322, 774-775.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. 2™ Edition.
Hillsdale New Jersey: Erlbaum.

Cooper, M.L., Agocha, V.B., & Powers, A.M. (1999). Motivations for condom use: Do
pregnancy prevention goals undermine disease prevention among heterosexual
young adults? Health Psychology, 18(5), 464-474.

Couch, D., Liamputtong, P., & Pitts, M. (2012). What are the real and perceived dangers
of online dating? Perspectives from online daters. Health, Risk & Society, 14 (7-
8), 697-714.

Darwin, C.R. (1871). The descent of man and selection in relation to sex. London: John
Murray.

Darby, B. & Jeffers, D. (1988). The effects of the defendant and juror attractiveness on
simulated courtroom trial decisions. Social Behavior and Personality, 16, 39-50.

Dion, K., Berscheid, E., & Walster, E. (1972). What is beautiful is good. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 24(3), 285-290.

94



Drell, C. (2017). Sex, Super Likes, Five Years of Tinder, Glamor, 113-116.

Eleftheriou, A., Bullock, S., Graham, C.A., Stone, N., & Ingham, R. (2016). Does
attractiveness influence condom use intentions in heterosexual men? An
experimental study. BMJ Open, 6(6).

Erenel, A. & Go6lbasi, Z. (2010). Unprotected sexual intercourse and unplanned pregnancy
experience of Turkish university students. Sexuality and Disability, 29(1), 75-80.

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Evanston, IL: Row & Peterson.

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics. 4™ Edition. SAGE
Publications.Ghasemi, A. & Zahediasl, S. (2012). Normality tests for statistical

analysis: A guide for non-statisticians. International Journal of Endocrinology
Metabolism, 10(2), 486-489.

Foo, Y.Z., Simmons, L.W., & Rhodes, G. (2017). Predictors of facial attractiveness and
health in humans. Scientific Reports, 7, doi: 10.1038/Srep39731.

Ford, C.S., & Beach, F.A. (1951). Patterns of sexual behavior. New Y ork: Harper & Raw.

Furnham, A., Lavancy, M., & McClelland, A. (2001). Waist to hip ratio and facial
attractiveness: A pilot study. Personality and Individual Differences, 30, 491-502.

Gazzaniga, M.S. (1998). The mind’s past. University of California Press.

Ghasemi, A. & Zahediasl, S. (2012). Normality tests for statistical analysis: A guide for
non-statisticians. International Journal of Endocrinology Metabolism, 10(2), 486-
489.

Gigerenzer, G. (2008). Rationality for mortals. How people cope with uncertainity.
Oxford University Press.

Goksel, 1. (2006). Turkey: Virginity and masculinity. In A Jones (Ed.). Men of the global
south: a reader, (pp. 55-58). New York; NY: Zed Books.

Goldberg, L.R., Johnson, J.A., Eber, H.W., Hogan, R., Ashton, M.C., Cloninger, C.R., &
Gough, H.G. (2006). The international personality item pool and the future of
public-domain personality measures. Journal of Research In Personality, 40, 84-
96.

Gosling, S.D., Rentfrow, P.J., & Swann Jr., W.B. (2003). A very brief measure of the Big-
Five Personality Domains. Journal of Research In Personality, 37(6), 504-528.
Harcourt, A.H., Harvey, P.H., Larson, S.G., & Short, R.V. (1981). Testis weight,
body weight and breeding system in primates. Nature, 293, 55-57.

95



Hamilton, W.D., & Zuk, M. (1982). Heritable true fitness and bright birds: a role for
parasites? Science, 218 (4570), 384-387.

Harcourt, A.H., Harvey, P.H., Larson, S.G., & Short, R.V. (1981). Testis weight, body-
weight and breeding systems in primates. Nature, 293, 55-57.

Henderson, V., Hennesy, D., & Barrett, D.W. (2005). When risky is attractive: Sensation-
seeking and romantic partner selection. Personality and Individual Differences,
38,311-325.

HIV pozitif bireylere 6zel ¢opcatanlik uygulamasi. (2015). Retrieved from July 8, 2017,
from http://t24.com.tr/haber/hiv-pozitif-bireylere-ozel-
copcatanlikuygulamasi,320809

Hungerford, M.W. (1886). Moly Bown. A New Edition. Smith, Elder & Co. (London).

Keller, M.L. (1993). Why don't young adults protect themselves against sexual
transmission of HIV? Possible answers to a complex question. AIDS Education
and Prevention, 5(3), 220-233.

Kelsey, R. (2015). Dating apps incerasing rates of sexually transmitted infections, say
doctors. Retrieved on July 8, 2017, from
http://www.bbc.co.uk/newsbeat/article/34008736/dating-apps-increasing-rates-
of-sexually-transmitted-infections-say-doctors

Johnston, V.S., Hagel, R., Franklin, M., Fink, B., & Grammer, R. (2001). Male facial
attractiveness. Evidence for hormone-mediated adaptive design. Evolution and
Human Behavior, 22, 251-267.

Langlois, J.H., Roggman, L.A., & Reiser-Danner, L.A. (1990). Infants' differential social
responses to attractive and unattractive faces. Developmental Psychology, 26, 153-
159.

Lennon, C.A. & Renny, D.A. (2013). The role of men's physical attractiveness in women's
perceptions of sexual risk. Danger or allure? Journal of Health Psychology, 18(9),
1166-1176.

Lucker, G.W., Beane, W.E., & Helmrich, R.L. (1981). The strength of the halo effect on
physical attractiveness research. The Journal of Psychology, 107(1), 69-75.

Margalit, L. (2014, 27 September). Tinder and evolutionary psychology. Retrieved on
June 9, 2017 from https://techcrunch.com/2014/09/27/tinder-and-evolutionary-
psychology/?ncid=rss.

Maybin, S. (2016, 12 February). The dating game. Which dating apps are winning the
hearts of the world? Retrieved July 8, 2017, from

96



http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/resources/idt-2e3f0042-75f6-4bd 1-b4fe-
9056540c6518

McFarlane, M., Bull, S.S., & Rietmeijer, C.A. (2000). The internet as a newly emerging
risk environment for sexually transmitted diseases. JAMA, 284(4), 443-446.

Nunn, C.L., Gittleman, J.L., & Antonovics, J. (2000). Promiscuity and the primate
immune system. Science, 290, 1168-1170.

Nunn, C.L. (2002). A comparative study of leukocyte counts and disease risk in primates.
Evolution, 56(1), 177-190.

Okubo, M., Ishikawa, R., Kobayashi, A., Laeng, B., & Tommasi, L. (2015). Cool guys
and warm husbands: The effects of smiling on male facial attractiveness for short-

and long-term relationships. Evolutionary Psychology, 13(3),
https://doi.org/10.1177/14747049/5600567.

Penke, L. & Asendorpf, J.B. (2008). Beyond global sociosexual orientations. A more
differentiated look at sociosexuality and its effects on courtship and romantic
relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(5), 1113-1135.

Perlini, A.H., Bertolissi, S., & Lind, D.L. (1999). The effects of women’s age and physical
appearance on evaluations of attractiveness and social desirability. The Journal of
Social Psychology, 139 (3), 343-354.

Pollock, J. (2012). The halo effect: The influence of attractiveness on perceived
promiscuity. The University of Minnesota Undergraduate Journal of Psychology,
7,34-37.

Positive Singles Review: An Inside look. (2 April, 2017). Retrieved July 8, 2017, from
http://justherpes.com/dating/positive-singles-review-our-herpes-dating-sites-list/

Press Releases. Health Releases New Data on Infections Syphilis, Gonorrhea, and HIV
(2015). Retrieved July 8, 2017, from http://www.ri.gov/press/view/24889

Ritts, V., Patterson, M.L., & Tubbs M.E. (1992). Expectations, impressions, and
judgments of physically attractive students: A review. Review of Educational
Research, 62(4), 413-426.

Roitt, .M., Stoff, J.B., & Male, D.K. (1998). Immunology. Gower Medical Publishing,
London.

Schmidt, K., Levenstein, R., & Ambadar, Z. (2012). Intensity of smiling and attractiveness
as facial signals of trustworthiness in women. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 114(3),
964-978.

97



Schmitt, D.P. (2005). Sociosexuality from Argentina to Zimbabwe: A 48-nation study of
sex, culture, and strategies of human mating. Behavioral and Brain Sciences,
28(2), 247-275.Smith, S., Mclntosh, W., & Bazzini, D. (1999). Are the beautiful
good in Holywood? An investigation of the beauty-and-goodness stereotype on
film. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 21, 69-80.

Sexually Transmitted Infections (STIs) In World Health Organization (WHO) Retrieved
2017, from http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs110/en/

Sim, S.Y., Saperia, J., Brown, J.A., & Bernieri, F.J. (2015). Judging attractiveness: Biases
due to raters' own attractiveness and intelligence. Cogent Psychology, 2(1),
996316. https: //doi.org/ 10.1080/23311908.2014.996316.

Simao, J. & Todd, P.M. (2002). Modelling mate choice in monogamous mating systems
with  courtship. International Society for Adaptive Behavior, 10,
https://doi.org/10.1.1.594.9006.

Simon, H.A. (1990). Invariants of human behavior. Annual Review of Psychology, 41, 1-
19.

Simpson, J.A. & Gangestad, S.W. (1991). Individual differences in sociosexuality:
Evidence for convergent and discriminant validity. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 60(6), 870-883.

Siyez, D.M. & Siyez, E. (2009). Universite ogrencilerinin cinsel yolla bulasan hastaliklara
iligkin bilgi diizeylerinin incelenmesi. Tiirk Uroloji Dergisi, 35(1), 49-55.

Smith, M.J.L. et al. (2006). Facial appearance is a cue to oestrogen levels in women.
Proceedings of The Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 273(1583), 135-140.

Smith, C. (2017). 45 Impressive Tinder Statistics (March 2017). Retrieved July 8, 2017,
from http://expandedramblings.com/index.php/tinder-statistics/

Somer, O., Korkmaz, M., & Tatar, A. (2002). Bes Faktér Kisilik Envanteri'nin
gelistirilmesi-I: Olgek ve alt Slceklerin olusturulmasi. Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi,
17(49), 21-33.

Tanke, E.D. (1982). Dimensions of the physical attractiveness sterecotype: A
factor/analytic study. Journal of Psychology: Interdisciplinary and Applied, 110,
63-73.

Talamas, S.N., Mavor, K.J., Axelsson, F., Sundelin, T., & Perrett, D.I. (2016). Eye-lid
openness, and mouth curvature influence perceived intelligence beyond
attractiveness. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 145(5), 603-620.

98



Tiddeman, B.P., Burt, D.M., & Perrett, D.I. (2001). Prototyping and transforming facial
textures for perception research. Computer Graphics and Applications, 21 (5), 42-
50.

Tinder forecasts rise in paid subscribers, ad revenue (2014). Retrieved on June 9, 2017,
from  http://adage.com/article/digital/tinder-forecasts-rise-paid-subscribers-ad-
revenue/304300/.

Thompson, S.C., Anderson, K., Freedman, D., & Swan, j. (1996). Illusions of safety in a
risky world: A study of college students' condom use. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 26(3), 189-210.

Thornhill, R. & Alcock, J. (1983). The evolution of insect mating systems. Harvard
University Press.

Tracy, J.L. & Beall, A.T. (2011). Happy guys finish last: The impact of emotion
expressions on sexual attraction. Emotion, 11 (6), 1379-1387.

Trivers, R. (1972). Parental investment and sexual selection. In B. Campbell (Ed.), Sexual
selection and the descent of man (pp.136-179). New York: Aldine de Gruyter.
Williams, S.S., Kimble, D.L., Covell, N.H., Weiss, L.H., Newton, K.J., & Fisher,
J.D. et al. (1992). College students use implicit personality theory instead of safer
sex. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 22, 921-933.

Trousdale, G., & Wise, K. (1991). Beauty and The Beast. United States.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases.
Science, 185(4157), 1124-1131.

Ural, T. & Ozbirecikli, M. (2006). Is ethical judgment influenced by social desirability in
responding? An analyse on Turkish accountants. Cukurova Universitesi Sosyal
Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, 15(1), 393-410.

Williams, S.S., Kimble, D.L., Covell, N.H., Weiss, L.H., Newton, K.J. & Fisher, J.D. et
al. (1992). College students use implicit theory instead of safer sex. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 22, 921-933.

Yardim, N. & Vardar, C. (2008). Tiirkiye'de Saglik Bakanlig1 kayitlarina gére 2000-2005
yillart HIV/AIDS durumu, Tiirkiye Klinikleri, 28, 544-547.

99



100



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

The Data From The Pre-Studies

101



Table 27. The perceived physical attractiveness ratings of the male participants

Photos n Mean Median Standard deviation
Photol 32 4.87 5 1.82
Photo2 33 4.06 4 2.56
Photo3 33 4.12 4 1.96
Photo4 33 5.63 6 2.63
Photo5 33 2.84 3 2.10
Photo6 33 4.06 4 231
Photo7 33 4.06 4 2.48
Photo8 33 3.33 4 1.83
Photo9 33 5.12 5 2.02
Photo10 33 2.66 3 1.91
Photol1 33 4.36 5 242
Photo12 32 2.31 2 2.08
Photo13 33 3 3 2.17
Photo14 33 245 2 1.76
Photol5 33 2.15 2 2.20
Photol16 33 3.18 4 2.02
Photol17 32 3.59 3 2.25
Photo18 33 4.39 4 1.86
Photo19 33 29 3 2.09
Photo20 33 2.54 3 1.76
Photo21 33 3.24 3 2.00
Photo22 33 4.42 4 2.38
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Photo23
Photo24
Photo25
Photo26
Photo27
Photo28
Photo29
Photo30
Photo31
Photo32
Photo33
Photo34
Photo35
Photo36

Photo37

33

33

33

33

33

33

33

33

33

33

33

33

33

33

33

4.57

3.36

4.03

5.12

4.72

5.21

2.96

4.18

4.42

2.63

3.18

3.48

3.96

3.96

4.21
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2.17

1.81

2.56

2.38

2.13

2.53

2.14

2.59

2.20

2.32

2.17

1.73

2.59

2.49

1.99



Photo38 33 1.93 2 1.74

Photo39 33 3.6 4 2.17
Photo40 33 2.24 2 1.85
Photo41 33 2.03 2 1.89
Photo42 32 3.84 4 2.06
Photo43 33 1.15 1 1.48
Photo44 33 4.06 4 2.26
Photo45 33 3.24 3 2.46
Photo46 33 4.57 5 2.16
Photo47 33 5.78 6 1.98
Photo48 33 3.93 4 2.34
Photo49 33 2.57 2 243
Photo50 33 4.06 4 243
Photo51 33 1.3 1 1.82
Photo52* 33 6.81 7 1.55
Photo53* 33 6.75 7 1.80
Photo54* 33 6.39 7 1.86
Photo55* 33 5.21 6 1.88
Photo56* 32 2.5 2.5 2.15
Photo57* 32 243 2 2.16
Photo58* 32 2.62 2 2.19

Note. The photos with * are from the second photo set while the rest are from the first
photo set.
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Table 28. The perceived trustworthiness ratings of the male participants

Photos n Mean Median Standard
deviation
Photol 31 4.8 5 1.70
Photo2 32 2.93 3 1.74
Photo3 32 4.78 5 1.92
Photo4 32 4.65 5 2.00
Photo5 32 4.43 5 2.35
Photo6 32 4.15 4 1.81
Photo7 32 5.09 5 1.82
Photo8 32 4.03 4 2.07
Photo9 32 5.68 6 1.73
Photo10 32 4.75 5 2.18
Photol 1 32 3.78 4 2.04
Photo12 31 3.74 4 2.04
Photol13 32 3.93 4 1.93
Photo14 32 4.43 4 2.40
Photol5 32 4.03 4 2.13
Photo16 32 4.87 5 2.21
Photol7 31 3.96 4 2.18
Photo18 32 431 5 1.46
Photo19 32 2.31 2 1.59
Photo20 32 3.53 4 1.84
Photo21 32 5.37 5.5 243
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Photo22
Photo23
Photo24
Photo25
Photo26
Photo27
Photo28
Photo29
Photo30
Photo31
Photo32
Photo33
Photo34
Photo35
Photo36

Photo37

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

32

5.28

5.06

4.25

4.43

4.62

5.18

4.9

4.68

4.65

4.4

4.03

5.56

4.56

4.5

4.84
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5.5

5.5

4.5

2.33

1.89

1.81

2.21

2.02

1.76

2.10

1.99

2.23

2.16

2.19

1.69

2.46

1.99

2.15

1.86



Photo38 32 4.93 5 2.32

Photo39 32 5 5 2.04
Photo40 32 4.21 4 2.16
Photo41 32 4.18 4 2.68
Photo42 31 431 5 1.72
Photo43 32 2.87 L.5 2.66
Photo44 32 3.18 3 1.76
Photo45 32 4.9 5 2.53
Photo46 32 4.9 5 2.20
Photo47 32 4.75 5 1.62
Photo48 32 4.06 4 1.98
Photo49 32 4.71 5 2.46
Photo50 32 4.21 5 1.89
Photo51 32 3.93 4.5 2.31
Photo52* 32 5.84 6 1.76
Photo53* 32 6.31 7 1.46
Photo54* 32 6.06 6 1.68
Photo55* 32 5.75 6 1.98
Photo56* 32 4.75 5 2.28
Photo57* 32 4.81 5 2.44
Photo58* 32 4.93 5 2.36

Note. The photos with * are from the second photo set while the rest are from the first
photo set.
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Table 29. The perceived physical attractiveness ratings of the female participants

Photos n Mean Median Standard
deviation
Photol 31 1.16 0 1.89
Photo2 31 1.93 1 2.55
Photo3 31 1.45 0 2.15
Photo4 31 1.19 0 1.90
Photo5 31 1.25 0 1.66
Photo6 31 2.19 1 2.72
Photo7 31 1.54 1 2.04
Photo8 31 2.25 1 2.56
Photo9 31 3.45 3 2.68
Photo10 31 1.45 0 2.73
Photol1 31 1.19 0 2.00
Photo12 31 1.06 0 1.80
Photo13 31 1.8 1 2.16
Photo14 31 1.03 0 1.66
Photo15 31 2.74 2 2.56
Photol16 30 23 1 2.36
Photol17 30 0.32 0 0.96
Photo18 31 1.64 1 2.36
Photo19 31 0.74 0 1.67
Photo20 31 1.32 0 2.10
Photo21 31 1.16 0 2.06
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Photo22
Photo23
Photo24
Photo25
Photo26
Photo27
Photo28
Photo29
Photo30
Photo31
Photo32
Photo33
Photo34
Photo35
Photo36

Photo37

31

30

31

31

31

31

31

31

31

31

31

30

31

31

31

31

1.41

3.33

2.7

1.06

0.38

0.35

2.19

4.19

4.54

3.64

0.67

0.9

1.48

0.48

2.12

0.54
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3.5

2.01

2.84

2.49

1.98

0.98

0.98

2.60

2.73

2.95

3.22

1.19

1.72

1.91

1.36

2.75

1.17



Photo38 31 2.83 2 2.93

Photo39 31 0.77 0 1.66
Photo40 31 1.83 1 2.33
Photo41 31 1.22 0 2.06
Photo42 31 1.93 1 2.44
Photo43 30 1.16 0 1.78
Photo44 31 0.74 0 1.38
Photo45 30 23 1 2.90
Photo46 30 0.73 0 1.65
Photo47 30 2.2 0.5 3.13
Photo48 31 0.41 0 1.02
Photo49 31 2.38 2 2.52
Photo50 31 1.74 1 2.09
Photo51* 31 6.51 7 2.60
Photo52* 31 6 7 2.39
Photo53* 31 6.96 8 2.27
Photo54* 31 1 1 1.39
Photo55* 30 2.6 2 2.44
Photo56* 30 3.56 4.5 2.38
Photo57* 30 54 6 291

Note. The photos with * are from the second photo set while the rest are from the first
photo set.
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Table 30. The perceived trustworthiness ratings of the female participants

Photos n Mean Median Standard
deviation
Photol 31 3.03 3 231
Photo2 31 4.19 4 3.08
Photo3 31 4.03 5 2.38
Photo4 31 3.38 4 2.34
Photo5 31 2.51 2 2.39
Photo6 31 3.12 3 243
Photo7 31 3 4 2.44
Photo8 31 3.48 4 2.64
Photo9 31 4.12 4 2.44
Photo10 31 2.74 2 2.75
Photol1 31 2.51 3 1.98
Photo12 31 1.77 1 1.78
Photo13 31 2.96 3 245
Photo14 31 2.74 3 2.19
Photo15 31 3.93 4 2.58
Photol16 30 2.76 3 2.59
Photol17 30 1.7 1 2.00
Photo18 31 4.09 5 2.50
Photo19 31 2.16 1 2.26
Photo20 31 2.16 2 2.14
Photo21 31 3.16 4 2.03
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Photo22
Photo23
Photo24
Photo25
Photo26
Photo27
Photo28
Photo29
Photo30
Photo31
Photo32
Photo33
Photo34
Photo35
Photo36

Photo37

31

30

31

31

31

31

31

31

31

31

31

30

31

31

31

31

2.32

3.83

3.29

2.77

1.58

0.93

2.87

4.83

4.41

3.67

2.03

2.7

3.09

2.29

3.61

2.12
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1.95

2.60

2.58

2.57

1.96

1.54

2.29

2.13

2.27

1.97

2.04

2.07

2.30

2.06

2.92

2.30



Photo38 31 2.51 2 2.47

Photo39 31 1.67 0 2.21
Photo40 31 3.74 4 2.58
Photo41 31 2.74 3 2.62
Photo42 31 2.29 1 2.55
Photo43 30 2.83 3 2.33
Photo44 31 1.96 1 2.50
Photo45 30 3.56 4 2.87
Photo46 30 3.53 4 2.28
Photo47 30 2.33 3 2.08
Photo48 31 1.29 0 1.81
Photo49 31 2.58 3 1.87
Photo50 31 4.19 5 2.31
Photo51* 31 6.51 7 2.27
Photo52* 31 5.16 5 1.89
Photo53* 31 6.06 6 1.82
Photo54* 31 3.8 4 2.57
Photo55* 30 5.63 6 2.23
Photo56* 30 5.76 6 1.92
Photo57* 30 5.63 6 2.09

Note. The photos with * are from the second photo set while the rest are from the first
photo set.
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Table 31. The perceived promiscuity ratings of the male participants

Photos n Mean Median Standard deviation
Photol 31 4.77 5 1.70
Photo2 30 6.66 7 2.75
Photo3 30 4.6 5 2.79
Photo4 30 6.6 8 2.87
Photo5 30 3.66 4 2.49
Photo6 30 533 5.5 2.89
Photo7 29 4.63 5 3.18
Photo8 30 4.56 5 2.56
Photo9 29 4.83 5 2.95
Photo10 29 3.6 3 2.08
Photol1 31 4.87 5 2.90
Photo12 30 3.53 4 2.38
Photo13 30 3.46 3 2.86
Photo14 30 3.83 3 245
Photol5 30 3.56 3 2.34
Photol16 29 3.96 4 2.61
Photo17 29 6 7 2.84
Photo18 30 593 7 291
Photo19 30 5.16 5.5 3.31
Photo20 30 3.43 3 2.71
Photo21 30 4.03 3 2.44
Photo22 30 3.83 3.5 2.52
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Photo23
Photo24
Photo25
Photo26
Photo27
Photo28
Photo29
Photo30
Photo31
Photo32
Photo33
Photo34
Photo35
Photo36

Photo37

30

30

30

30

29

30

30

30

31

30

30

31

31

31

30

5.73

5.23

5.1

6.3

6.13

5.76

4.9

5.86

6.12

4.13

4.03

3.87

5.03

6.87

4.77
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5.5

2.67

2.95

2.55

2.45

2.70

2.45

242

2.47

2.65

2.67

2.35

2.80

2.52

2.94

248



Photo38 30 4.63 4.5 3.05

Photo39 30 3.7 3 2.69
Photo40 30 4.7 5 2.95
Photo41 31 4 3.5 2.75
Photo42 30 3.29 2 2.93
Photo43 29 4.56 4.5 3.13
Photo44 30 3.72 3 2.71
Photo45 29 4.46 4.5 2.59
Photo46 30 3.58 3 2.68
Photo47 30 5.13 5 2.35
Photo48 30 6.53 7 248
Photo49 29 6.2 7 2.69
Photo50 31 3.72 4 2.65
Photo51 30 5.38 5 2.69
Photo52* 30 3.23 3 3.51
Photo53* 30 5.8 7 3.25
Photo54* 31 5.03 5 3.18
Photo55* 29 5.83 7 2.77
Photo56* 29 4.13 3 3.16
Photo57* 29 3.62 2 3.27
Photo58* 29 3.89 3 3.33

Note. The photos with * are from the second photo set while the rest are from the first
photo set.
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Table 32. The perceived interest in a committed relationship ratings of the male participants

Photos n Mean Median Standard deviation
Photol 31 6.45 7 2.26
Photo2 30 4.66 4.5 2.65
Photo3 30 6.83 7.5 221
Photo4 30 4.46 5 2.81
Photo5 30 6.1 7 3.02
Photo6 30 6.66 7 2.70
Photo7 29 6.51 7 2.66
Photo8 30 5.76 6 2.40
Photo9 29 6.86 7 2.01
Photo10 29 6.65 8 2.37
Photol1 31 6.06 7 2.69
Photo12 30 59 7 2.85
Photo13 30 5.73 7 3.01
Photo14 30 5.66 6 3.03
Photol5 30 5.86 7 3.09
Photo16 29 5.96 7 2.83
Photo17 29 4.96 5 2.58
Photo18 30 5.56 5.5 2.75
Photo19 30 3.9 3.5 2.88
Photo20 30 593 7 2.93
Photo21 30 7.03 8 2.60
Photo22 30 6.5 7 2.35
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Photo23
Photo24
Photo25
Photo26
Photo27
Photo28
Photo29
Photo30
Photo31
Photo32
Photo33
Photo34
Photo35
Photo36

Photo37

30

30

30

30

29

30

30

30

31

30

30

31

31

31

30

5.53

4.93

6.06

54

6.48

5.6

5.73

6.13

4.8

6.23

6.03

6.74

5.54

5.48

6.45
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5.5

2.27

2.81

2.47

2.71

2.55

242

2.88

2.22

2.53

2.56

2.39

2.39

2.46

3.13

2.17



Photo38 30 6.4 7 2.62

Photo39 31 6.93 8 2.60
Photo40 30 6 7 2.95
Photo41 31 6.06 7 3.20
Photo42 30 5.38 5 2.77
Photo43 29 6 7 3.45
Photo44 30 5.65 7 2.86
Photo45 29 5.56 6 2.31
Photo46 30 6.89 7 2.29
Photo47 30 6.36 6.5 2.27
Photo48 30 5.73 6 2.25
Photo49 29 5.5 6 2.84
Photo50 31 6.68 8 2.44
Photo51 30 5.35 5 3.25
Photo52* 30 6.73 8 1.95
Photo53* 30 7.63 8 1.47
Photo54* 31 8.2 8 1.49
Photo55* 29 8.03 8 2.04
Photo56* 29 7.51 8 2.80
Photo57* 29 6.1 7 3.06
Photo58* 29 5.51 7 3.15

Note. The photos with * are from the second photo set while the rest are from the first
photo set.
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Table 33. The perceived promiscuity ratings of the female participants

Photos n Mean Median Standard deviation
Photol 29 4.07 3.5 2.62
Photo2 29 4.65 5 2.05
Photo3 29 4.58 4 2.58
Photo4 29 3.72 4 2.31
Photo5 30 4.66 4.5 2.59
Photo6 28 5.96 6 1.87
Photo7 29 431 4 2.64
Photo8 30 5.83 5.5 2.57
Photo9 29 6.13 7 2.81
Photo10 29 5.37 5 2.80
Photol1 30 4.7 4.5 2.85
Photo12 29 5.58 6 2.77
Photo13 29 32 3 2.16
Photo14 29 4.68 5 2.70
Photo15 30 4.1 4 2.04
Photo16 28 6.17 7 2.29
Photo17 28 4.57 4 3.13
Photo18 30 4.6 5 231
Photo19 28 5.07 5 2.63
Photo20 29 5.37 5 2.79
Photo21 30 4.3 4 2.56
Photo22 28 4.92 5 2.85
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Photo23
Photo24
Photo25
Photo26
Photo27
Photo28
Photo29
Photo30
Photo31
Photo32
Photo33
Photo34
Photo35
Photo36

Photo37

29

28

29

29

30

28

30

29

29

29

28

30

29

29

28

5.53

3.62

4.93

4.8

5.92

6.36

6.17

5.48

4.03

3.6

4.8

3.41

4.93

4.42

121

3.5

4.5

2.72

2.20

2.24

3.46

3.63

2.34

2.23

2.13

2.38

3.04

2.21

2.32

2.38

2.53

2.87



Photo38 29 6.34 7 2.99

Photo39 29 4.51 4 2.99
Photo40 28 5.1 5 2.36
Photo41 29 431 4 2.67
Photo42 29 5.72 6 3.05
Photo43 28 4.64 4.5 2.58
Photo44 29 4.51 5 2.83
Photo45 28 5.6 6 2.40
Photo46 29 2.89 3 2.02
Photo47 29 6 6 2.50
Photo48 30 4.16 4 3.53
Photo49 29 6 6 2.47
Photo50 28 4.71 5 2.53
Photo51* 28 5.46 5 291
Photo52* 29 6.58 7 222
Photo53* 29 5.96 7 2.77
Photo54* 28 3.53 4 2.00
Photo55* 28 3.5 3 2.31
Photo56* 28 3.82 3 2.70
Photo57* 28 5.64 5 2.46

Note. The photos with * are from the second photo set while the rest are from the first
photo set.
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Table 34. The perceived interest in a committed relationship ratings of the female participants

Photos n Mean Median Standard deviation
Photol 28 6.06 6.5 2.12
Photo2 29 6.41 6 2.29
Photo3 29 7.1 8 2.39
Photo4 29 6.62 7 2.22
Photo5 30 59 6.5 2.35
Photo6 28 5.17 5 2.03
Photo7 29 5.79 6 222
Photo8 30 5.7 6 2.66
Photo9 29 5.79 6 2.32
Photo10 29 4.68 5 2.63
Photol1 30 5.8 6 2.68
Photo12 29 4.41 5 2.35
Photo13 29 6.72 7 1.94
Photo14 29 6.31 7 2.50
Photol5 30 6.1 6 2.18
Photo16 28 4.89 5 2.67
Photo17 28 5.57 7 3.58
Photo18 30 6.13 7 2.17
Photo19 28 5.67 6 2.72
Photo20 29 5.06 5 2.73
Photo21 30 5.96 6 2.57
Photo22 28 5.57 6 2.47
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Photo23
Photo24
Photo25
Photo26
Photo27
Photo28
Photo29
Photo30
Photo31
Photo32
Photo33
Photo34
Photo35
Photo36

Photo37

29

28

29

29

30

28

30

29

29

29

28

30

29

29

28

6.65

5.32

6.1

3.82

3.96

5.64

6.5

5.96

5.96

5.24

6.71

5.53

6.48

5.72

6.06
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6.5

2.46

2.46

2.71

3.10

3.56

2.21

2.06

2.16

2.16

2.72

2.44

2.40

2.51

2.41

2.83



Photo38 29 5.6 6 2.52

Photo39 29 4.79 5 2.65
Photo40 28 4.86 5 2.39
Photo41 29 5.89 6.5 1.90
Photo42 29 5.06 5 2.80
Photo43 28 4.68 5 2.27
Photo44 29 6.32 7 2.70
Photo45 28 4.44 5 2.50
Photo46 29 5.75 5.5 2.64
Photo47 29 6.55 7 2.70
Photo48 30 4.37 4 3.11
Photo49 29 3.93 4 2.28
Photo50* 28 5.1 5 1.84
Photo51* 28 7.14 7.5 242
Photo52* 29 6.89 7 2.15
Photo53* 29 5.93 6 2.33
Photo54* 28 6.65 7 1.74
Photo55* 28 7.17 7 1.18
Photo56* 28 8.07 8 1.77
Photo57* 28 7.96 8 1.90

Note. The photos with * are from the second photo set while the rest are from the first
photo set
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APPENDIX B

The questionnaires used

Demograhic Questions

Liitfen asagidaki sorular1 i¢tenlikle yanitlaymiz.
1. Yas:

2. Cinsiyet

Kadin

Erkek

Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)

Bu soruyu yanitlamay1 tercih etmiyorum
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3. Boy (cm):
4. Kilo (kg):

5. Egitim:

Lisans-Ogrenci (Liitfen hangi okulda dgrenim gordiigiiniizii belirtiniz)

Yiiksek lisans-Ogrenci (Liitfen hangi okulda 6grenim gérdiigiiniizii belirtiniz)

Doktora-Ogrenci (Liitfen hangi okulda 6grenim gérdiigiiniizii belirtiniz)

Lisans-Mezun (Liitfen hangi okulda 6grenmis gormiis oldugunuzu belirtiniz)

Yiiksek lisans-Mezun (Liitfen hangi okulda 6grenmis gormiis oldugunuzu belirtiniz)

Doktora-Mezun (Liitfen hangi okulda 6grenmis gérmiis oldugunuzu belirtiniz)

Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)

6. Meslek:

Ogrenci

Calistyor

Hem 6grenci hem calisiyor

Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)
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7. Hangi lilkedensiniz? / Nerelisiniz?

Tiirkiye

Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)

Bu soruyu yanitlamay1 tercih etmiyorum

8. Cinsel yonelim:

Heterosekstiel

Homoseksiiel

Bisekstiel

Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)

Bu soruyu yanitlamay1 tercih etmiyorum
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9. Iliski durumu:
Bekar
Baglanilmamus iliski i¢inde (Orn. flrt)

Baglamlmus iliski icinde (Orn. ciddi iliski icinde, evli)

Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)

Bu soruyu yanitlamay1 tercih etmiyorum

10. Eger su anda bir iligkiniz varsa, ne kadar siiredir bu iliski stirmekte?

11. Eger su anda bir iligkiniz varsa, iliski doyumunuzu 1 ile 7 arasinda degisen 6l¢ek
iizerinde degerlendiriniz. (1: Hi¢ tatmin edici degil, 4: Ne tatmin edici ne degil, 7: Oldukga
tatmin edici) (Eger iliskiniz yok ise 6l¢egi 4'te birakiniz)

12. Kisa siireli bir iliski i¢in partner artyorum (Orn., tek gecelik iliski, siradan cinsel iliski
gibi) (1: Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 4: Ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum, 7: Kesinlikle
katiliyorum)

13. Su anda uzun doénemli bir iliski i¢in partner arryorum (Orn., baglanilmis romantik
iliski, es gibi) (1: Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 4: Ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum, 7:
Kesinlikle katiliyorum)
14. Hig cinsel birliktelik yasadiniz mi1?

Evet

Hayir

Bu soruyu yanitlamay1 tercih etmiyorum
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15. Liitfen eger bir 6nceki sorunun yanit1 evet ise bu soruyu yanitlayiniz. Gegmis cinsel
birlikteliklerinizi hatirlayimiz. Liitfen hangi siklikta korunmali iliski (kondom kullanilan
iligki) yasadiginizi belirtiniz. (0: Hig, 10: Her zaman)
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Ten-Item Personality Inventory

Asagida sizi tanimlayan ya da tanimlamayan bir¢ok kisilik 6zelligi bulunmaktadir.Liitfen
her bir ifadenin sizi tanimlama diizeyini géz Oniine alarak, o ifadeye ne kadarkatilip
katilmadigimiz belirtiniz. ifadelerden bazilar1 digerlerine gore daha gok uysa bile,her bir
ifadeye ne kadar katilip katilmadiginiz1 belirtiniz.Kendimi .............. olarak goriirim

1: Kesinlikle katilmiyorum, 2: Katilmiyorum, 3: Pek katilmiyorum, 4: Ne katilryorum ne
katilmiyorum, 5: Biraz katiliyorum, 6: Katiliyorum, 7: Kesinlikle katiltyorum

1. Disadéniik, Istekli

2. Elestirel, Kavgaci

3. Giivenilir, Oz disiplinli

4. Kaygili, Kolaylikla hayal kirikligina ugrayan
5. Yeni deneyimlere acik, Karmagik

6. Cekingen, Sessiz

7. Sempatik, Sicak

8. Daginik, Dikkatsiz

9. Sakin, Duygusal olarak dengeli

10. Geleneksel, Yaratic1 olmayan
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The International Personality Item Tool- Physical Attractiveness (IPIP-PA)

Asagida, insanlarin davraniglarini tanimlayan kaliplar bulunmaktadir. Liitfen her
birifadenin sizi ne kadar dogru tanimladigin1 gostermek i¢in agagidaki dl¢egikullaniniz.
Kendinizi gelecekte olmayr arzu ettiginiz sekilde degil, genelde oldugunuzsekilde
tanimlayimiz. Ayni cinsiyette ve yaklasik olarak ayni yasta oldugunuz insanlarkarsisinda
kendinizi nasil goriiyorsaniz, kendinizi o sekilde diiriistce tanimlaymiz. Cevaplariniz
kesin bir gizlilik i¢inde tutulacagi i¢in kendinizi diirlist¢e tanimlayabilirsiniz. Liitfen her
ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve Olgegi kullanarak cevaplayiniz. (1: Beni kesinlikle
tanimlamiyor, 2: Beni pek tanimlamiyor, 3: Beni ne tanimlamiyor ne tanimliyor, 4:Beni
biraz tanimliyor, 5:Beni kesinlikle tanimliyor)

- Baskalar1 tarafindan ¢ekici bulunurum
- Kars1 cinsin dikkatini ¢ekerim.

- Hosa giden bir fizigim var.

- Viicuduma bakmay1 severim.

- Aynada kendime bakmay1 severim.

- Viicudumla gdsteris yapmay1 severim.

- Kendimi ¢ekici bulmuyorum.

- Aynada kendime bakmay1 sevmiyorum.

- Viicuduma bakmay1 sevmiyorum
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The revised Socio-sexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R)

Liitfen asagidaki sorulart i¢tenlikle cevaplayimiz.

1. Son 12 ay i¢inde kag farkli partner ile cinsel iligki yasadiniz?

7-9

10-19

20'den fazla
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2. Sadece bir defa cinsel iligski yasadiginiz kag farkli partneriniz oldu?

5-6

7-9

10-19

20'den fazla
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3. Uzun siireli bir baghlik iliskisi diisinmeden cinsel iliski yasadigimiz ka¢ farkl
partneriniz oldu?

5-6

7-9

10-19

20'den fazla
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Liitfen asagidaki sorular1 i¢tenlikle yanitlaymiz.

Ask olmadan
cinsel iligki
yasayabilirim.

Kendimi, farkh
partnerler ile
gelisigiizel cinsel
iliski yasamaktan
dolay1 rahat
hisseden ve
bundan keyif alan
biri olarak hayal
edebilirim.

Uzun siireli ciddi
bir iligki
yasayacagimizdan
emin olana kadar
birisiyle  cinsel
iliski yasamak
istemem.

1:Kesinlikle

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9:Kesinlikle

katilmiyorum (2) (3) &) (5) (6) (7) (8) katihyorum

(1
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Liitfen asagidaki sorulart i¢tenlikle cevaplayimiz.

(1: Hig, 2: Nadiren, 3: Yaklasik her iki ya da ii¢ ayda bir kez, 4: Yaklasik ayda bir kez, 5:
Yaklasik her iki haftada bir kez, 6: Yaklasik haftada bir kez, 7: Haftada bir ¢ok kez, 8:
Neredeyse her giin, Giinde en az bir kez)

Baghlik tasiyan romantik bir iligki i¢inde olmadiginiz biri ile seks yapma
fantezilerini hangi siklikla kurarsiniz?

Baghilik tasiyan romantik bir iliski i¢inde olmadiginiz biriyle iletisim
kurdugunuzda ne siklikla cinsel uyarilma yasarsiniz?

Giinliik hayatinizda hangi siklikta, yeni tanistiginiz biri ile cinsel iliski kurma
hakkinda anlik fanteziler kurarsiniz?
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STI/HIV Pre-test

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin dogru oldugunu diislinliyorsaniz "Dogru" se¢enegini, yanlis
oldugunu diigiiniiyorsaniz "Yanlis" secenegini ve eger ifadelerin dogru ya da yanlis
oldugunu bilmediginizi dsiiniiyorsaniz "Bilmiyorum" seg¢enegini isaretleyiniz.
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Kap1 kolundan,
klozetten veya
musluktan cinsel
yolla bulasan bir
hastaliga veya
HIV/AIDS’e
yakalanabilirsin.

Istatistikler ~ cinsel
yolla bulasan
hastaliklara
yakalanan  kisilerin
bliylik ¢cogunlugunun
geng veya  geng
yetigkin ~ oldugunu
gostermektedir.

Sadece frengi ve bel
soguklugu en ciddi
cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliklar ~ arasinda
yer almaktadir.

Cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliklarin
belirtiler1 her zaman
fark edilmeyebilir.

Cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliklarin belirtisi
ortadan kalktiginda
bir doktora gitmenize
gerek yoktur.

Dogru (1)
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Belli bir zaman
icerisinde yalniz bir
cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliga
yakalanabilirsiniz.

Cinsel yolla bulasan

hastaliklara
yakalanma  riskini
azaltabilmek icin
yapabileceginiz

birseyler vardir.

Cinsel yolla bulasan
bir hastaligin tedavi
edilebilmesi i¢in 18
yas ve Tlzerinde
olmaniz gerekir.

Bir kez cinsel yolla
bulasan bir hastaliga
yakalandiysan aymni
hastaliga tekrar
yakalanmazsin.

Ik kez cinsel iliskide
bulundugunda cinsel
yolla bulasan bir
hastaliga
yakalanmazsin.

Eger cinsel yolla
bulasan bir hastaligin
tedavisini
goriiyorsaniz  cinsel
iligkide
bulundugunuz
kisilerin ~ isimlerini
bildirmemiz gerekir.
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Cinsel yolla bulasan
bir hastalif1 tedavi
ettirmeniz igin
ebeveynlerinizin
iznine ihtiyaciniz
yoktur.

Her zaman bir kisinin
genital organina
bakarak onun cinsel
yolla bulagan bir
hastaliga sahip olup
olmadigini
sOyleyebiliriz.

Cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliklarin ~ tedavi
edilmemesi kisirliga
neden olabilir.

Temiz  ve  titiz
insanlar cinsel yolla
bulasan bir hastaliga
yakalanmazlar.

Cinsel perhizi tercih
eden insanlar cinsel
yolla bulasan
hastaliklara kesin
olarak
yakalanmazlar.

Cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliklarin bazilari
kolaylikla tedavi
edilebilir.
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Cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliklarin ~ hepsi
tedavi edilip
tyilestirilebilir.

Prezervatif (kondom)
cinsel yolla bulasan

hastaliklardan
korunmada  etkiligi
yliksek bir
yontemdir.

Sadece cinsel yasami
aktif olan yetigkinler
cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliklara
yakalanabilirler.

Sadece escinsel
erkekler HIV/AIDS’e
yakalanir.

Cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliklar ~ bebegin
gorme engelli
dogmasina neden
olabilir.

AIDS’li  bir kisiye
dokunarak
HIV/AIDS
hastaligina
yakalanabilirsiniz.

Herhangi bir kimse
cinsel yolla bulasan
bir hastaliga
yakalanabilir.
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Cinsel acidan tek
partneri  olan  bir
kisinin cinsel yolla
bulagan hastaliga
yakalanma riski daha
azdir.

Eger birden fazla

partneriniz varsa
cinsel yolla bulasan
bir hastaliga

yakalanma  riskiniz
artar.

Bagka birisinin
ignesini kullanirsaniz
cinsel yolla bulasan
bir hastaliga
yakalanabilirsiniz.

Dovme ya da
piercing  yaptirmak
her zaman giivenlidir.

Cinsel yolla bulasan
hastaliklar ~ sadece
cinsel iligski yolu ile
gecer.

Herpes viriisii
uguklara neden olur.

Cinsel iliskinin erken
yaslarda  baslamasi
genital sigiller riskini
arttirirken birden
fazla partnerin olmast
kadinlarda  serviks
kanseri riskini
artirmaktadir.
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Genital akintilar
kadinlar i¢in normal
bir durumdur.

Dogum kontrol
haplar1 cinsel yolla
bulasan hastaliklara
kars1 koruyucu etkiye
sahiptir.

Eger partnerinizi
tantyorsaniz  cinsel
yolla bulagan bir
hastaliga asla
yakalanmazsiniz.

Cinsel yasami aktif
olan kadinlar diizenli
olarak doktora
gitmeli ve simir testi
yaptirmalidir.

Eger cinsel yolla
bulasan hastaliga bir
bakteri neden
olduysa bu hastalik
tedavi edilemez.
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The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale

Liitfen agagidaki ifadeleri size en uygun gelen sekilde 1 ile 6 arasinda degisen 6lcegi
kullanarak degerlendiriniz.

l:Kesinlikle 2 (2) 3(3) 4(4) 5(5) 6:Kesinlikle

katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(1) (6)

Asla birinden ¢ok

fazla nefret

etmem.

Daima giyimime
Ozen gosteririm.

Kiminle

konustugumun hig
onemi yoktur,
daima iyt  bir
dinleyiciyimdir.

Hata yaptigimda
daima itiraf etmek
isterim.

Baskalarina
verdigim Ggiitleri
kendimde
uygulamaya
caligirim.

Hatalarimdan
dolay1 baska
birinin
cezalandirilmasina
seyirci  kalmay1
asla diisiinmedim.

Diger insanlar
benimkinden ¢ok
farkli fikirler ileri
siirdiigiinde  hig
canim sikilmaz.
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APPENDIX C

Informed consent forms, debriefing forms and the Ethical Committee Permission

Informed Consent- Main Study

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilim Formu

Bu ¢alisma ODTU Bilissel Bilimler yiiksek lisans 6grencisi Uzm. Sosyal Psikolog Ayten
Yesim Semchenko tarafindan, Biligsel Bilimler 6gretim {iyesi Yard.Dog¢.Dr. Murat Perit
Cakir danigmanhiginda yiirtitilmektedir. Bu form sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda
bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanilmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir? Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, internet iizerinden gerceklesen
flortlerdeki giivenli cinsellik egilimlerini belirleyen faktorleri aragtirmaktir.

Bize Nasil Yardimcr Olmanizi Isteyecegiz? Arastirma siiresi yaklasik yarim saattir. Bu
aragtirma i¢in hazirladigimiz flért uygulamasi katilimcilar tarafindan kullanilacaktir.
Katilimeilarin uygulamada profil olusturabilmeleri i¢in, herhangi bir taki kullanilmadan
(6rn. kiipe), makyajsiz ve dnden ¢ekilmis yiiz fotograflarini getirmeleri gerekmektedir.
Burada amag¢, makyaj ve taki kullanimi ile algilanan fiziksel g¢ekicilik oranini
degistirmemektir. Bu fotograflar, tarafimizca hicbir yere kaydedilmeyecektir. Bu
uygulamanin yani sira katilimcilardan, demografik testi (yas, egitim durumu gibi sorular
iceren), romantik iliski doyumu ile ilgili sorulart, kisilik 6zelliklerini belirtmeleri gereken
testi (0rn. disadoniikliik, sakinlik vb 6zelliklerin soruldugu test), ve sonrasinda 1991
yilinda gelistirilen ve 2008 yilinda yenilenen, Tiirk¢e dahil 25 dile gevirilen, cinsel
davranig stratejilerini ve duygusal baglilik olmadan cinsel iligkiye girme egilimlerindeki
kisiler aras1 farki tespit etmeyi amacglayan envanteri doldurmalari beklenilmektedir.

Katilminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliik
temelinde olmalidir. Aragtirmaya katilanlardan toplanan veriler tamamen gizli tutulacak,
veriler ve kimlik bilgileri herhangi bir sekilde

eslestirilmeyecektir. Katilimcilarin isimleri bagimsiz bir listede toplanacaktir. Toplanan
verilere sadece aragtirmacilar ulasabilecektir. Bu arastirmanin sonuglari bilimsel ve
profesyonel yayinlarda veya egitim amagli kullanilabilir, fakat katilimcilarin kimligi gizli
tutulacaktir.

Calisma icerisinde yanitlamak istemediginiz sorular olursa, bu sorular1 yanitlamayip
calismamiza devam edebilir veya caligmay1 yarida kesip sonlandirabilirsiniz. Yan sira,
herhangi bagka bir nedenden &tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz ¢alismay1 yarida
birakip sonlandirmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda arastirmanin oldugu linkten ¢ikip,
arastirmactya durumu bildirmeniz yeterli olacaktir.
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Aragtirma ile ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Calisma sonunda, son sayfada goreceginiz Katilim Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu'nda bu
aragtirma ile ilgili daha detayli bilgi verilecektir. Bu c¢alismaya destek oldugunuz i¢in
simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda merak ettiklerinizi sormak isterseniz
yener.yesim@metu.edu.tr adresinden arastirmact Uzm. Sosyal Psikolog Ayten Yesim
Semchenko’ya veya perit@metu.edu.tr adresinden danigsman Yard.Dog¢.Dr. Murat Perit
Cakar'a ulagabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢aligmaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum.
(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyisim Tarih ——-/-f=--

Imza
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Debriefing Form- Main study

Katilim Sonras1 Bilgilendirme

Bu arastirma Biligsel Bilimler yiiksek lisans 0grencisi, Uzm. Sosyal Psikolog Ayten
Yesim Yener tarafindan, Biligsel Bilimler 6gretim iiyesi Yard. Do¢.Dr. Murat Perit Cakir
danigsmanliginda yiiriitiilmektedir. Calismanin amaci, internet iizerinden gerceklesen
flortlerde gilivenli cinsellik egilimlerini belirleyen faktorleri arastirmaktir. Literatiire
paralel olarak, algilanan fiziksel c¢ekicilik ve giivenirligin ve kondom kullanma
tutumunun, internet iizerinden gerceklesen flortlerdeki gilivenli cinsellik egilimini
belirledigi diisliniilmektedir. Deney sirasinda katilimcilar, bu ¢alisma i¢in hazirlanan flort
uygulamasint kullanmiglardir. Bu uygulamada karsilastiklart profiller gercek degildir.
Ancak uygulamanin katilimciya ger¢ek oldugu hissini verebilmesi igin bu bilgi basta
verilmemistir. Bu calismadan elde edilen veriler yalnizca bilimsel arastirmalar ve
yazilarda kullanilacaktir. Bu arastirmaya katildiginiz igin tekrar ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.
Arastirmanin sonuglarint 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in, arastirmact Uzm.
Sosyal Psikolog Ayten Yesim Yener'e yener.yesim@metu.edu.tr adresinden, veya
danisman Yard. Do¢.Dr. Murat Perit Cakir'a perit@metu.edu.tr adresinden ulasabilirsiniz.
Calismaya katkida bulunan bir goniillii olarak, katilimci haklarmizla ilgili veya etik
ilkelerle ilgili soru veya goriislerinizi ODTU Uygulamali Etik Arastirma Merkezi'ne
iletebilirsiniz, e-posta: ueam@metu.edu.tr .
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Informed Consent-Pre-study 1

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilim Formu

Bu ¢alisma Uzm. Sosyal Psikolog Ayten Yesim Yener tarafindan, biligsel bilimler yiiksek
lisans tezi kapsaminda, Biligsel Bilimler 6gretim iiyesi Yard. Dog. Dr. Murat Perit Cakir
danigsmanliginda gergeklestirilmektedir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?

Bu c¢alisma daha sonra gergeklestirilecek bir deneyin 6n ¢alismasidir. Bu 6n ¢alismanin
katilimcilarinin bazi 6zelliklerinin, bundan sonraki deneye katilacak olan katilimcilarla
karsilastirilabilmesi/eslestirilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu amagla sorulacak sorular, bir
sonraki bolimde anlatilmigtir. Bu 6n ¢alismanin bir amaci, gordiigiiniiz fotograflardaki
kisilerin ne kadar ¢ekici ve ne kadar giivenilir goriindiigliniin degerlendirilmesidir. Bu
bulgu, bu c¢alismanin devaminda gergeklestirecegimiz bilimsel arastirmada
kullanilacaktir. Calismanin ikinci amaci, bir sonraki bilimsel aragtirmada kullanilmak
izere hazirladigimiz sorularin anlasilabilirligini degerlendirebilmektir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamzi isteyecegiz?

Oncelikle katilimcilarin, demografik bilgiler testini (yas, egitim durumu gibi sorular
iceren), romantik iliski doyumu ile ilgili testi, baz1 kisilik 6zelliklerini belirtmeleri gereken
testi (disadoniikliik, sakinlik vb gibi kisilik 6zelliklerinin soruldugu test), ve sonrasinda
1991 yilinda gelistirilen ve 2008 yilinda yenilenen, Tiirk¢e dahil 25 dile gevirilen, cinsel
davranig stratejilerini ve duygusal baglilik olmadan cinsel iligkiye girme egilimlerindeki
kisiler aras1 farki tespit etmeyi amacglayan envanteri doldurmalari beklenilmektedir.

Ardindan fotograflarini gordiikleri kisilerin ¢ekiciliklerini O (Hig ¢ekici degil) ile 10 (Son
derece cekici) arasinda degisen bir Olgek iizerinde degerlendirmeleri ve fotografini
gordiikleri kisilerin gilivenilirliklerini O(Hig¢ giivenilir degil) ile 10(Son derece giivenilir)
arasinda degisen bir Olcek iizerinde degerlendirmeleri beklenilmektedir. Son olarak,
hazirlanan 6l¢ekteki sorularin anlagilabilirligini degerlendirmeleri beklenilmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Calismada sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici herhangi bir bilgi istenilmemektedir. Cevaplariniz
tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve arastirmacilar tarafindan  degerlendirilecektir.
Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayinlarda
kullanilacaktir. Eger bu ¢aligmaya katilmak isterseniz, calismaya goniillii olarak katilmak
istediginizi belirten secenegi isaretleyiniz ve bir sonraki sayfaya geciniz. Eger katilmak
istemezseniz, bu linkten ¢ikmaniz yeterli olacaktir ancak tercih ederseniz katilmak
istemediginizi belirten se¢enegi isaretledikten sonra da linkten ¢ikabilirsiniz.
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Katiliminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Calisma icerisinde yanitlamak istemediginiz sorular olursa, bu sorular1 yanitlamayip
calismamiza devam edebilir veya calismay1 yarida kesip sonlandirabilirsiniz. Yan sira,
herhangi baska bir nedenden &tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz ¢alismay1 yarida
birakip sonlandirmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda aragtirmanin oldugu linkten
cikmaniz yeterli olacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Calisma sonunda, son sayfada goreceginiz Katilim Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu ile bu
aragtirma ile ilgili daha detayli bilgi verilecektir. Bu c¢alismaya destek oldugunuz i¢in
simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz. Caligma hakkinda sorularinizi veya merak ettiklerinizi
sormak isterseniz, yener.yesim@metu.edu.tr e-posta adresinden Uzm. Sosyal Psk. Ayten
Yesim Yener veya perit@metu.edu.tr e-posta adresinden Biligsel Bilimler Boliimii
Ogretim liyelerinden Yard. Dog¢.Dr. Murat Perit Cakir ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.
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Debriefing Form- Pre-study 1

Arastirma Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu
Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Katildiginiz arastirma daha sonra gergeklestirilecek bir deneyin 6n c¢aligsmasidir. Bu 6n
caligmanin bir amaci, gordiigiiniiz fotograflardaki kisilerin ne kadar ¢ekici ve ne kadar
giivenilir goriindiigiiniin degerlendirilmesidir. Bu bulgu, bu calismanin devaminda
gerceklestirecegimiz bilimsel aragtirmada kullanilacaktir. Calismanin ikinci amaci, bir
sonraki bilimsel arastirmada kullanilmak {izere hazirladigimiz sorularin anlasilabilirligini
degerlendirebilmektir.

Bu amagclar dogrultusunda, demografik bilgiler testini (yas, egitim durumu gibi sorular
iceren), bazi kisilik 6zelliklerinizi belirtmeniz gereken testi (digadoniikliik, sakinlik vb
gibi kisilik 6zelliklerinin soruldugu test), ve sonrasinda 1991 yilinda gelistirilen ve 2008
yilinda yenilenen, Tiirk¢e dahil 25 dile ¢evirilen, cinsel davranis stratejilerini ve duygusal
baglilik olmadan cinsel iliskiye girme egilimlerindeki kisiler arasi farki tespit etmeyi
amaglayan envanteri doldurdunuz. Ardindan fotograflarin1 gordiigiiniiz kisileri 0 (Hig
cekici degil) ile 10 (Son derece ¢ekici) ve ne kadar giivenilir goriindiiklerini O(Hig
giivenilir degil) ile 10(Son derece gilivenilir) arasinda degisen bir Olcegi kullanarak
degerlendirdiniz. Son olarak ise, bir sonraki deney i¢in hazirladigimiz 6l¢ekteki sorularin
anlasilir olup olmadiklarin1 degerlendirdiniz.

Eger arastirmayla ilgili sorulariniz varsa arastirmaci yener.yesim@metu.edu.tr e-posta
adresinden Uzm. Sosyal Psk. Ayten Yesim Yener veya perit@metu.edu.tr e-posta
adresinden Biligsel Bilimler Boliimii 6gretim iiyelerinden Yard. Do¢.Dr. Murat Perit Cakir
ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.
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Informed Consent-Pre-study 2

Arastirmaya Goniillii Katilim Formu

Bu ¢alisma Uzm. Sosyal Psikolog Ayten Yesim Yener tarafindan, biligsel bilimler yiiksek
lisans tezi kapsaminda, Biligsel Bilimler 6gretim iiyesi Yard. Dog. Dr. Murat Perit Cakir
danigsmanliginda gergeklestirilmektedir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir?

Bu c¢alisma daha sonra gergeklestirilecek bir deneyin 6n ¢alismasidir. Bu 6n ¢alismanin
katilimcilarinin bazi 6zelliklerinin, bundan sonraki deneye katilacak olan katilimcilarla
karsilastirilabilmesi/eslestirilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu amagla sorulacak sorular, bir
sonraki boliimde anlatilmigtir. Bu 6n ¢alismanin bir amaci, fotograftaki kisilerin baglilik
gerektiren, ciddi romantik iliski yasama konusunda ne kadar istekli goriindiiklerinin ve
rastgele cinsel iliski yagama ihtimallerinin degerlendirilmesidir. Bu bulgu, bu ¢alismanin
devaminda gergeklestirecegimiz bilimsel aragtirmada kullanilacaktir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamzi isteyecegiz?

Oncelikle katilimcilarin, demografik bilgiler testini (yas, egitim durumu gibi sorular
iceren), romantik iliski doyumu ile ilgili testi, baz1 kisilik 6zelliklerini belirtmeleri gereken
testi (disadoniikliik, sakinlik vb gibi kisilik 6zelliklerinin soruldugu test), ve 1991 yilinda
gelistirilen ve 2008 yilinda yenilenen, Tiirk¢e dahil 25 dile g¢evirilen, cinsel davranis
stratejilerini ve duygusal baglilik olmadan cinsel iligkiye girme egilimlerindeki kisiler
aras1 farki tespit etmeyi amaglayan envanteri doldurmalar1 beklenilmektedir.

Yani sira fotograflarint gordiikleri kisilerin baglilik gerektiren, ciddi romantik iliski
yasama konusunda ne kadar istekli goriindiiklerini O (Hig istekli degil) ile 10 (Son derece
istekli) arasinda degisen bir Olcek ilizerinde degerlendirmeleri ve fotografin1 gérdiikleri
kisilerin rastgele cinsel iligski yasama ihtimallerini O(Hi¢ ihtimalli degil) ile 10(Son derece
ihtimalli) arasinda degisen bir Olcek tlizerinde degerlendirmeleri beklenilmektedir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliilik temelinde olmalidir. Calismada sizden
kimlik veya kurum belirleyici herhangi bir bilgi istenilmemektedir. Cevaplariniz
tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir.
Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayinlarda
kullanilacaktir. Eger bu ¢aligmaya katilmak isterseniz, calismaya goniillii olarak katilmak
istediginizi belirten secenegi isaretleyiniz ve bir sonraki sayfaya geciniz. Eger katilmak
istemezseniz, bu linkten ¢ikmaniz yeterli olacaktir ancak tercih ederseniz katilmak
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istemediginizi belirten segenegi isaretledikten sonra da linkten c¢ikabilirsiniz.

Katiliminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Calisma icerisinde yanitlamak istemediginiz sorular olursa, bu sorular1 yanitlamayip
calismamiza devam edebilir veya caligmay1 yarida kesip sonlandirabilirsiniz. Yan sira,
herhangi bagka bir nedenden &tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz ¢alismay1 yarida
birakip sonlandirmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda aragtirmanin oldugu linkten
cikmaniz yeterli olacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Calisma sonunda, son sayfada goreceginiz Katilim Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu ile bu
aragtirma ile ilgili daha detayli bilgi verilecektir. Bu c¢alismaya destek oldugunuz i¢in
simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz. Caligma hakkinda sorularinizi veya merak ettiklerinizi
sormak isterseniz, yener.yesim@metu.edu.tr e-posta adresinden Uzm. Sosyal Psk. Ayten
Yesim Yener veya perit@metu.edu.tr e-posta adresinden Biligsel Bilimler Bolimii
ogretim iiyelerinden Yard. Dog¢.Dr. Murat Perit Cakir ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.
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Debriefing Form- Pre-study 2

Arastirma Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu

Oncelikle arasgtirmamiza katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Katildiginiz aragtirma daha sonra gergeklestirilecek bir deneyin 6n ¢aligmasidir. Bu 6n
caligmanin bir amaci, gordiigliniiz fotograflardaki kisilerin baglilik gerektiren, ciddi
romantik iliski yagsamak konusunda ne kadar istekli goriindiiklerinin ve rastgele cinsel
iliski yasama ihtimallerinin degerlendirilmesidir. Bu bulgu, bu c¢alismanin devaminda
gerceklestirecegimiz bilimsel arastirmada kullanilacaktir.

Bu amagclar dogrultusunda, demografik bilgiler testini (yas, egitim durumu gibi sorular
iceren), bazi kisilik 6zelliklerinizi belirtmeniz gereken testi (digadoniikliik, sakinlik vb
gibi kisilik 6zelliklerinin soruldugu test), ve sonrasinda 1991 yilinda gelistirilen ve 2008
yilinda yenilenen, Tiirk¢e dahil 25 dile ¢evirilen, cinsel davranis stratejilerini ve duygusal
baglilik olmadan cinsel iliskiye girme egilimlerindeki kisiler arasi farki tespit etmeyi
amaclayan envanteri doldurdunuz. Ardindan fotograflarim1 gérdiigiiniiz kisilerin baglilik
gerektiren, ciddi romantik iligski yasama konusunda ne kadar istekli goriindiiklerini 0 (Hig
istekli degil) ile 10 (Son derece istekli) ve rastgele cinsel iliski yasama ihtimallerini O(Hig
ihtimalli degil) ile 10(Son derece ihtimalli) arasinda degisen bir Olgegi kullanarak
degerlendirdiniz.

Eger arastirmayla ilgili sorulariniz varsa arastirmaci yener.yesim@metu.edu.tr e-posta
adresinden Uzm. Sosyal Psk. Ayten Yesim Yener veya perit@metu.edu.tr e-posta
adresinden Biligsel Bilimler Boliimii 6gretim iiyelerinden Yard. Do¢.Dr. Murat Perit Cakir
ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.
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oDTU 2015

BU BOLUM, iLGiLI BOLUMLERI TEMSIL EDEN iNSAN ARASTIRMALARI
ETIK ALT KURULU TARAFINDAN DOLDURULACAKTIR.

Protokol No: Q2N 07 — C(.,g
ALK DEGERLENDIRME SONUCU
Saym Hakem,

Asaiida yer alan {i¢ segenekten birini isaretieyerek degerlendirmenizi tamamlayiniz, Liitfen
“Revizyon Gereklidir” ve “Ret” degerlendirmeleri i¢in gerekli agiklamalar yapimz,

Degerlendirme Tarihi: Cﬁ) Al 1o (Q‘J
Ad Soyad:

W

(#Jﬂcrhaugi bir degisiklige gerek yoktur. Veri toplama/uygulama baglatilabilir.

[ Revizyon gereklidir

[ Gonilla Kaulim Formu yoktur,

0 Gonillis Katthm Formu eksiktir.
Gerekgenizi aynintih olarak agiklayniz:

[ Katihim Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu yoktur,

[ Katlim Sonrast Bilgilendirme Formu eksiktir.
Gerckgenizi ayrintih olarak agiklaymiz:

[] Rahatsizlik kaynag olabilecek sorular/maddeler ya da prosediirler igerilmektedir.
Gerekgenizi ayrintih olarak agiklayimiz:

[ Diger.

Gerekgenizi ayrintili olarak agiklayimiz:

-

] Ret

" Ret gerekgenizi ayrintili olarak agiklaymniz:
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APPENDIX D

The histograms

The histograms from the first pre-study

Mean = 4.73
Std. Dev. = 1.252
N=58

Frequency

2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00 8.00
Perceived Attractiveness

Figure 38. The histogram of the perceived physical attractiveness mean ratings of the male participants

157 Mean = 5.55
Std. Dev. = .751
N=58

=3
1

Frequency

4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00
Perceived Trustworthiness

Figure 39. The histogram of the perceived trustworthiness mean ratings of the male participants
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257 Mean = 3.02
Std. Dev. = 1.525
=57

Frequency

4.00 6.00
Perceived Attractiveness

Figure 40. The histogram of the perceived physical attractiveness mean ratings of the female participants

Mean = 4.22
Std. Dev. = 1.217
N=57

12.54

10.0+

7.54

Frequency

5.0

2.549

4.00 6.00
Perceived Trustworthiness

Figure 41. The histogram of the perceived trustworthiness mean ratings of the female participants
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107 Mean = 8.97
Std. Dev. = 7.17
N=33

Frequency

.00 10.00 20.00
Self-perceived Attractiveness

Figure 42. The histogram of the male participants’ IPIP-PA scores

107 Mean = 4.74
Std. Dev. = 1.408
=33

Frequency

3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00
Perceived Attractiveness of Others

Figure 43. The histogram of the male participants’ perceived physical attractiveness mean ratings of others
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671 Mean = 14.13
std. va. = 8.265
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~10.00 .00 10.00 20.00 30.00
Self-perceived Attractiveness

Figure 44. The histogram of the female participants’ IPIP-PA scores (self-perceived attractiveness)

127 Mean = 3.03
Std. Dev. = 1311
=31

Frequency

2.00 4.00 6.00
Perceived Attractiveness of Others

Figure 45. The histogram of the female participants’ perceived physical attractiveness ratings of others
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The histograms from the second pre-study

8 Mean = 5.74
Std. Dev. = 1.018
N =58

61

Frequency
i

5.00 6.00 7.00
Perceived Promiscuity

Figure 46. The histogram of the male participants’ perceived promiscuity mean ratings

104 Mean = 5.89
Std. Dev. = .904
=57

Frequency

5.00 6.00
Perceived Promiscuity

Figure 47. The histogram of the perceived promiscuity ratings of the female participants
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Mean = 7.04
Std. Dev. = .814
N =58
12.54
10.04
g
g 75
o
o
w
5.0
2.5
0.0
4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00 8.00 9.00 10.00

Perceived Interest In A Committed Relationships

Figure 48. The histogram of the perceived interest in a committed relationship ratings of the male
participants

Mean = 6.80
Std. Dev. = .931
=57

12.57

10.04

Frequency

4.00 5.00 6.00 7.00 8.00 9.00 10.00
Perceived Interest In A Committed Relationship

Figure 49. The histogram of the perceived interest in a committed relationship ratings of the female
participants
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The histograms from the main study

12 Mean = 4.86
Std. Dev. = 13.082
N=15

Frequency

.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 40.00 50.00
Likelihood of Wanting to Have Sex

Figure 50. The histogram of male participants’ slope coefficients for the first question

Mean = .20
Std. Dev. = .299
=19

5

s
1

Frequency
23

1

Likelihood of Wanting to Have Sex

Figure 51. The histogram of female participants’ slope coefficients for the first question
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8 Mean = -.09
Std. Dev. = .211
N=15

6+

Frequency

-.40 -.20 .00 .20
Likelihood of Using Condom

Figure 52. The histogram of male participants’ slope coefficients for the second question

Mean = -.02
Std. Dev. = .233
N=19
12.5
10.04
g
g 7.5
(=3
&
[
5.0
2.59
0.0-

-1.00 -.80 -.60 -.40 -.20 .00 .20
Likelihood of Using Condom

Figure 53. The histogram of female participants’ slope coefficients for the second question
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Descriptive reaction time data tables

APPENDIX E

Table 35. Male Participants’ Reaction Time Data (Seconds)

Male Profiles n M SD Min Max
Participants
Not/Liked

1 P.N.L 44 1.20 0.94 0.56 5.51
1 P.L 13 2.72 2.05 1.01 6.58
2 P.N.L 44 1.69 1.57 0.70 6.80
2 P.L 13 7.95 8.66 1.26 26.22
3 P.N.L 40 2.15 1.65 0.66 8.10
3 P.L 17 3.51 2.75 0.81 10.47
4 P.N.L 46 2.84 7.62 0.54 52.27
4 P.L 11 4.78 5.90 0.98 19.15
5 P.N.L 24 3.71 3.96 0.98 20.08
5 P.L 33 3.12 2.53 1.00 11.10
6 PN.L 37 1.58 1.13 0.58 6.11
6 P.L 20 2.84 2.50 1.06 11.21
7 PN.L 55 1.84 1.57 0.64 9.95
7 P.L 2 4.41 0.51 4.05 4.78
8 PN.L 45 3.41 3.80 0.89 22.43
8 P.L 12 3.42 1.68 1.00 6.75
9 PN.L 50 2.44 3.73 0.88 26.33
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P.N.L

PL

51

45

12

44

13

50

55

44

13

52

56

47

10

1.60

3.15

1.72

2.95

1.22

1.33

1.04

1.16

1.13

2.59

2.21

2.74

1.08

2.24

1.49

1.41

1.54

1.15

1.48

1.80

1.39

3.77

1.32

0.76

0.90

0.49

1.00

0.81

1.86

1.69

0.72

2.63

1.50

NA

2.18

0.69

0.55

0.90

0.70

0.86

0.41

0.81

0.48

0.80

0.03

2.01

0.73

0.81

0.40

0.90

0.36

1.41

0.36

0.50

7.70

5.55

7.43

13.93

6.51

3.58

6.41

2.31

5.80

3.16

8.58

5.50

4.86

6.95

9.40

1.41

12.93

3.05

P.N.L: Profiles Not Liked

P.L: Profiles Liked
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Table 36. Female participants’ reaction time data (Seconds)

Female Profiles n M SD Min Max
Participants
1 P.N.L 52 1.14 0.66 0.45 3.63
1 P.L 5 1.71 0.30 1.38 2.08
2 P.N.L 52 0.97 0.51 0.51 3.45
2 P.L 5 2.11 0.72 1.20 3.18
3 PN.L 38 1.98 1.55 0.01 7.18
3 P.L 19 1.95 1.00 0.85 3.90
4 P.N.L 51 1.28 0.86 0.08 491
4 P.L 6 1.53 0.64 0.86 2.60
5 PN.L 55 1.20 2.60 0.36 19.83
5 P.L 2 1.22 0.83 0.63 1.81
6 PN.L 52 1.13 0.77 0.46 5.20
6 P.L 5 3.07 1.58 1.00 4.98
7 P.N.L 54 1.54 1.19 0.76 6.35
7 P.L 3 3.98 231 1.96 6.51
8 P.N.L 46 1.57 1.20 0.58 7.06
8 P.L 11 2.18 1.57 0.86 6.51
9 PN.L 50 1.23 0.90 0.48 3.73
9 P.L 7 1.21 0.43 0.76 1.85
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Female Profiles n M SD Min Max
Participants

10 PN.L 47 1.52 0.85 0.65 4.11
10 P.L 10 2.06 1.40 1.01 4.93
11 P.N.L 34 3.20 2.16 0.44 10.30
11 P.L 23 2.94 1.33 1.21 6.36
12 PN.L 53 0.89 0.94 0.48 6.86
12 P.L 4 1.79 0.86 0.81 2.63
13 PN.L 50 1.12 0.74 0.50 3.45
13 P.L 7 4.42 6.33 1.23 18.7
14 P.N.L 50 1.16 1.34 0.53 8.98
14 P.L 7 1.58 1.19 0.86 4.21
15 PN.L 45 2.29 3.11 0.64 20.25
15 P.L 12 222 0.98 0.78 3.93
16 PN.L 45 1.59 1.01 0.66 5.60
16 P.L 12 3.73 5.55 1.10 21.07
17 PN.L 47 1.28 0.99 0.51 3.96
17 P.L 10 1.27 0.52 0.73 2.28
18 PN.L 53 1.54 2.12 0.48 12.05
18 P.L 4 1.17 0.49 0.75 1.88
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19

19

20

20

21

21

P.N.L

PL

P.N.L

PL

P.N.L

PL

16

1.09

2.30

1.20

1.18

1.73

1.41

1.29

1.64

1.73

0.14

1.69

0.46

0.51

0.76

0.41

1.00

0.65

0.86

8.13

4.58

11.90

1.36

10.65

2.40
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APPENDIX F

Collinearity diagnostics tables for the main analysis

Table 37. The Tolerance and VIF values (male data)

Variables Tolerance VIF
Attractiveness .838 1.194
Trustworthiness .629 1.518
Promiscuity .887 1.127
Interest in a committed .813 1.229
relationship

RT .973 1.027

Table 38. The Tolerance and VIF values (female data)

Variables Tolerance VIF
Attractiveness .082 12.167
Trustworthiness .101 9.885
Promiscuity 355 2.816
Interest in a committed .511 1.957
relationship

RT .865 1.156
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