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Universal Sex Differences in the Desire for Sexual Variety:
Tests From 52 Nations, 6 Continents, and 13 Islands

David P. Schmitt
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Evolutionary psychologists have hypothesized that men and women possess both long-term and short-
term maling strategies, with men’s shon-term strategy differentially rooted in the desire for sexual
variety. In this article, findings from a cross-cultural survey of 16,288 people across 10 major world
regions (including North America, South America, Western Europe, Eastern Europe, Southern Europe,
Middle East, Africa, Oceania, South/Southeast Asia, and Bast Asia) demonsirate that sex differences in
the desire for sexual variety are culturally aniversal throughout these world regions. Sex differances were
evident regardless of whether mean, median, distributional, or categorical indexes of sexual differenti-
ation were evaluated, Sex differences were evident repardless of the measuzes used to evaluate them.
Among contemporary theories of human mating, pluralistic approaches that hypothesize sex differences
in the evolved design of short-term mating provide the most compelling accoun of these robust empirical

findings.

Among modern evolutionary theories of human mating, there is
currently disagreement as to whether humans are solely designed
for long-term monogamous mating (Hazan & Zeifman, 1999;
Miller & Fishkin, 1997), are naturally inclined toward shorl-term
promiseuous mating (Barash & Lipton, 2001; Hrdy, 1981), or
whether people possess a more “pluralistic” repertoire that in-
cludes both long-term and short-term mating strategies (e.g., Buss
& Schmitt, 1993; Chisholin, 1996; Kenrick, Sadalla, Groth, &
Trost, 1990). Pluralistic theorists often argue that a flexible mating
design would provide important reproductive benefits to humans,
allowing individuals to adaptively respond to & wide range of
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famnilial, cultural, and ecological contexts (Belsky, 1999; Gange-
stad & Simpson, 2000; Lancaster, 1989; F. A, Pedersen, 1991).
Pluralistic theorists also suggest that humans can benefit from
shifting their mating strategies during their life span, when in
different stages of romantic relationships, and across the ovulatory
cycle {Gangestad, 2001; Klusmann, 2002; Schitt et al,, 2002).

Most pluralistic approaches further postulate that men and
women possess sex-specific design features of sexual! desire that
reliably generate more than one form of human mating (Bjorklund
& Shackelford, 1999; Hinde, 1984). For example, when men
pursue short-term mates, they appear to do so motivated by adap-
tive desires for sexual variety—desires that lead shornt-term seek-
ing men to functionally pursue numerous mating partners and to
consent to sex relatively quickly (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Symons,
1979). In contrast, women's motivations for pursning short-term
mateships appear not to be rooted in the desire for numerous
sexual pantners and seem focused, instead, on selectively obtaining
men of high status or genetic quality {Gangestad & Thomhill,
1997, Smith, 1984), As a consequence of this sex difference in the
specialized design of short-term mating psychology, pluralistic
approaches usually predict that men—on the whole—will report
preater desires for sexual variety than women will. On empirical
examination, this sex difference has proven robust across numer-
ous samples from the United States (Schmitt, Shackelford, Dunt-
ley, Tooke, & Buss, 2001},

In this article, findings from a cross-cultursl survey of 16,238
people across 10 major world regions (including North America,
South America, Western Europe, Eastern Europe, Southern Eu-
rope, Middle East, Africa, Oceania, Soulh/Southeast Asia, and
East Asia) demonstrate that sex differences in the desire for sexual
variety are cross-culturatly universal. The results from. this new
survey, alongside additional research, support the view that when
men pursue shori-term mates they desire large numbers of sex
partners and are generally quick to consent to sex, whereas when
women pursue short-term mates they appear motivated more by
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partner quality than by pariner quantity. This evidence also sug-
gests that pluralistic theories of human mating are more likely to
be correct than competing perspectives in which all humans are
equipped with o singular (either long-term or short-term) mating
strategy. Regardless of one’s perspective, however, nearly all
evolutionary theories of human mating are grounded in the seminal
logic of parental investment theory (Trivers,. 1972).

Parental Investment Theory

According to parental investment theory (Trivers, 1972), the
relative proportion of parental investment—ithe time and energy
devoted to the care of individual offspring—varies across the
males and females of different species, In some species, males tend
to provide more parental investment than females (e.g., the Mor-
mon cricket; Gwynne, 1984). In other species, females possess (he
heavy-investing parental burdens {e.g., most mammals; Alcock,
1993; Chatten-Brock, 1991). One of Trivers's (1972) keen insights
was to note that sex differences in parental investiment burdens are
systematically linked to processes of sexual selection in ways that
potentially relate to mating strategies. Namely, within a given
species, the sex that invests less in offspring is intrasexually more
competitive, especially over gaining sexuval access to members of
the opposite sex. That is, the lesser investing sex (e.g., male
elephant seals; Le Boeuf, 1974) is reliably more aggressive with
their own sex, {ends to die earlier, tends to mature later, and
generally competes for mates with more vigor than the heavier
investing sex {(sce also Alexander & Noonan, 1979). Furthermore,
the lesser investing sex of a species is intersexually more indis-
criminate in mate choice than the heavier investing parent. The
lesser investing sex is willing to mate more quickly, at low cost,
and with more partners than is the heavier investing sex (Anders-

.son, 1994; Bateson, 1983; Clutton-Brock & Parker, 1992, May-
nard Smith, 1977).

Much of the evidence in favor of parental investment theory
(Trivers, 1972) has come from species where females happen to be
the heavy-investing sex (e.g., Clutton-Brock, 1991). In these spe-
cies, parental investment theory leads to the prediction that sexual
selection has been more potent among males. On empirical exam-
ination, males of these species tend-to display much more com-
petitiveness with each other over sexual access to heavier investing
females, and to exhibit more intrasexual competition through
greater aggressiveness, riskier life history strategies, and carlier
death than females {Archer & Lloyd, 2002; Trivers, 1985). Lesser
investing males are also less discriminate through intersexual mate
choice, oflen secking multiple partners and requiring less fime
before consenting to sex than females do (see Alcock, 1993;
Geary, 1998).

Perhaps the most compelling support for parental investment
theory (Trivers, 1972), however, has come from “sex-role re-
versed"” species. In species where males are the heavy-investing
parent (e.g., the red-necked phalarope; Reynolds, 1987), the pro-
cesses of sexual selection are thought to have been more potent
among females. Females of these species are expected to vie more
feraciously for sexual access to heavy-investing males and to
require little from males before consenting to sex. Evidence of this
form of sexual differentiation has been documented among many
“sex-role reversed” species including the red-necked phalarope,
the Mormon cricket, katydids, dance {lies, water bugs, seahorses,
and a variety of [ish species (Alcock, 1993; Alcock & Gwynne,

1991). Parental invesiment theory, therefore, is not a theory about
males always having more interest in low-cost, indiscriminate sex
than females. Instead, it is a theory about differences in parental
invesiment obligations systematically relating to sexual selection
processes in ways that generate reliable sex differences in mating
behavior across species (Buss & Schmitt, 1993).

How Does Parental Investiment Theory Apply to Humans?

Among humaas, many males invest heavily as parents through
the teaching of crucial social skills, by emetional nurturing chil-
dren through difficult times, and by gencrally investing resources
and prestige in their children (Hazan & Diamond, 2000; Lovejoy,
1981; Zeifman & Hazan, 1997). Nevertheless, homan males typ-
ically invest considerably less in active parenting effort than fe.
males do across all known cultures (Low, 198%; Munroe & Mun-
roe, 1997; Quinn, 1977). In addition, men incur much lower levels
of obligatory or “minimum” parentzl investment in offspring than
woren do. That is, men are not obligated (o invest as much as
women do to produce viable progeny (Symons, 1979).

Women are obligated, for example, to incur the costs of internal
fertilization, placentation, and gestation in order to reproduce, The
minimum physiological obligations of men are considerably less—
requiring only the contribution of sperm. Furthermore, ali female
mammals, including ancestral women, carried the obligatory in-
vestment burdens associated with lactation, Lactation can last
several years in human foraging environments (Kelly, [995), years
during which it is harder for women to reproduce and invest in
additional offspring than it is for men.

When looked at from the perspective of parental imvestment
theory (Trivers, 1972), this human asynimetry in obligate parental
investment burdens should result in the lesser investing sex (i.e.,
men) displaying greater intrasexual competitiveness and lower
intersexual “choosiness” in mate preferences. In support of paren-
tal investment theory applying to humans, numerous studies have
shown that men exhibit greater physical size and competitive
agpression (Archer & Lloyd, 2002; Harvey & Reynolds, 1994;
Hyde, 1986), riskier life history strategies {Daly & Wilson, 1988},
relatively delayed maturation (Geary, 1998), and earlier death than
women do across all known cubtures (Alexander & Noonan, 1979),
In addition, men’s mate preferences are, as predicted, almast
always less “choosy” or discriminating than women's, especially
in the context of shorl-term mating (Buss & Schmiu, 1993; Ken-
rick et al., 1990; Regan, 19984, 1998b; Regan & Berscheid, 1997;
Simpson & Gangestad, 1992). On the basis of parenlal investinent
theory, therefore, men are the lesser investing sex of our species
and should.be more inclined toward low-cost, less discriminate
mating than women.

Sexual Strategies Theory

A decade ago, Buss and Schmitt (1993) extended Trivers's
{1972} theory by proposing sexual strategies theory (SST). Ac-
cording to S5T, men and women have evolved a complex reper-
toire of mating strategies. One strategy within this repertoire is
long-term committed mating. Long-term mating is Lypically
marked by extended courtship, heavy investment, the cmotion of
love, and the dedication of resources over a long temporal span ©
the mafing relationship and any offspring that ensue. Another
strategy within this repertoire is short-term mating, defined as a
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fleeting sexual encounker such asa one—mght stand;'Between t.he

ends of this temporal continuum are brief affairs, prolonged ro-
mances, and other intermediate-term relationships. Which sexual

strategy or mix of strategies an individual pursues is predicted to

be contingent on faciors such as opportunity, personal mate value,

sex ratio in the relevant mating pool, parental influences, regnant .
cultural norms, and other features of social and _persbn'al context -
(see also Buss, 1994; Gangestad & Simpsor, 2000; Schmitt,

2003a).

Although SST views both sexes as havmg Iong—term and short-.

term strategies within-their repertoire, men and women are pre-
dicted to differ fundamentally in certain respects. In Jong-term

mating, for example, the sexes are predicted to differ in their mate -

preferences. Men are hypothesized to place a greater premium on.
- signals of fertility and reproductive value, such-asia woman's

youth and physical appearance. Women, in contrast, arc’hypothe— 3

sized to place a greater premium on & man's status, matunty, and
resources—cues relevant to his potential Iong-term prov:smmng

(Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Ellis, 1992). In each case, the- dlffenng :

qualities that men and women preferentially desire are thought to
help solve the adaptive problems that men and women have faced

over human evolutionary history. e

Accordmg to SST, both sexes are also hypotilcswed to pursue

short-term mating in delimited contexts, but for different repro-
ductive reasons that reflect sex-specific adaptive problers. For
women, the asymmetry in obligatory parental investment leaves
them little to gain in reproductive output by engaging in indis-
criminate, short-term sex with numerous partners (see also Bjork- .
lund & Shackelford, 1999; Hmde, 1984). However, for men the

potential teproductive benefits from less dlscnmmate mating can

be profound, Consider that one man can produce as many as 100
offspring by indiscriminately mating with 100 women in a given
year, whereas a man who is monogamous will tend to have gnly
one child with his partner during that same time period, In evolu-
_tionary currencies, this represents a strong selective prcssure-—and

a potent adaptive problem~-for men’s mating strategies to favor at -

Teast some desire for sexval variety (Barash & Llpton, 2001 Buss
& Schmitt, 1993), .

" In contrast, whether a woman mates with 100 mén or is mo-

nogamoysly bonded with only one man, she, will still tend to

produce only one child in a given year. Tlie potential reproductive. -

benefits from multiple mating with numerous partners, therefore,
are much higher for men than for women (Batenian, 1948; Sy--
mons, 1979). It is important to note that women can reap evolu-

tionary benefits from short-term mating as well (Gre:lmg & Buss, .

-2000)..A key caveat to-this, however, is that women's short-term
strategy appears to center more on obiziriing men of high status or-
genetic quality rather than numerous men in high-volums quantity
(Banfield & McCabe, 2001; Camoll, Volk, & Hyde 1985;

Townsend, 1995; Wilson, F987). VT
A key premise of SST, therefore, is that both sexes can reap
reproductive rewards from engaging in short-term mating under

certain circumstances. Bven. though both sexes may adaptively

pursue: short-term mateships, however, men and women are hiy-

_pothesized by SST to differ in the evolved psychological design of -
their short-term strategies. According to SST, three of the more’
distinctive features of men’s short-term mating psychology are as
follows: (2) men possess a preater desire_than women do for a .

variety of sexual partners, (b) men require less tima to elapse than.
women do before consenting to sexual intercourseé, and (¢) men

+.tend. to more actively seek short-term mateshlps than women do

(Buss & Schmitt, 1993, p. 210). In each case, these hypothesized ’
desires function to help solve men’s.adaptive problem of obtaining-
large numbers of short-texm partners,

This suite of hypothesized sex differences has been well sup-
ported among studies of college student and community samples
from the United States (for a review, see Schmitt, Shackelford, &
Buss, 2001). However, sex differences in the desire for sexuat
variety have never been dircotly tested across large numbers of -
cultures. Indeed, no studies have been conducted where these three

“hypotheses were tested in non-Western cultures, - The primary

objective of the present study was to evaluate whether sex differ-
ences in the desire for sexual variety are robust. across a broad

, range of human cultures. Finding universal sex differences in the

desire for sexual variety would support parental investment theory
(Trivers, 1972), SST (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) as wel as other

_‘pluralistic theories of human mating (Gangestad & - Simpson, .

2000), Logically, any theory that posits all humans share a singular
strategy (whether long-term or short-term) would find it more
difficult to account for umversal sex differences in the desire for
scxual vancty

- Method
Sampies

The rescarch reported in this anticle is a result of the Tntemational
Sexuality Description Project (ISDP), a collaborative effort of over 100
social, behavioral, and biological scientists from 10 world regions. As seen
in Table 1, thee nations were sampled from the world region of North
America. The Canadian national sample included three independent,
English-speaking -subsamples from the Canadian provinces.of Ontario, -

Alberts, and British Colembia, and one French-speaking subsample from
"Quebee, The French-speaking participants were administered the ISDP
survey as-translatéd/back-translated into French, The translation/back-

translation procedures are addressed later. Thirteen subsamples were ob-
tained from the United States of America (USA), Thls included at least one
subsample from the states of New York, Tltinois, Kentucky, Soith Caro-
lina, Florida, Alabaiha, Texas, New Mexico, Idaho, California, and Hawaii.
In the subsample froni Hawaii, 75% of individudls déseribed themselves as
“Asian American”.or “Native Hawaiian.” The subsamples from mainland
USA consisted of 66% Eumpean American (non-Hispanic), 10% African
American; 8% HlSpamc Amencan, 5% Asian American, 2% Native Amer-

" ican, and 9% ozhcr or nondescnpuve The North Amierican wotld region-

afso included & samp!e from the nétion of Mexico. The Mexican sample
was compnscd of general community members who volunteered for the
study (see Ta'ble 1). Community samples in the 1SDP tended to be related
to colleges and universities (e.g.. many were employed by the local
educational institutions), and so should not be considered as completely
independent of the college-related limitations of most -ISDP national
samples.

Five nations were sampled from the world region of South America.
Eight nations from Western Europe, 11 nations from Eastern Europe, and'
six samples from Southern Furope were sampled as part of the ISDP, Itis.
important to acknowledge that thé placement of cultiires into these three
European “regions’ may be viewed by some as problematic, and certainly
that more than three basic regions exist in Euvrope, including Northern,
Central, and other divisions, However, piven the number and geography of
nations included in the ISDP, these three divisions, were chosen to econ-
omize the presentation of findings while maintaining genume regional
variation across the European continent, .

- Four national samples from the Middle East world reglon were included
in the 1SDP, as were seven nations from- Africa. However, the samples
from Jordan and South Africa:were ndt administered the sex-related:



Table |

Sample Sizes, Sampling Type, and Language of Survey Across the 52 Nations am:! 10 World
Regions of the International Sexuality Description Project (ISDF)

Sample size

World regions Men Women Sample type Language
North America 1,385 2,384
Canada 368 656 College studemts English/French
Mexico 106 109 Community-based Spanish
United States of America a1l 1,619 College students English
South Amgrica 364 433
Argenting il 136 College students Spanish
Bolivia 87 83 College students Spanish
Brazil* 4i 54 College students Portuguese
Chile® 25 60 College students Spanish
Peru 101 100 College students Spanish
Western Europs 1,083 1,850
Austria 207 259 College/communily German
Belgium (Flanders) 63 354 College students Duteh (Flemish)
Finland® n 86 Community-based Finnish
France 58 71 Callege students French
Germany 289 490 College/community German
Nethertands 115 126 College students Dutch
Switzerland 84 127 College students German
United Kingdom 135 337 College/community English
Eastern Europe 1,209 1,542
Croatia 113 109 College students Croatian
Czech Republic 103 123 College students Czech
Estonia 73 109 College students Bstonian
Latvia 90 102 College students Latvian
Lithuania® 46 &7 College students Lithuanian
Poland 305 527 College stadents Polish
Romania 120 125 " College students Romanian
Serbia 100 100 College students Serbian
Stovakia 81 94 College students Slovak
Slovenia 73 16 College students Slovenian
Ukraine 160 100 College/community Ukeainian
Southern Europe 495 836
Cyprus” 4 35 College students Greek
Greece” 47 180 College students Greek
Italy 92 108 College/community Halian
Malta 128 194 College students English
Portugal Ho 142 Coltege students Portuguese
Spain o4 177 College students Spanish
Middle East 503 548
Israel 179 211 Coltege students Hebrew
Lebanon 120 134 College students English
Turkey 204 203 Collegefcommunity Turkish
Africa 6il 472
Botswana 97 16 College students English
Congo, Dem. Rep, of 122 64 College/community French
Ethiopia 124 84 College/community English
Muorocco 88 78 College students English
Tanzania,* United Rep. of 80 30 College students English
Zimbabwe 100 100 College students English
Oceania 392 522
Australia 200 286 . College students English
Fiji & Pacific Islands 70 78 Collegefcommunity English
New Zealand F13 158 College students English
South/Southeast Asia 213 289
Indonesia® 48 43 College students Indonesian
Malaysia® 46 85 College students Malay
Philippines 119 161 College students English
East Asia 567 590
Hong Kong (China) 100 101 College students English
Japan 156 101 College students Japanese
Korea, Rep. of 195 285 College students Korean
Taiwan 116 93 College students Mandarin
Worldwide ISDP sample: 6,822 9.460 College/community 27 langusges

Note. Most samples primarily comprised college stedents; some included general members of the community.
All samples were cottvenience samples. Further details on sampling methods within each nation are available
from the authors. Dem. = Deinceratic; Rep. = Republic.
20nly a subset of participants from larger national samples were administered and/or fully completed all
sex-related measures. Samples from Jurdan, South Africa, India, and Bangladesh were also included in the ISDP,

but participants in those samples were not administered the mensures used in this study.
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measures analyzed in this study. Three nations from Oceania were included
in the ISDP. The Oceanic sample from Fiji was collected at the University
of the South Pacific, a true regional university. Although a large number of
panicipants were from Fiji, a significant number came from surrounding
nations within the Pacific Island region, Consequently, this national sample
was referred to as “Fiji and Pacific Islands.” Five nations from South or
Southeast Asia were included in the ISDP, ineluding national samples from
ndia, Bangladesh, Malaysia, Indonesia, and the Philippines. However, the
simples from India and Bangladesh were not administered the sex-related
measures analyzed in this study, Finally, four national samples from East
Asia were included, one sumple each from Hong Kong (now = part of the
People’s Republic of China), Taiwan (Republic of China), and Japan, and
two subsamples were accurulated from the Republic of (South) Kores.

Overall, this collection of national samples represented a diverse arvay of
cthnic, geographic, and linguistic categories, In total, the many samples of
the ISDP represcnt 6 continents, 13 istands {including Cyprus, Malta, Fiii,
New Zealand, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Hong Kong, Japan,
Taiwan, Hawaii, Treland, and Britain), 27 languages, and 52 nations (sce
Tuble 1). Most samples were comprised of college sindents (indicated in
Table | under the Sample type calumn by “College students™ or “college™);
some included general members of the communily - (indicated by
“Community-based” or “Community”), though these samples were usuatly
somewhat related to the local college or university. All samples were
convenience samples. Most samples were recruifed as volunteers, some
received course credit for participation, and others received a small mon-
etary reward for their participation. All samples were administered an
anonymous self-report survey, and most surveys were retumed through
sealed envelope andfor the usage of a drop box. Return rates for collepe
student samples teaded to be relatively high (around 95%), though this
sumber was lower in some cultures, Return rates for communily samples
were around 505,

Not ali paniicipains received the full 1SDP survey—ihe national samples
from Jordan, South Africa, India, and Bangladesh were part of the ISDP
but were eliminated from the present analyses because none were admin-
istered the sex-related measures that are the focus of the current investi-
gation, Fusther details on the sampling and assessment procedures within
each of the world regions and national samples are provided elscwhers
(Schmitt ¢t al., in press) and are available from the authors.

Procedure

All collaborators were asked to administer an anonymous nine-page
survey 10 at least 100 men and 100 women, Some nations, such as the
United States and Canada, contained numerous convenience samples and

- 5o the national sample size was much larger than 200, As scen in Table 1,
several national samples failed to reach the designnted sample size of 100
men amd 100 women, Because of the small sample sizes for individual
nations, the 52 nations were collapsed into 10 basic world regions when
conducting key statistical analyses. The 18 world regions included North
America (W = 1,385 men, 2,384 women), South America (¥ = 364 men,
433 women), Western Enrope (¥ = 1,083 men, 1,850 women), Eastern
Europe (¥ = 1,209 men, 1,542 women), Southern Europe (N = 495 men,
836 womnen), the Middle East (N = 303 men, 548 women), Africa (N =
611 men, 472 women), Oceania (N = 392 men, 522 women), South/
Southeast Asia (¥ = 213 men, 289 women), and East Asia (¥ = 567 men,
590 women). For each world region, at feast 200 participants (including the
key level of at least 100 men and 100 women} were included, providing the
necessary statistical power {(when setting 8 = .90, « = .05, and when
looking for an effect moderate in size; Cohen, 1988) to make within-region
sex-difference analyses substantive and meaningful, )

All participants were provided with a brief description of the study,
including the following writien instructions:

This questionnaire is entirely voluntary, All your responses will be
kept confidential and your personat identity will remain anonymous.
No identifying information is requested on this survey, nor will any

such information be added later to this survey. If any of the questions
wzke you uncomfostable, feel free not 1o answer them. You are free
to withdraw from this study at any time for any reason. This series of
questionnaires should take about 20 min 10 complete. Thank you for
your participation.

The full instructional set provided by each collaborator varied, however,
and was adapted to fit the specific culure and type of sample, Details on
incentives and cover stories used across samples arc available from the
authors.

Measures

Translation procedures.  Researchers from nations where English was
not the primary language were asked to conduct a teanslation/back-
translation procedure and administer the ISDP in their native Janguage,
This process typically involved the primary coliaborator translating the
measures inte the native language of the participants, and then having a
second person back-translate the measures into English, Differences be-
tween the original English and the back-translation were discussed, and
mutual agreements were made as to the most appropriate translation, This
“etic” procedure tries to balance the competing needs of making the
translation meaningful and naturally readable to the native participants,
while preserving the integrity of the original measure and its constnacts
{Bristin, 1980; Church, 2001). As seen in Table 1, this process resulted in
the survey being translated into 27 different languages, Samples from
Morocco, Ethiopia, Fiji, the Philippines, and Hong Kong were adminis-
tered the sarvey in English, but certain terms and phrases were annotated
to clarify what were thought to be confusing words for the parficipants. The
transiation of the ISDP survey into the Flemish dialect of Dutch used only
a translation procedure, as this involved mainly word variant changes from
the original Dukch. Finally, pilot studies were conducted in several testing
sites, in part to clarify translation and comprehension concerns.

Demographic measure.  Bach sample was first presented with a demo-
graphic measure entitled “Confidential Personal Information.” This mea-
sure included questions about sex (male, female), age, sexval orientation
{heterosexual, homosexual, bisexual), and current relationship status {mar-
ried, cohabiting, dating one person exclusively, not currently involved with
anyoneg).

Number of parmers measure. The “Number of Partners” measure
originally used by Buss and Schmitt (1993) was adapied for use in the
ISDP. The Nwmber of Partners measure contains 11 open-ended scales for
evaluating the number of sexunl partners desired at diftering time intervals,
The Number of Partners measure instructed participants 1o fill in open-
ended blanks with their responses concerning the following: “deally, how
wmuny different sex partners would you like to have..." over different
periods of time ranging from “1 month” to "your remaining lifetime.”

Thme known measure.  The “Time Known" measure originally used by
Buss and Schmitt (1993) was adapted for use in the ISDP. The Time
Known measure asked participants to rate on 2 6-point scale ranging from
+3 (definitely yesy to —3 (definitely nor) the degree 10 which; “1f the
conditions were right, would you consider having sexual intercourse with
someone you viewed as desirable if ... " they had known that person for
varying amounts of time ranging from 5 years 10 1 hr.

Short-term secking measure. Tncluded in the ISDP was a measure of
“Short-Term Seeking” developed by Buss and Schmitt (1993). This one-
item scale asked the extent to which participants were actively seeking
short-term mating partners and ranged from | (not at all curvently seeking)
10 7 (strongly currently seeking).

Results

The primary objective of this research was to evaluate whether
men and women across & variety of cultures differ in their desires
for sexual variety. According to SST, men’s short-term mating
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psychology is adaptively rooted in a desire for sexual variety such
that men should show evidence of preferring “larger numbers of
sexual partoers over time than women” (see Predietion 2 of Hy-
pothesis 1 of S8T; Buss & Schmit, 1993, p. 210). Buss and
Schmitt {1993) developed their Number of Pariners measure to
address this prediction. It should be noted that this prediction does
not expect all men to engage in short-term mating, nor that ail
women should pursue only long-term relationships. Instead, SST
predicts that those men who pursue shor{-term mates are motivated
by a desire for sexual variety, whereas others (long-term seeking
men, and women seeking fong-term or short-term mates) are not.
Thus, SST expects that the overall disteibution of men's and
women's desires for large numbers of partners will significantly
differ, with more men than women (especiaily short-term seeking
men) expressing desires for large numbers of partners. This sex
difference can be evaluated using several statistical tools. Because
mean-level sex differences using the Number of Partners measure
have been a point of some controversy (Miiler & Fishkin, 1997;
W. C. Pedersen, Miller, Puicha-Bhagavatula, & Yang, 2002), a
basic replication of these mean-level sex differences across various
regions of the world was addressed Ffirst.

Sex Differences in the Desire for Sexual Variery: Mean-
Level Analyses

A winsorization or trimming process similar to the technigues
used by Buss and Schmitt (1993), and replicated by W. C. Ped-
ersen et al, (2002), was used to eliminate a few inordinately high
scores on the Number of Partners measure. Buss and Schmitt had
ariginally truncated to 99 ail scores of 100 and above in their
original research. In the present analysis, all those who reported a
desire for 100 or more sexual pariners in a given time interval were
simply eliminated from consideration in mean-level analyses (e.g.,

across all world regions, a total of 6 men and no women were -

climinated for the “I-month™ time interval). Although such ex-
treme desires may be informalive about a few people's sexual
psychology and could bave real-life implications for members of
the opposite sex, these outliers were excluded so as not to affect
men’s and women’s mean levels of sexual desire.

Across all samples combined, men desired significantly
larger numbers of sexual partners than women. As seen in

~Table 2, this was true across every {ime interval, ranging from
“in the next month” to “in the next 30 years.,” Buss and
Schmitt’s (1993) finding of smaller mean-level sex differences
at the earliest time inferval, in the next month (d = (0.40), was
also replicated.

The remainder of the current set of analyses conservatively
focused on sex differences in the number of different sexual
partacrs desired “in the next menth” and “in the next 30 years”
across each of the 10 world regions. The 1-month time interval was
chosen because it economized data presentation and focused on
relatively short-term sexual desires. In addition, previous rescarch
has shown the smallest sex differences tend to be found at the
1-month time interval (Buss & Schmitt, 1993), making it lkely
that if sex differences in the number of partners desired are
significant at the 1-month time interval, they also will significantly
differ at later time intervals. The “next 30 years™ time interval was
chosen for presentation cconomy and because it has been the
special focus of previous eriticism (W. C. Pedersen et al,, 2002).
Full statistical analyses based on other time intervals, on scalar
combinations of time intervals, on weighted analyses across re-
gions, and using meta-analytic techniques across regions (see
Schmitt, 2003a) demonstrated similar results and are available
from the authors,

The winsorization technique for “in the next month” involved
eliminating only 1 man from North America, 2 men from Western
Europe, and 3 men from Eastern Europe—one of whom reported
desires for 1,000 sexual partners in the next month. No woman
from any region of the world reported a desire for 100 or more
sexual partners in the next month, As listed in Table 3, men’s mean
levels of partoers desired were gignificantly higher than women’s
mean levels within every world region. For example, in Nosb
America the mean level for men was 1.66 for partners desired in
the next month. The mean level of desire for women was for 0.63
partners, #(3582) = 12.53, p < .00L. According to Cohen's d
statistic, the magnitude of the difference between North American
men and women (¢ = 0.43) was close o moderate in size.
Generally, differences of 0.20 are considered small, 0.50 are
considered moderate, and 0.80 ave considered Farge (Cohen, 1988).
The effect of world region was also significant, F(9,
13552) = 15.87, p < .001, as was the interaction of sex and world
region, F(9, 13352) = 3.36, p < .001. Hewever, these significant

Table 2
Mean-Level Sex Differences in the Number of Sexual Partners Desired Over Time

Men Women :
Time intervals M D M 8D 1 d
MNext month 1.87 o399 0.78 0.79 23.50%* 0.40
6 months 2.63 540 0.99 1.38 25733+ 0.44
I year 336 6.65 i.18 1.68 27.80%* 0.47
2 years 4.24 8.43 142 22 28.03%% 0.48
3 years 493 9.82 1.61 2.64 28.03%% 049
4 years bRy 10.57 1.77 292 27.68%* 0.48
3 years 5.64 10.88 195 338 27,63 0.48
10 years 595 1135 2.17 378 26.79* 047
20 years 640 12.34 2,34 4.27 26,28+ 046
30 years 6.62 12.71 247 4,62 25.78%* .46

** < 00
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Table 3

Mean-Level Sex Differences in the Number of Sexual Parmers Desired “in the Next Month”

Across 10 World Regions

Men Women
World region M SD M 5D ! d

North America 166 3.77 (.63 0.76 12.53%% 043
South America 2.11 3.82 .78 0.69 6.16%* 049
Western Europe 1.82 3.68 .93 (.54 8.85%+ 0.37
Eastern Europe 243 5.49 i.01 0.88 §.82%= 0.38
Southern Europe 2.01 3.08 0.90 0.90 8.04%* 0.53
Middle East 2,54 L0540 0.88 0.55 6.20%% 042
Alrica 133 © 199 0.64 0,70 6,48%% 044
Qceania L7739 0.82 0,70 5.37%= 038
Soutl/Soutircast Asia 1,98 4,08 0.88 0.55 3.00%* 0.39

0.35 0.70 0,09%* 0.53

Fast Asia 125 221

o < 0L

findings may be a consequence of very farge sumple sizes because
the pattern of sexval differentintion was generally very similar
across world regions, with s concentrating around & moderate sex
difference, ranging from 0.37 in Western Europe to 0.53 in South-
arn Europe and East Asia.’

On the basis of these cross-cultural ISDP findings, it seems
reasonable to conciude that sex differences in the mean number
of partners desired “in the next month” are culturally universal,
at teast scross the 10 major world regions investigated by the
ISDP. The same conclusion was reached when looking at mean-
level sex differences in the number of partners desived “in the
nexi 30 years.” As seen in Figure 1, men desired larger numbers
of sex partners in the next 30 years in every major region of the
world, All of the sex differences displayed in Figure | were
statistically significant, including the results from Africa. In
Africa, the mean level for men was to ideally want 2,00 sexual
pariners in the next 30 years (SO = 5.59), whercas for women
the mean level was to desire 1.15 sexual partners (SD = 2.53),
1(833) = 2.76, p < .01, d = 0.19. One reason for the relatively
low-level reporting of desires for sexual variety in this world
region may involve the high rates of HIV/AIDS in some 1ISDP
African nations {e.g., Bolswana). In sny case, sex differences in
the mean namber of partners desived “in the next month” and
“in the next 30 years” were culwral universals as explored by
the ISDP, and .these cross-cultural findings support the view
that men desire more sexual partners than women, perhaps
because of the adaptive natore of men’s fundamental mating
psychology.

Sex Differences in the Desire for Sexual Variety:
Nonparametric Analyses

One of the primary criticisms levied against Prediction 2 from
Hypothesis | of SST (see Miller & Fishkin, 1997, W. C. Pedersen
at al., 2002} concerns the use of mean-level statistics to evaluate
data from the Number of Partners measure (Buss & Schmii,
1993). In response to this concern, Schmitt and his colleagues
{Schimitt, Shackelford, & Buss, 2001; Schmit, Shackelford, Dunt-
ley ¢f al, 2001} pesformed median tests on responses to the

Number of Partners measure across replication samples from four
states within the United States (i.e., New York, Florida, Hlinois,
and Texas). In every case, the median male wanted more sexual
partners ihan the median female. However, to more fully evaluate
Prediction 2 from Hypothesis 1 of S3T, median tests were per-
formed on the responses of 10,288 people from the 10 world
regions of the ISDP.

Listed along the left side of Table 4 are median tests for the
number of sexual partners desired by men and women “in the
next month” across 10 world regions. In all world regions,
median tests indicated that the distributions of men and women
were significantly different. This cultural universal was found
across both “in the next month™ and “in the next 30 years” time
intervals. Full analyses from all time intervals are available
from the authors. The present median-based results confirm that
sex differences in the desire for sexual vaeiety are not limited to
comparisons of mean-level desires. The median man clearly
seeks larger numbers of partners than the median woman across
all world regions of the ISDP, providing additional support for
the SST view that men who pursue short-term sexual strategies
do so on the bagis of a desire for sexual variety and multiple
mating partners.

Also listed in Table 4 are rankings and Mann~-Whitney U tests
for differences between men’s and women’s distributions. These
key distributional tests docunient that the distributions of men’s
and women's desires For sexual variety were significantly different
across all cultures. Of importance, these tests are unaffected by
extreme scores and evaluate only whether, as predicted by SST,
men and women show fundamental differences in their distribu-
tions of desires for sexual variety. Similar to mean and median

' On the basis of post hoc analyses (e.g., Tukey's honestly sigaificant
difference [HSDY] test), the main effect of world region appeired driven by
higher destres for sexual variety in Eastern Europe and the Middle East,
and lower Jevels in Africa and East Asia, The inferaction effect appeared
driven primarily by larger sex differences in South America, Southern
Europe, and East Asin,
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Figure 1. Mean number of sexual partners desired by men and women “in the next 30 years” across 10 world

regions.

tests, in every case the Mann—Whitney U tests indicated that men's
and women’s distributions were significantly different.?

Sex Differences in the Desire for Sexual Variety:
Categorical Analyses

The mean-level, median-level, and distribution-based inferential
statistics used thus far were restricted in some ways. Mean-level
statistics can be unduly influenced by a few outliers, whereas
median-level statistics sometimes belie important social conse-
quences ‘of distributional differences above the 50th percentile
(Schmitt, Shackelford, & Buss, 2001). In addition, even if median
or Mann~Whitney [J distributional differences between men and
women were deemed statistically significant, this would not nec-
essarily address the issue of multiple versus monogamous mating
desires. Women’s medians, for example, could center near zero,
whereas men’s medians could center near one. In such a case,
although men’s and women's distributions would be considered’
significantly different, neither sex would be expressing a desire for
sexuoal variety through multiple mating.

A more informative index of sex differences in desiring future
sexual partners can be constructed by tabulating the number of
participants who responded that they ideally desire “more than
one” mating partner. For example, if people respond that they
ideally desire more than one sex partner in the next month, they
would be expressing desires for engaging in at least some form of
multiple mating. Whether in the form of promiscuity or adultery (a
point to be addressed later), desiring more than one sexual partner
in the next month would be a clear index of an appetite for sexual

variety. In addition, this categorization technique provides a good
test of an alternate evolutionary theory (Miller & Fishkin, 1997)
that both men and, women are designed for monogamous pair
bonding and should tend to desire only one mating parther, at least

2 W, C. Pedersen et al. (2002) sampled 266 college undergraduates from
California and adsiinistered the Number of Partners measure originally
used by Buss and Schmitt (1993). On the basis of the Maritz—Jarrett
statistic (see Wilcox, 1987, 1996), W. C. Pedersen et al. concluded that
men and women were not significantly different in the median number of
sexual partners desired over time. However, the Maritz-Jamrett procedure
may be unsuitable for comparing medians using the Number of Pariners
measure. This is because the Maritz-Jarrett is a ratio statistic very similar
to the z test or ¢t test, with median differences contained in the numerator
and & denominator based on sample estimates of populalion variances
around medians (see' Wilcox, 1987, pp. 336-341). Because the Maritz—
Jarrett statistic uses variance estimates, however, it is sensitive to distri-
butionat skew. Extreme values like those sometimes found in the Number
of Partners measure tend to actificially inflate estimated variances—vari-
ances such as those in the denominator of the Maritz—Jarrett inferential
statistic. As a result, the significance of median differences can be detri-
mentally affected by distributional skew when using the Maritz-Jarrett
statistic. It seems peculiar to use medians instead of means because of
heightened concerns with distributional skew, and then use an inferential
stalisticat test that happens to be detrimentally susceptible to skew. The
more common median test, as well as the more theoretically relevant
distributional tests implemented earlier, are completely unaffected by ex-
treme values. These more appropriate inferential statistics universally
confirm that men and women significantly differ in the number of partners
they desire over time,
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. Table 4

‘i!}fllz- i

: Nonparametric. Tests of Sex Dqﬁ"erences in !ke Number of Sexual Partners Des:red “in the Next Lo,

~ Month” Across 10 World Regions -y v .,

R Women's
Median' test ranking ranking Mann-Whitney U test
Waorld region Vioooe oMo M v- . iz R
North America *U367.08% Y 215231 1,584.60 1,029,152.00 — 1174+
South America De7gateRc 36074 250.94 28,429.50 —8.64%*
‘Western Burope J49.81%% 0 ¢ 11,326,50 106395 - 489,984.00 —1L77%* R
Eastern Europe L 21400%% . L,247.52 923.74 362,961.00 ~1535% :
- Southern Europe o245 675.29 495.60 101,976.00 -10.81%
Middle East T 96.69%" 9172 34550 56,625.50 — 10,52+
Africa 38.05% - 48401 . 35637 63,007.50 —B.400s
Oceania . n59.24%% 459.09 346.49 5423350 . —B.Og¥
South/Southeast Asia . . 24.10%* .. 134.6] 9944 4,555.50 - —4.75%
East Asia  124.01%* 654.36 446,96 - 93980.50 - ~12.09%*
*Kp <001,

in the near future (see also W. C. Pedersen et ak., 2002), If almost
all participants ‘desire multiple partners in the next month, how-
ever, this would support the view that humans are designed pri-
marily for short-term mating (Barash & Lipton,' 2001), Consistent
sex differences in desiring multiple partners, though would sup—
port a pluralistic perspective-on human mating. - 2k
For each world region, the. percentage of male and female
pa[‘tl(:lpants who reported desiring more than.one- sexual partner in
the next month was tabulated. Sex differences in categorization
were tested using the Kruskal-Wallis test; a nonparamitric statistic
evaluated ‘on  the . chi-square distribution. As seen’ in Table 5,
sxgmﬁcant]y more men.than women desired more than one sexual
_partner within every major reglon of the world. For men, this -
- categorical tabulation ranged from a low of 1‘7 9% in East Asia to
- a high of 35.0% in South America. For most regions, about 25%
~of men wanted more than one sexual partner in the next month; -
Although these percentages fall short of considering most men to
be seeking multiple miates in the next month, these findings pro-
vide an unmistakable indication that a large propomon of men (not'
mmply a few deviants) ideally desire more than one matmg partner
in the near future o . SRR PR
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Table 5

: i.'.

It is crucial to remember, of course, that SST does not predict
that most men will seek multiple mates, Rather, SST postuiates
that when men engage in short-term, mating, they will-tend to
desire multiple mates and sexval variety more than when women
engage in short-term mating: Thus, although the primary mode of
maung in general appears to be for men:to desire & single mate in
the: next month, when ‘men express desires beyond long-term

‘monogamy in-the near future, those desires are centered on mul-
“tiple short-term mates. This issve is extremely lmponnnt for eval-

vating SST and is more fully addressed Iater. -

In contrast to men's more-than-oné profile in the next month,
the tabulation for women ranged from a low of 2.6% in East Asia
to & high of 7.1% in. Eastern Burope. Thus, relatively féw women

.. responded to the Number of Partners measure as though they
" desired sexual variety and muluple mates in the near future, of
" importance; in every regional ( case sngmﬁcantly more ‘men than

women desired morg than one sexual partner.in the next month, as
indicated down the nght side of Table 5. Sex differences were also
found in the percentage of men and wormen who desired more than

* one-sexval Qartner S the next 30 years.” In most world regions,

the percentage of men. who désxre more than one sexval partner in

Sex Differences Using Caregancal Ana!yses Based on the Percenfage of Men and Wormen Who
Desire More Than One Sexual Parmer in the Next Monr " Across 10 World Reg:ons

% of men wannng f_

% of women wanting

: - ~. ' i pmore than one. , more then one

~World region - - sexual partner " sexual partner e
North America - s 231 29 369.27%*
South America T 350 6.1 7990
Western Encope 226 5.5 151.36%*
Eastern Europe M7 7.1 215.55%%
Southern Burope 2310 6.0 126.34%*
Middle East 331 .59 98.30%*
-Africa ‘182 4.2 39.324
Oceania 253 38 G0.764*
- South/Southeast Asia 324 - 64 25.60+*
East Asia ' 26

o119

71.28+*

;“*p < 001,



94 SCHMITT ET AL.

the next 30 years approached the 50% maik, a clear indication that
more than a few outlying men are pursving multiple mates. In
every world tegion, significantly more men than women desired
more than one sexual partner in the next 30 years (see Figure 2).
Full analyses from all time intervals are available from the authors.
Overall, these findings definitively document that sex differences
in the desire for multiple sexual partners are culturally universal, at
least across the varied regions of the ISDP,

Sex Differences in the Desire for Sexual Variety:
Demographic Statuses

To further refine our understanding of men’s and women’s
future mating desires, responses from the 1SDP were used to
categorize people in sociodemographic statuses (see Laumana,
Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels, 1994). For example, after collaps-
ing all regions together, responses to the Confidential Personal
Information scale of the ISDP were used to categorize individuals
as either married (n = 745; 343 men, 402 women), living with
someone (n = 961; 384 men, 377 women), daling one person
exclusively {(n = 5,153; 1,814 men, 3,339 women), or currently not
involved with anyone (n = 4,941; 2,304 men, 2,637 women). As
detailed at the top of Table 6, within each current relationship
status, men were much more likely than women to desire more
than one sexual partner in the next month. In the case of married
participants, this directly implies that men (12.8%) are more likely
than women (3.5%) to desire short-term mates in the form of
extramarital relationships. In the case of those participants living

with someone or dating one person exclusively, sex differences in
unfaithful forms of short-term mating are also implicated. In the
case of those not currently involved with anyone, the current
findings confirm that sex differences in short-term mating persist
outside the context of adultery—such as with men’s greater ten-
dency toward general sexual promiscuity {Eysenck, 1976; Simp-
son & Gangestad, 1991; Wright & Reise, 1997).

The participants’ responses to the Confidential Personal Infor-
mation scale of the ISDP were also used to categorize individuals
as either heterosexual (n = 11,896; 4,995 men, 6,901 women),
homosexual (n' = 276; 148 men, 128 women), or bisexuval (n =
315; 103 men, 212 women). As listed in Table 6, within each
sexual orientation status, men desired significantly larger numbers
of sexual partners in the next month than women did, This evi-
dence directly supports the evolutionary psychology view that
men’s evolved short-term desires are a modular cause of the desire
for large numbers of partners (Kenrick, Sadalla, & Keefe, 1998).
This modularity explanation is supported because, regardless of
whether men or women are the targets of sexual desire, it is the
sexual psychology of the desirer (i.e., men's short-term, “in the
next month” mating psychology) that is most closely associated
with the desire for more than one sexual partner (see also Bailey,
Gaulin, Agyei, & Gladue, 1994). .

The Short-Term Seeking scale from the ISDP, adapled from
Buss and Schmitt (1993), was used to classify individuals® levels
of currently seeking a short-term mate. Each participant was asked
to respond on a 1-7 scale (with 1 = not at all, 4 = moderately, and

% YWho Desire "More Than One" Partner
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Fignre 2. Perceniage of men and women who desire more than one sexual partner “in the next 30 years”

across 10 world regions,
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Table &

Sex Differences Using Categorical Analyses Based on the Percentage of Men and Women
Across the World Who Desire More Than One Sexual Partner “in the Next Month,” as Reported
Across Current Relationship Status, Sexual Oriemation Status, and Whether They Were

Currently Seeking Short-Term Mates

% of men wanting
more than one

% of women wanting
more than one

Status sexual partner sexual partner X

Current relaticnship status

Marvied 12.8 35 22.40%%

Cohabiting 182 2.4 T2 E

Daling one person exclusively 19.0 27 398.20%

Not currenily involved 28.6 6.2 443,69%*
Sexual orientation status

Heterosexual 254 44 [,109.83%*

Homosexuak 29.1 5.5 25.65%*

Bisexeal 30.1 15.6 4.01*
Short-term mate secking status

Strongly seeking 53.5 18.7 130.024*

Moderately seeking 352 9.7 358.13%%

Not currently secking 10.5 20 286.81%¥

Note. For shorl-term mate secking status, strongly seeking was defined as 6 or above on & 1-7 scale of
short-term made seeking (Buss & Schmitt, 1993); moderately secking corresponded to ratings between 3 and 5;
and ratings of 1 or 2 were defined as not currently seeking a short-termy mate.

*p < 0l #p < 001

7 = strongly) the degree to which they were actively seeking
short-term mates. Responses were coded so that those individuals
scoring & 6 or a 7 were considered strongly seeking short-term
mates (n = 1,180; 789 men, 391 women). Those scoring a 3-5
were considered moderately seeking a short-term mate (n = 3,904,
2,038 men, 1,866 women). Finally, thosc participants scoring a |
or 2 were considered nor seeking o short-term mate (1 = 8,031;
2,697 men, 5,334 women). Across all pacticipants, men tend to
score  higher than women In seeking short-term mates,
H(13,087) = 2823, p < .00, ¢ = 0.49. As listed in the bottom of
Table 6, within each short-term mate seeking status, men were
significantly more likely than women to be sceking more than one
sexual partner in the next month.

This evidence provides the clearest support for the evolutionary
psychology view that men’s evolved shori-lerm maling psychol-
ogy is likely related to the desire for large numbers of partners.
Why? Because even thase women who reported that they were
strongly seeking a short-term mate did not overwhelmingly desire
more than one sexual partner in the next month., Less than 20% of
these women desired more than one partner in the next month,
about the same level of multiple-partner seeking evidenced by men
who were currently dating one person exclusively or living with
someone. Among those men who were strongly seeking & short-
term mate, in contrast, over 50% desired more than one sexual
pariner in the next month, This percentage increased to 69% in the
next 6 months, and 75% in the next year. For women, the percent-
age increases were only marginal over time. When men actively
pursue a short-term sexual strategy, therefore, they appear strongly
metivated by the desire for multiple mating partners. For women,
muitiple mating is not as strongly connected with their psychology
of short-term mating (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Gangestad & Simp-
son, 2000), In sum, these ISDP findings provide strong support for
SST and other theories of human mating that postulate men and
women fundamentatly differ in their shori-term mating psychol-
oay, particularly in the basic desire for sexual variety.

Sex Differences in Needing Time Before Consenting
ta Sex

In addition to men’s more potent desire for sexual variety, SST
postulated that men would be quicker to consent to sex than
women would after knowing a potential mate for various periods
of time. In their original research, Buss and Schmitt (1993} found
that the average man would consent 1o sex after knowing a woman
for about a week, whereas the average woman reported that she
would not consent to sex untit 6 months had elapsed in knowing
the patential partner, The intermediate “I-month” time interval-—a
special focus in the previous Number of Partners analyses—was
also of particular interest to Buss and Schmitt becanse it displayed
a valence shift, with the average man viewing sex as likely
¢M = 1.11) and the average woman viewing sex as unlikely (M =
—1.50) after knowing someone for 1 month (based on a scale
ranging from +3 = definitely would have sex 1o —3 = definitely
would not have sex). Recently, Schmitt, Shackelford, Duntley et al.
(2001) replicated Buss and Schmitt’s findings in a larger sample
from the United States, They documented that American men were
likely to consent (o sex, whereas American women were unlikely
to consent to sex, after knowing a potential mating partoer for brief
periods of time, including the special “T-month” time interval.

In the current ISDP investigation, men and women differed in
the likelihood of consenting to sex afler knowing someone for “1
month” across all major regions of the world (see Table 7). Within
the region of North America, for instance, the average man re-
ported a 0.63 likelihood of consenting to sex, whereas the average
woman reported a — L4 level, #(3642) = 2532, p < 001,
According to Cohen’s d statistic, the magnitude of the difference
between North American men and women (o = 0.80) was large in
size (Cohen, 1988). This sex difference was slightly larger in
South America and other regions, though the effect was only
moderate in size in the African world region (d = 0.48}, Overall,
men's mean levels of consenting to sex after knowing a potential
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- Mean-Level Sex Differences in Consenting to Sex After Knawmg Someone for “1 Momh"

Across 10 World Regions

Men Women
‘World region M sD M SD T d

North America 0.63 2,10 ~-114. 1.99 25.32%* 0.80
‘South America 1.35 1.89 ~=L1L - 205 [6.98** 1.06
Western Europe 1.28 1.90 017 "¢ 209 - 1400 0.53
Eastern Europe 1.00 1.98 —0.57 -2.07- 18.83** 0.72
Southern Europe 0.87 2.08 -0.91 2.08 14,70+ 0.79-
Middle Bast' 1.26 1.99 -0.96 2.19 " 16.50%* . 094 N
Africa - —1.00 220 -199 1.75 74T . 048
Oceania 1.30 192 ~0.13 2.16 10,024+ 0.66
South/Southeast Asia 0.30 2.1 ~2.33 1.46 14,54 1.20
East Asia ~{0.52 2.06 =213 1.47 15.22%* 0.82
#* p.< 001, -

mate for 1 month were significantly higher than women’s mean
levels across all world regions, F(1, 15126) = 1,887.73, p <'.001.
The effect of world tegion was also significant, F(9, 15126) =

- 17491, p <.001, as was the interaction of sex and world region,
F(9, 15126) = 16.75, p < 001,

- Even though we observed that sex dlfferences in the i:kehhood
of consenting to sex after knowing someone for “1 month” were
culturally universal across the regions of the ISDP, there were two
notable deviations from the general pattern uncovered in previous
studies (Buss ‘& Schmitt, 1993). First, women from Western Eu-

. rope and Oceama were very close to being positive toward con-

[

senting to sex at the “1-month” time interval (see Figure 3).-In ali
other world regions, women scored more negatively at that time
interval, reporting that they viewed it as rather unlikely they would
consent to sex after knowing someone for a single month. When
looking "at the. “I-week” time. interval from the Time Known
measure,’ hcwevcr it ‘'was clear that both Westérn European and
Oceanic men, remained positive toward consenting to sex after 1
wiek, whereas women from these regions were decidedly negative
toward consenting to sex after 1 week. It appeared, therefore, that
the key temporal period showing a valence shift between the
sexes—a difference where men are positive and women ate neg-
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Figure 3.

Mean likelihood of consenting to sex afler knowmg someone for “I month™ across 10 world regions.
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Table 8 Te ey o
Mean-Level Sex D:ﬁ"erences in Sharr-Term Mate Seekmg Across 10 World Regions .
_,.!,Men - Women
Waorld reglon : M ':"'ifj’"'\"‘,f..'S"D M sD t- S d
North America 308:s (i97 . 2 1.68 13,844+ 0.46
Sotith America 307, ,e, o 1.88 - 137 9.80%* 0.67 - o
. Western Europe 1ol 1,49 9.05%+ 038 |
Eastern Europe 1,92 1.52 13.18%* 050
- Southern Europe © 3307 ' 2.13 “1.58 11.24%* 0.62
Middle East R ¥ AUNLERINY X |\ I 196 1.52 10.50%* 0.63
Africa. i SVJ I TR X 185 1.54 T.61%* 0.49
‘Oceanta- o298 ., - L L96 - 240 .73 4.66%* 031
South/Southeast Asia 3190 191 217 1.47 6.56%+ 0.59
East Asia . 3.09 © LB 248 1.63 5.00%# Q.35
xkp < 001,

ative toward consentmg 10 sex—was slightly displaced in Westem
Europe and Oceania toward the “1-week” time interval, Although
beyond the limited sex-difference scope of this amole. the poten-
tial causes behind this basic -cultural displacement: may. include
evolutionary, religious, and social-role- factors: (seet Schmltt.
2003c). For example, more liberat or “pronnscuous-onenlcd“. sex-
 ual attitudes across cultures tend to be related to female-biased sex
* ratios, low fenility rates, atheisem, and gen_der-egalitaﬁan political

systems, all of which appear to play some role in the current ISDP

fi ndmgs {see.also Schmitt et al., in press).

. A-second regional deviation from previous research was -that
men from Africa and East Asia expressed negative likelihoods of
consenting to-sex at the “I-month” time period: Foi: East. Asian

men, the average response reached a positive level at the “3.

month” time interval, a slight shift toward conservative sexual
attitudes that potentially may be related to the male-biased sex
- ratios- in East Asia (Guttentag & Secord, 1983; F.7A,Pedersen,
1991; Schmitt, 2003¢). For African men. however. the: average
male was not positive toward-consenting to sex until the-*1:year”
time interval had elapsed. As mentioned earlier, the‘reduced ted-

~ dencies toward short-term mating in Africa may be influenced by -

 the widespread rate of HIV/AIDS in several of the African cultures
sample,d by the ISDP (Schinitt et al., in press). . -« oo -
Despite these.interesting within-sex- regional . vanauons, it is
important to note that.comparing general mean levels.{whether
among men or women} across individual cultures .can be'an ex-
tremely problematic entérprise (Heine, Lehman, Peng, & Green-

holtz, 2002). The focus of the current study,-in contrast, was’on

investigating the significance and magnitude of sex differences
across cultures. Regardless of a culture’s general sexual attitudes,

we found clear and unequivocal evidence that the Time Known sex

-differences. originally documented by Buss and Schmitt (1993)
wete robust across the geographically diverse samples of the ISDP.
It seems reasonable to conclude; on the basis of this new evidence
“of universal sex differences, that human males gencrally require

less time before consenting to sex than human females do, The

current findings, therefore, may be viewed as providing cross-
- cultural evidentiary support for the hypothesis that men's evolved
. sexual desives, desngned inithe short term to lead to quick séx and
to quantitatively increase men’s total numbers of mating partners,
- are distinct from women's more qualitative desires of short-term
* mating- (Gangestad 2001). :

Sex Differences in Actively Seeking Short-Term Mates -

According to SST, men should actively seek short-term mates
more than women do. Again, it is not that women are expected to
never seek short-term mateships. Women are expected by SST and -
other evoluticnary theoties to ‘seek men as short-term mates. es-
pecially those men with superior resources, yhysxcal attnbutes, or
genetic quality (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Gangestad & “Simpson,
2000). However; because men's short-term psychology is special-

ized for obtaining large numbers of partners and requiring little
.fime before corisenting to sex, Buss and Schmitt (1993} predicted

that men would more actively seek short-term mates than women,

"That is, men as-a-whole would tend to spend more. effort on-

short-term mating because their strategy-is based on attracting a

='_1arger number of sex partners and a more vxgllant eageriess to

engage in short- tem sex; .
. To test this prediction, men’s and women’s mean leve!s on the
Short-Term Seeking measure developed by Buss and Schmitt
(1993) were compared across all 10 ISDP world regions, As seen
in Table 8, men were significantly higher in seeking short-term
mates, than wortien across all world regions, F(1, 15658) = 710.05,

S p< 00L. Wlthm ttie reglon of North America, for instance, the

average man reported a 3.08 'level of seeking short-term mates, .
whereas  the average wéman reported & 223 level,
{(3631) .= 13.84, p<’.001. This sex difference was somewhat
larger in Sobith- Anierica. and some other regions, though the effect
was only moderate in Oceania and East Asia, Overall; the main
effect of world regmn was significant, F(9, 15658) = 20.99,p <
001, -as was the interaction of sex and world tegion, F(9
15658) = 5.60, p < .001.3.

- An additional avenue for evaluating sex dxfferences in shoxt-
term mate seeking is to compare the relative percentages of men
versus women who rate above 1.0 on the Short-Term Secking
measure developed by Buss and Schmitt (1993).  This relative
percentage statistic indicates the degree to which'men anid women
are in any way seeking short-term mates. On empmcal exa:mna—

% On the basis of post hoc analyses (&.g., 'E\J_lfey‘s HSD), thé ma:in'i;"ffcct
of world region appeared driven by higher levels of short-term secking in

‘Bast Asig and lower levels.in ‘Western Europe.-The interaction- effect

appeared driven pnmanly by larger sex differences in South America and

. smaller sex differences.in Oceania,
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tion, significantly more men than women scored above 1.0 on this
scake across all world regions, including pacticipants from North
America (65.2% of men, 45.4% of women), }*(I, N = 3,633) =
132,51, p < 001, South America (65.1% of men, 36.3% of
womeny), XZ(I, N = 757) = 6226, p < 00), Western Europe
(51.8% of men, 36.0% of women), (1, N = 2,865) = (8.50, p <
001, Bastemn Europe (5846 of men, 34.8% of women), Xz(L
N = 2,696) = 14895, p < .001, Southern Europe (66.5% of
men, 44.1% of women), ¥*(1, N = 1,287) = 60.44, p < 004,
Middle East (62.3% of men, 37.2% of women), ¥°(I, N =
999) = 62.92, p < 001, Afriea (54.3% of men, 28.6% of women),
LN = 947) = 62.33, p < .00, Oceania (61.5% of men, 49.4%
of women), ¥*(1, N = 8§91) = 12.77, p < 001, South/Southeast
Asia (69.9% of men, 49.6% of women), ¥*(1, N = 466) = 19.13,
p < .00, and East Asia (73.4% of men, 58.3% of women), X,
N = 1,137) = 28.47, p < .001. Thus, across every region of the
ISDP, significantly more men than women reported seeking short-
terms miates, with a majority of men within each world region
reporting that they were af least somewhat secking 4 short-term
mate.

A limitation of the Short-Term Seeking measure developed by
Buss and Schnitt (1993) is that it does not specify the precise type
or form of short-term mating desired by partivipants, One way to
address this limitation is to look at short-term male secking across
the demographic variable of current relationship status. For exam-
ple, by looking only at those participants who are currently mar-
ried, one can assess the degree to which men and women actively
seek short-term mates in the form of marital infidelity. Looking at
the short-term desires of those not currently in a romantic rela-
tionship, in contrast, can provide an assessnient of men’s and
women’s desires for short-term relationships more generally (see
Schmitt, 2002b, for a more complete discussion of the differences
between the psychology of infidelity and geperal promiscuity). As
seen in Table 9, men were significantly more likely to have
actively sought short-term mates of ail types across all relationship
statuses. Among married participants, for example, neatly one
quarter of men (24.5%) and one tenth of women {10.4%) were at
least somewhat active in seeking shori-term mates (i.e., they
scored above 1.0 on the Short-Term Seeking measure), a signifi-
cant difference, ¥*(1, N == 958) = 33.86, p < .001. Tiis sex
difference also was evident when comparing married men’s
(M = 1,72) and married women's (M = 1.27) mean levels of
short-term mate secking, ((956) = 5.61, p <001, d = (L.36. These
findings provided a relatively upambiguous indication that men
actively seck short-term mates for adulterous relationships more
than women do.

These findings correspond closely to actual rates of marital
infidelity reported in other survey studies. For example, according
10 Wiederman (1997), approximately 24% of American men and
2% of American women have engaged in extramarital sex. Bvi-
dexnice from those who currently live with a partner and from those
who are exclusively dating one person further bolster the basic
contention that men more actively seek adullerous short-term
mateships than women do. Finally, a majority of men and women
in the ISDP who were not currently in a romantic relationship
reported secking short-term mates, with significantly more men
than women displaying this proclivity toward general promiscuity.
Regardiess of whether sex dilferences in shoyt-term male secking
were evaluated using calegorical or dimensional anaiyses, men in
every type of relationship (including no relationship) were signif-
icantly more likely than women to have actively sought short-tenn
mates.

In sum, the Short-Term Secking findings of Buss und Schmitt
(1993) were replicated and extended across a large and geograph-
ically diverse sample of participants. Al this point. il appears
highly likely that men spend more reproductive effort seeking
short-term mates than women do, Most important, among modesn
evolutionary theories of human mating it seems that theories such
as 5ST—{heories that hypothesize sex differences in the evolved
design of short-term wmating—provide the best account af the
universal sex differences observed in the 1SDP.

Discussion

In this article, evidence from the ISDP—a cross-cultural survey
of over 16,000 people from 10 major regions of the workl—
documents that sex differences in shott-lerm mating desires, par-
ticulasly the desire for sexual variety, are cross-culluraily univer-
sal, This is true regardiess of the statistical techniques used to
evaluate them, This is true vegardless of the participant’s current
relationship status or sexuval orientation. Married or single, hetero-
sexual or homosexual—men consistently desire larger nambers of
sexual partners than women do. Most important, among those men
and women who are actively pursuing short-term mates, over 50%
of men (but less than 20% of women) desire more than one sexual
partner in the next month. This critical empirical finding confirms
that men’s short-term sexual strategy is differentially rooted in the
desire for multiple partners (Buss & Schmitt, 1993).

The present empirical findings have strong theoretical implica-
tions, These findings render theories that argue humans should not
desire sexual variety because both men and women are designed
only for fong-term mating {e.g., Hazan & Diamond, 2000; Miller

Table 9
Sex Differences in Short-Term Mate Seeking Using Categorical and Dimensional Analyses as Reported Across Curremt Relationship
Status

% who report above 1.0 on

short-term seeking measure Men Women

Current relationship status Men Women s M 5D M SD ' d

Married 24.5 104 33.80%* 172 .51 1.27 0.94 5.61%* (.36
Cohabiting ELRY 16.2 71.01%* 2.05 1.63 1.38 101 8.49%* 0.51
Dating onc person exclusively 452 26.8 2010944 2.27 173 1.61 .20 1707+ 0.46
Not currently involved 79.3 64.0 161,20%* 3.57 1.89 77 175 16.70%* 0.43

* < 00L.
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& Fishkin, 1997; W, C. Pedersen et al,, 2002) or short-term 1nating
(e.g., Mrdy, 1981} as unlikely to be correct. In contrast, theories
that argue men and women are psychologically designed, in part,
for short-term mating (e.g., Gangestad & Simpson, 2000) are more
likely to be correct given our ISDP findings. Finally, theories that
hypethesize men and women to differ jo their mating psychology
because of men’s evelved short-term preference for mulliple part-
ners are, based on the present findings, much more likely to be
correct than alternative theories {see also Schmitt, Shackelford, &
Buss, 2001).

In the futore, continued efforts to deny these well-documented
sex differences in the desire for scxual variety may come at
significant cost. For example, among the most potent risk factors
for contracting HIV/AIDS is having sex with multiple pariners
{Hoyle, Fejfar, & Miller, 2000; Mills et al., 1998). Although
reducing the desire for sexual variety is a key objective of many
HIV prevention strategies, it has proven extremely resistant o
change {Weinhardt, Carey, Johnson, & Bickham, 1999). The most
effective strategies have tended to be those that use sex-specific
methods of intervention (Mize, Robinson, Bockiing, & Scheltema,
2002). To continue to assert that men and women do not differ in
the desire for sexual variety, therefore, may serve to derail
progress in investigating the circumstances under which the desire
for sexuai variety gets translated into actual high-risk behavior,
and in developing sex-specific interventions that reduce the neg-
ative consequences of muliiple-maling desires when they occur.

Converging Lines of Evidence: Beyond the Limitations of
Self-Report

When Buss and Schmitt {1993) first outlined SST, they re-
viewed previeus research and provided a limited amount of orig-
inal empirical support for their theory, primarily from self-report
surveys involving American undergraduates (for a critique, see
Miller, Putcha-Bhagavatula, & Pedersen, 2002). Since then, nu-
merous survey and meta-analytic stndies have confirmed many of
the major tenets of SST (e.g.. Landoll, Lalumiere, & Quinsey,
1995; Oliver & Hyde, 1993; Regan, [998a, 1998b; Regan &
Berscheid, 1997; Scheib, 1997; Schmitt, 2002a; Schmitt & Buss,
1996, 2001; Shackelford & Buss, 1997). Some studies have rep-
licated or confirmed SST-related findings using national, cross-
cultural, or multicultural samples {Bailey, Kirk, Zhu, Dunne, &
Martin, 2000; Schmitt et al., in press; Sprecher, Sullivan, & Hat-
field, 1994). Other investigators have used more rigorous nonsur-
vey techniques—including experimental, behavioral, and natural-
istic  methodologies—io  validate key SST  hypotheses
(Hassebrauck, 1998; Kenrick, Neuberg, Zierk, & Krones, 1994,

alamuth, 1996; Satmon & Symons, 2001; Schmnitt, Couden, &
Baker, 2001; Simpson, Gangestad, Christensen, & Leck, 1999
Speed & Gangestad, 1997; Wiederman & Dubois, 1998).

These latter studies are particudarly important because they
suggest that the present findings are not simply arlifacts of self-
report methodologies. It is true that self-reported sexual behaviors
are subject to significant distortions and biases (Wiederman,
1997). Furthermore, our ISDP samples were clearly not represen-
1ative of each nation as a whole. However, there are three reasons
for having a reasonable degree of confidence in the generalizabil-
ity of the present findings. First, the curvent ISDP results converge
with a large network of nonsurvey evidence that men and women
possess speciafly designed short-term mating psychologies. For

example, the present findings converge with recent expetimental,
psychophysiologieal, and anthropomeltyic stadies that suggest men
and women have distinct adaptations to short-term mating (see
Baker & Bellis, 1995; Gangestad, 2001; Gangestad & Simpson,
2000; Schmite, 2003b; Schmitt, Couden, & Baker, 2001). Second,
previous studies looking at more representative samples from
non-Western nations have contivmed several SST hypotheses (e.g.,
Knodel, Low, Sacngtienchai, & Lucas, 1997, Walter, 1997}, In-
deed, over the past 10 years SST has repeatedly proven an effce-
tive heuristie for generating testable hypotheses, and for integrat-
ing new methodologically diverse findings, concerning the
temporaltly distinct psychology of romantic desire and sexual be-
havior (see alse Buss, 1997; Schmitt, Shackelford, & Buss, 2001}
Third, the present resulis mesh with a wide range of empirical
findings from across the soeial seiences, including sex differences
in motivations and prevalence of extramarital mating (Laumann et
al, 1594; Wiederman, 1997), sex differences in the quality and
quantity of sexual fantasies (Leitenberg & Henning, 1993), sex
differences in the quality and quantity of pomography consump-
tion (Malamuth, 1996), sex differences in the mativations for and
use of prostitution (Bess & Janus, 1976; Burley & Symanski,
1981), sex differences in the willingness 1o have sex with strangers
(Clark, 1990; Clark & Hatfield, 1589}, and fundamental sex dif-
ferences between the shori-term mating psychology of gay males
and lesbians (Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983). The present ISDP
findings on the universality of sex differences in the desire for
sexval variety, therefore, should be taken as an incremental addi-
tion to the accumulating body of evidence that men and wonten
differ in their evolved psychology of short-term mating.

SST: Addressing Some Misconceptions

One of the defining features of SST—a feature that distin-
guished SST from previous evolutionary theories of human mat-
ing—was its special focus on within-sex variability (Buss &
Schumits, 1993). In contrast to parental investment theory's (Triv-
ers, 1972) emphasis on sex differences, SST postulated that within
men and within women there exist psychological adaptations for
both long-term and short-term mating. S8T viewed human males
and females as functionally. designed to sometimes pursue long-
term mmates (ke., marital partners), and at other times to pursue
short-term mates (i.e., one-night stands), Of importance, when men
and women pursue short-term mates, SST predicted that their
romantic desires and attraction behaviors would steategically shift
compared with when they pursned long-term mates (Schmitt &
Buss, 1996). Thus, a special focus of S8T was on the important
psychological sensitivities within men and within women to the
temporal continuum of human mating.

In addition to temporal coniext differences, SST postulated that
evolved mating psychologies sometimes display between-sex dif-
ferences. This was thought to be especially true within the context
of short-term mating, where men and women have likely faced
very ditferent evolutionary pressures throughout our ancestral past.
For example, because the primary constraint to male reproductive
success in foraging societies would have been gaining sexual
access to large numbers of fertile worgen (Symons, 1979), 58T
postulated that men over evolutionary history would have bene-
fited reproductively by jncreasing the number of their short-term
sexual partners (i.¢e., Prediction 2 from Hypothesis | of S8T; Buss
& Schmit, 1993, p. 210). In contrast, it was hypothesized that
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women in our evolutionary past would have received little repro-
ductive henefit simply by increasing the number of people with
whom they have sex, For women, the quality of their short-term
mating partners would have had more of an effect on their repro-
ductive success than the quantity of their partners (see also Ellis,
1992; Gangestad & Thomhill, 1997). Thus, a second special focus
of SST was on between-sex differences in romantic desire and
behavior, particularly those between-sex differences that ooour
within the temporal context of short-termt mating.

Despite S8T's special focus on understanding sex differences
within either short-term or long-terin mating contexts, it has oc-
casionaily been misconstrued as a theory concerning only general
differences between male (i.e., short-term) versus female (ie.,
long-term) mating psychelogy (e.g., see Hazan & Diamond, 2000,
pp. 186-187). This conceptual conflation of sex and temporal
context is a fundamental misinterpretation of S8T7s basic pre-
mises, Instead of dichotomous depictions of “male/short-term”
versus "female/long-term™ mating psychologics, SST theorized
that key male-fenale differences take place fnteractively within
the temporal contexts of either short-term or long-term mating, For
example, SST's Prediction 2 from Hypothesis 1—-the prediction
that men would desire more numerous mating partaers than
women—was a prediction concerning sex differences due to the
special nature of men's short-term mating psychology, not a pre-
diction concerning men and women regardless of temporal context
(see also Schmitt, Shackelford, & Buss, 2001).

One explanation for why some continue to misunderstand SST
in this manner may reside in their underappreciation of the poten-
tial adaptive value that short-term mating affords women (see
Barash & Lipton, 200}; Gangestad & Simpson, 1990; Scheib,
1997). This conceptual failure may, in turn, incile some to adhere
1o the erroneous view that SST characterizes women as solely
interested in Jong-term mating, whereas men alone can gain from
short-term mating, SST does not postulate that women are limited
10 fong-term mating. SST delineated numerous benefils that can
acerue to women from pursuing a.short-term sexual strategy (sec
also Gangestad, 2001 Greiling & Buss, 2000; Hrdy, 1981), as well
as the important benefits to men of pursuing long-lerm mating
strategics (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Tt is extremely unfortunate that,
nearly 10 years after the publication of SST, some continue to
misconstrue SST's fundamental assedion that boith men and
women can reproductively benefit from pursuing long-term and
short-term sexual sirategies.

A Key Sex Difference: The Desire for Sexual Variety
When Short-Term Mating

Although both men and women are adaptively designed for
shott-term mating, SST makes distinctions between the way men
and women are expected 1o strategicaily pursue short-term mate-
ships {(Schmite & Buss, 1996). As noted carlier, one of the more
striking strategic differences in the pursuit of short-term relation-
ships stems from men's evolved short-term desire for Jarge num-
bers of sexual partners. It was because of this hypothesized desire
that Prediction 2 from SST stated, “For any given period of time
{e.g., 2 month, a year, a decade, or a lifetime), men will desire a
farger number of mates than will women” (Buss & Schimitt, 1993,
p. 210). To evaluate whether men really desire more sexuval part-
ners than women over time, Buss and Schinitt {1993} developed &
Number of Partners self-report measure. This measure was de-

signed 1o assess the extent to which men and women differed in the
ideal number of sex pariners they would like to have over various
fime periods—ranging from “in the next month™ to “in your
remaining lifetime.” In every case, men preferred significantly
targer numbers of sex pariners than women,

The current ISDP findings suggest that this sex difference may
be a cultural universal. Men and women differ in the number of
partners they desire over various time intervals, regardless of
whether they are from North America, South America, Western
Furope, Eastern Burope, Sonthern Europe, Middle Bast, Africa,
Qceania, South/Southeast Asia, or Bast Asia, Moreover, sex dif-
ferences in the number of partners desired were significant regard-
less of whether means, medians, or other indexes of “typicality”
were examined (see also Schmitt, Shackelford, Duntley ot al.,
2001). Men were shown to desire Jarger numbers of sexual part-
ners than women in every major region of the world regardless of
retationship status, sexual orientation, or whether the person is
“actively seeking” short-term mates.

These findings provide strong support for the evolutionary view
thal men possess psychological adaptations that motivale a desire
for large numbers of partners when pursuing a short-term mating
strategy {Buss & Schmitt, 1993). These ISDP findings also appear
1o refute aliernate hypotlieses that men and women are designed
for a singular mating strategy, whether based solely on long-term
monogamy or short-term promiscuity. Still, there remain viable
alternative explanations for the current findings.

Alternate Explanations for Universality of Sex Differences
in Sexual Desire

Despile the present evidence that sex differences in the desire
for sexual variety appear culturally universal, it is important to
note that alternate nonevolutionary explanations of these findings
may exist. For example, the robust sex differences observed in the
1SDP may be due to culturally universal features of gender social-
ization and social-role stereotyping (e.g., Eagly, 1987), Men may
desite sexnal variety more than women do because men univer-
sally experience developmental forces such as more often observ-
ing high-status men preferring sexual variety. Short-term mating
with multiple partners may also be central to every world region's
view of masculinity. Stll, these proximate explanations would
only be true alternatives 10 an evolutionary perspective on univer-
sality if the same socialization processes somehow arose in all
cultures independently, and for nonbiological reasons. Such ran-
dom pancuitural development, although possible, is extremely

. unlikely (Cronk, 1999). Even if pancultural socialization practices

associated with sex differences in basic mating tendencies were
found, ultimate-evolutionary questions would remain as o why
men would universally experience this form of socialization, why
cultures would universaily define masculinity in this way, and why
sex roles would exist in the first place.

Bagly and Wood (1999) have suggested that sex roles are
primarily responsible for many differences between men's and
women's mating strategies, and that the sex roles themselves are
derived from evolved physical and reproductive differences be-
tween men and women. A key implication of their theory is that
men and women may not have evolved differences in the psychol-
ogy of shorl-term mating, per se, but instead respond in a more
flexible way to the intensity of gender norms and economic divi-
sions of labor that happen to be present in a given local culiure. Of
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importance, when sex roles are more egalitarian because of wom-
en’s increased politico-economic status, Eagly and Wood pre-
dicted that men and women would be more similar in mating
strategies. In other words, as wemen gain equal power, their
desires for sexual variety may become identical to men’s desires.
As noted elsewhere (Schmitt et al., in press), this is not always the
case. Men tend to show signs of being more ortented o short-term
maling than women even in highly egalitarian cultures. Still, the
magnitude of sex differences in the desire for sexual variety does
vary across cultures, and appears to be strongly Hoked to such
evolutionary pressures as local sex ratio and fertility levels (see
Schmitt, 2003¢; Schmitt et al,, in press).

It seems likely that the forces of gender socialization play at
least some role in the development of many sex differences in
human mating fendencies, and an evolutionary perspective on sex
roles and gender socialization may help in fully explaining uni-
versal sex differences in the desire for sexual variety {see Schmitt,
2003¢). As argued by many other theorists, only by integrating
what is known from comparative psychology, human ethology,
behavioral ecology, and reproductive biology with standard social-
feation explanations of hurman mating will a comprehensive theory
of sex differences be possible (e.g., Geary, 1998; Mealey, 2000).
At present, because the corrent ISDP findings reside amidst a vast
array of historical studies supporting SST°s view of sexual differ-
entiation, as well as Trivers's (1972) theory of parental investment
(including decades of rescarch on nonhuman animals), and be-
cause numerous modern studies show evidence of special design in
men's and women’s psychology and physiology of short-lerm
mating (sec Baker & Bellis, 1995; Gangestad & Shmpson, 2000;
Schimitt, 2003b; Shackelford & LeBlang, 2001), the current evo-
lutionary explanation of sex differences in the desire for sexual
variety is regarded by the current authors as the most compelling
explanation among alternate psychological theories.

Conclusion

This study provides the largest and most comprehensive test yet
eonducted on whether the sexes differ in the desire for sexual
variety. The results are strong and canclusive—the sexes differ,
and these differences appear 10 be universal, Men not only possess
a greater desire than women do for a variety of sexual partners,
men also require less time to clapse than women do before con-
senting 10 sexual intercourse, and men tend 1o more actively seek
short-term mateships than women do. These sex differences are
cross-culturally robust and statistically significant regardless of
whether mean, median, distribwional, or categorical indexes of
sexual differentiation are cvaluated, These sex differences are
robust and significant regardiess of the measures used to evaluate
them. In conjunction with voluminous research findings from other
investigators and other data sources (see Schimitt, Shackelford, &
Buss, 2001), the extant evidence supports two general conclusions:
{2) men and women have evolved a menu of both short-term and
long-term mating strategies, not a singular strategy as proposed by
competing theories; and {b) the psychological design features of
these strategies differ in men and women precisely in the ways
initially predicted by SST (Buss & Schmitt, 1993).
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