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Abstract 

 
In this study we examine the accuracy of stereotypical gendered attributions of Tinder users and compare 
them across sexual orientation lines. We randomly sampled 2,539 Tinder users from Turkey and analyzed 
their photos for decorative artifacts. The results indicate a significant difference between heterosexual 
women and lesbians, with the latter adopting less feminine decorative artifacts and displaying more 
masculine decorative artifacts. The differences among men are not as drastic, however, homosexuals were 
still slightly more likely to feature feminine and gender-neutral decorative artifacts. No systematic difference 
was detected in masculine decorative artifacts among men. Overall, female Tinder users featured more 
gender-neutral decorative artifacts than males, regardless of sexual orientation. The results are discussed in 
relation to culture and stereotypes. 
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 Introduction 
 
Human beings have invented creative ways to attract potential mates, just like animals display visible 
cues such as male peacocks' tail feathers that promote their appeal to females. Social and 
evolutionary pressures may push human species to invest resources in self-presentation techniques 
suitable for attracting potential mates like dressing up, applying make-up, etc. Examples can be 
found in various media conduits (Galante, 2012). In the past, personal ads published in newspapers 
specified relationship seekers appearance. The introduction of the internet led to the emergence of 
online dating websites where people post pictures of themselves alongside a short description. A 
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matching algorithm is then used to locate compatible partners (Blackwell, Birnholtz & Abbott, 2014). 
By the end of the first decade of the 2000s, the appearance of smartphones, social media networks 
and geo-social networking services paved the road to the emergence of location-based real-time 
dating apps. The first apps targeted mainly gay men (e.g. Grindr), but apps that target the 
heterosexual population like Tinder (launched in 2012) soon followed (Sumter, Vandenbosch & 
Ligtenberg, 2016). While the original purpose of the app was to build a location-based social 
networking platform, it quickly became clear that date searching (including short term and even one 
night stand) is its predominant use (Orosz, Tóth-Király & Bőthe & Melher, 2016) and what makes it 
popular (Fruhlinger, 2018).  

The goal of this article is to explore Tinder users’ impression management strategies as 
evidenced and differentiated by the interaction between gender and sexual orientation. Since Tinder 
is primarily a visual platform, we concentrate on analyzing how users present themselves on their 
main profile pictures dismissing the marginal often left blank text space. We examine visual 
presentation across gender and sexual orientation lines. 
 
1.1 Online Dating Platforms 
 
The use of online dating websites and location-based dating apps has risen in recent years. In the 
United States alone 15% of the adults are willing to confess that they have at least once used an online 
dating site or application. Young adults (18-24 years) constitute the majority of online dating service 
users. Over half of Tinder users belong to this age bracket (Dredge, 2015). Although online dating, 
and specifically Tinder usage, is becoming more popular in recent years among older people the vast 
majority of users are still in their twenties (Smith & Anderson, 2016).  

The presentation of users in dating websites and apps is partly guided by scripts of gender roles 
and sexual orientation (Ting-Toomey 1999; 2005). The two main sexual orientations, which may 
exhibit different courtship habits are heterosexuality and homosexuality. Historically, homosexuality 
has been defined with effeminate behaviour in contrast with heterosexuality, which is more 
masculine emphasizing manliness and physical strength (Connell 1990; Kimmel 1994). Studies that 
focused on gay men’s personal advertisements in dating websites and apps discovered that the most 
romantically undesirable characteristics of gay men are stereotypically feminine attributes (Clarkson, 
2006; Taywaditep, 2002), and that the majority of gay men look for masculine traits in their partners 
and claim to possess masculine traits for themselves (Bailey, Kim, Hills  & Linsenmeier, 1997). 

Tinder is targeted at both homosexual-identified and heterosexual-identified people. It is 
uniquely positioned in terms of its application design and matching algorithm presenting a binary 
system of “Like” or “Not” where users rate (by swiping right or left) the perceived attractiveness of 
potential mates after examining a visual and textual profile (Orosz et al., 2016). This binary logic of 
the swipe gesture made Tinder famous (Fruhlinger, 2018) and differentiates it from competitors 
(David & Cambre, 2016). Another distinct feature of Tinder is its partial integration with Facebook in 
order to combat deception and misuse of private photos (Sumter et al. 2016). This posits Tinder as 
relatively more reliable platform than competing apps. Bosker (2015) regarded Tinder as a “judging 
app” in which users are presented with dating candidates. The judgment in Tinder is based almost 
entirely on profile pictures. Only if both users judge each other’s profile as YES, then a match is 
obtained, and a conversation where the candidates may express their verbal skills may begin (Orosz 
et al., 2016).  

While both genders and sexual orientations need to make a quick judgment based mostly on 
pictures, their considerations might be different (Sumter et al., 2016). To understand that we need to 
look at the literature concerning gender differences in mate selection. For example, the physical need 
of sexual satisfaction is particularly prominent among men (Baumgartner, Valkenburg & Peter, 2010), 
while financial status and stability are more important to women (Tolman, Striepe & Harmon, 2003). 
Gender differences determine the type of visual signs selected by the dating candidate for his or her 
profile since these signs serve as the "selling points" (Sumter et al., 2016). It all comes down to 
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impression management or self-presentation that is inherently similar in dating websites and apps to 
face-to-face romantic interactions (Toma, Hancock, & Ellison, 2008). In face-to-face interactions, as 
Goffman (1959) argued, individuals guide other people’s impressions of themselves through 
manipulating appearance, context and behavior. The virtual surroundings offer increased control 
over what is portrayed and what is omitted (Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006) and enables a somewhat 
unrealistic presentation of the candidates by featuring old photos, omitting fatty body parts from the 
pictures, and using camera angles that mask lower body height (Orosz et al., 2016). Consequently, in 
Goffmanian terms, Tinder is an arena where users do their best to provide an attractive self-
presentation in order to enhance their market value and mating success. 

Research on personal ads that preceded the Internet age revealed that dating candidates tend to 
adhere to traditional gender roles. Men promised to offer instrumental benefits such as financial 
security, and women were offering expressive and communal benefits like nurturing (Lance, 1998). 
Gay men displayed extended concern for physical characteristics such as body shape. Lesbians, on the 
other hand, indicated a lower amount of sexualization and concern about body shape. Sexual and 
physical dimensions of attractiveness were found to be more salient among gay men in accordance 
with homosexual male culture that promotes a lean and muscular body shape (Kimmel & Mahalik, 
2005) than among heterosexual males. The latter, on the other hand, exhibited greater admiration to 
a long-term and committed relationship while gays were more often seeking partners for transient or 
sexually promiscuous relationships (Barry, 2017). 
 
1.2 Sexual Orientation and Stereotypes  
 
A stereotype is “a heuristic that allows us to simplify our world and form quick judgments about 
other people based upon their group membership” (Khan, Benda & Stagnaro, 2012, p.3). Many 
stereotypical assumptions are made about people based on their gender and their sexual preference. 
For instance, lesbians are presumed to have more masculine attributions compared to women who 
are romantically interested in men. Gay men are stereotyped to have more feminine and less 
masculine attributions compared to men, who are romantically interested in the opposite sex 
(Shively, Rudolph, & De Cecco, 1978). Some argue that the stereotypes made about homosexual men 
and women are not accurate because the attributes are made from a heteronormative standing point 
(Klein, 2017), however, a study that measured similarities and differences of stereotyping and self-
stereotyping among heterosexual and homosexual men found that heterosexual men stereotype gay 
men the same way that gay men stereotype other gay men (Simon & Hamilton, 1994). Therefore, it 
can be argued that gay people do conform to the stereotypical assumptions that are made about them 
(Bickford, 1999). Most important in our case is the manifestation of sexual orientation stereotypes in 
dating websites and apps, which has been pointed out by relationship experts in the popular press 
(Barry, 2017). 
 
1.3 Turkey: The Geo-Cultural Context of our Study 
 
Before we pose our research questions and hypotheses, few words are due about the geo-cultural 
context of the study. We conduct this research in Turkey, a secular Muslim country (according to its 
constitution) built after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. Often described as a hybrid of Europe 
and the Middle East due to its geographical location and history, Turkey has served as a battleground 
of a culture war between western liberal ideals and Muslim foundations. Homosexuality is a good 
showcase of this war. Even though Turkish law does not ban homosexuality, there are also no rules 
against discrimination of gays and lesbians (Cunningham, 2016). The foreign press often reports on 
cases where gays are physically attacked because of their sexual preference (Öktem, 2008) and a 
recent survey noted that as many as 84% of Turkish citizens do not want to have to live next door to 
members of the LGBT community (Country policy and information note Turkey: Sexual orientation 
and gender identity, 2017).  
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Turkish culture, by all means, favors heterosexuality, which is deemed to be a natural basis of 
family life. In contrast, homosexuality is viewed as playground (in the best-case scenario) and as 
religious deviance (in the worst-case scenario). Homosexuality is also often viewed as a threat to 
masculinity, which is glorified in patriarchal culture. Some Turkish families threaten and even 
dismiss their own family members, if they come out of the closet. It is common, particularly in rural 
areas, for “honor” killings to take place, where family members kill their homosexual relative in order 
to gain back the “honor” of the family and cleanse its “sins”. Thus, homosexuals often hide their 
identity from their families and also in workplaces where discrimination because of sexual 
orientation is common (Öztürk, 2011). The outcome is that homosexuality is practically invisible in 
most parts of the country and remains visible only in few districts of the bigger cities - Istanbul, 
Izmir, and Ankara that partly serve as “safe haven” for homosexuals. 
 

 Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 
We pose three research hypotheses with a directional prediction and ask three research questions 
where the scholarship accumulated hitherto does not suffice to make an unequivocal prediction.   
 
2.1 H1: Feminine Artifacts among Male Tinder Users 
 
We cogitate that the frequency of feminine decorative artifacts among gay men who are Tinder users 
will be higher than their frequency among heterosexual male who use the app. The basis of this 
hypothesis is the stereotype according to which homosexual men decorate themselves more often 
with feminine artifacts (Bickford, 1999; Shively, Rudolph, & De Cecco, 1978).  
 
2.2 H2: Feminine Artifacts among Female Tinder Users 
 
We presume that the frequency of feminine decorative artifacts among lesbian Tinder users is lower 
than among heterosexual females who use the app. The basis of the hypothesis is the stereotype 
according to which homosexual females less often wear typical female jewelry (Barry, 2017).  
 
2.3 H3: Masculine Artifacts among Female Tinder Users 
 
We hypothesize that the frequency of masculine decorative artifacts among lesbian Tinder users is 
higher than it is among heterosexual females who use the app. The renowned stereotype according to 
which lesbians adopt masculine attributes (Barry, 2017) serves as basis of the hypothesis. 
 
2.4 RQ1: Masculine Artifacts among Male Tinder Users 
 
We ask whether there is a difference in the frequency of masculine decorative artifacts between 
homosexual and heterosexual male Tinder users. While stereotypes about gays’ tendency to enhance 
their appearance by adding decorative artifacts is common (see Bickford, 1999; Shively, Rudolph, & 
De Cecco, 1978), the scientific scholarship has so far refrained from actually testing them. Therefore, 
we pose a question without making a preliminary prediction.  
 
2.5 RQ2: Gender-Neutral Artifacts among Male Tinder Users 
 
Since no research on the connection between tattoos and piercings and men’s sexual orientation 
exists, we ask without positing a preliminary prediction whether there is a difference in the 
prevalence of gender-neutral decorative artifacts between gays and heterosexual males. 
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2.6 RQ3: Gender-Neutral Artifacts among Female Tinder Users 
 
We inquire whether there is a difference in the prevalence of gender-neutral decorative artifacts 
between lesbians and heterosexual women. Due to the lack of previous research on the topic, the 
question is proposed without forecasting the answer.  
 

 Method 
 
We randomly sampled the profiles of 560 heterosexual men, 571 homosexual men, 560 heterosexual 
women and 848 homosexual women Tinder users from Turkey. The age of the users ranged between 
18 years old and 69 years old with a mean of 25.3 years old. Four research assistants used a blank 
Tinder account for gathering the data for the research. Two-thousand five-hundred and thirty-nine 
users’ profiles were coded. After dividing them into four groups based on gender and sexual 
orientation (homosexual men, heterosexual men, homosexual women, and heterosexual women) we 
analyzed the physical attributions in their profile picture, which served as unit of analysis, into three 
categories: masculine decorative artifacts, feminine decorative artifacts and gender-neutral decorative 
artifacts. Masculine artifacts consisted of muscle exposure (yes/no) and facial hair (yes/no). All the 
men were coded in this category, but women were only coded for muscle exposure. Feminine 
artifacts consisted of long hair (longer than shoulders/ shorter than shoulders), earrings (yes/no), 
make-up (yes/no) and lipstick (yes/no). All the women were coded in this category, but men were 
excluded from make-up and lipstick. Gender-neutral artifacts included tattoos (at least one/none) 
and piercings (at least one/none). Both females and males were coded in this category. This 
classification of decorative artifacts is based on the literature concerning dress code, decoration and 
gender (Lindemuth, Thomas, Mates & Casey, 2011) 

Each Tinder profile was coded separately by two different coders, who were not privy to the 
study's hypotheses and questions and were trained in using the coding book on 100 profiles that were 
not part of the sample. To asses coding reliability, we computed Cohen's Kappa coefficient for each 
category. The values - fluctuating from κ=.902 (for muscle exposure) to κ=.977 (to facial hair) - 
indicate adequate reliability. 
 

 Results 
 
Table 1: Body Decoration of Tinder Users by Sexual Orientation (N=2,539) 
 

  
Heterosexual 

Men 
(n=560) 

Homosexual 
Men 

(n=571) 

Heterosexual 
Women 
(n=560) 

Homosexual 
Women 
(n=848) 

Gender-Neutral Artifacts      
 Tattoos 2.0% 5.4% 6.1% 8.1% 
 Piercings 0.0% 4.2% 9.2% 10.4% 
 
Masculine Artifacts      

 Muscle Exposure 15.3% 14.1% 2.6% 1.0% 
 Facial Hair 81.3% 82.4% ---- ---- 
 
Feminine Artifacts      

 Long Hair 2.8% 6.9% 69.5% 59.5% 
 Earrings 4.4% 10.2% 37.1% 41.5% 
 Make-up ---- ---- 69.9% 62.5% 
 Lipstick ---- ---- 91.4% 58.5% 

 
The results of the coding appear on Table 1. A series of Mann Whitney tests for ordinal scales and chi-
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square analyses for nominal data were performed to answer the research questions and test the 
hypotheses.  
 
4.1 H1: Feminine Artifacts among Male Tinder Users 
 
The first research hypothesis (H1) predicted that the frequency of feminine decorative artifacts 
among homosexual men who use Tinder would be higher than their frequency among heterosexual 
men who use the app. After computing an index of feminine decorative artifacts consisting of long 
hair, earrings, make-up and lipstick and ranging from 0 (when none of the artifacts was identified) to 
3 (when all of them were present) a Mann-Whitney test for ordinal scales with Z approximation was 
conducted. The results are significant {Z=4.78, P<.001}. This means that in Tinder homosexual men 
are more likely than heterosexual men to be pictured with feminine decorative artifacts. More 
specifically, when it comes to Long hair, while only 2.8% of the heterosexual men display long hair, 
the figure is as high as 6.9% among homosexuals. The difference between the groups is significant {χ2 
(df=1) = 10.8 P<.001}, but the effect is small (Cramer’s V=.094). When it comes to Earrings, we divide the 
male sample into two groups (those who wear earrings and those who do not) and see that while only 
4.4% of the heterosexual Tinder male users are wearing earrings, among homosexuals the rate 
mounts up to 10.2%. This difference is significant {χ2

(df=1) = 14.3 P<.001}, but the effect, again, is not 
particularly large (Cramer’s V=.112). 
 
4.2 H2: Feminine Artifacts among Female Tinder Users 
 
The second research hypothesis (H2) predicted that the frequency of feminine decorative artifacts 
among lesbian Tinder users would be lower than among heterosexual female Tinder users. After 
computing an index of feminine decorative artifacts consisting of long hair, earrings, make-up and 
lipstick and ranging from 0 (when none of the artifacts was identified) to 4 (when all of them were 
present), a Mann-Whitney test for ordinal scales with Z approximation was performed. The results 
are significant {Z=2.0, P=.04}. This means that lesbian Tinder users are less likely than heterosexual 
women who use the app to be featured with feminine decorative artifacts. To further examine 
distinctions between heterosexual females and homosexual females in hair length, we divide the 
female sample into two groups based on hair length (longer than shoulders vs. shorter than 
shoulders) and run a chi-square analysis. The results indicate that 69.5% of the heterosexual females 
have long hair whereas among homosexual female Tinder users the figure (59.5%) is lower. The 
difference between the groups is significant {χ2

 (df=1) = 16.44 P<.001 Cramer’s V=.101}. Hence, 
heterosexual women are more likely than lesbians to have long hair. To examine differences in 
earrings, we split the female sample into two groups (no earrings vs. with earrings) and run a chi-
square analysis. The results show that 41.5% of the lesbians are wearing earrings, while among the 
heterosexual women the figure is only 37.1%. However, the difference between the groups is not 
significant {χ2 

(df=1) = 1.469 P=.225}. To inspect differences in applying make-up, we divide the female 
sample again into two groups (with make-up vs. without make-up) and run a chi-square analysis. The 
results indicate that 69.9% of the heterosexual females are pictured with make-up. Among the 
lesbians the figure is only 62.5%. The difference between the groups is significant {χ2 (df=1) = 10.5 P<.001 
Cramer’s V=.082}. Finally, to examine differences in applying lipstick, we split the female sample into 
two groups (with lipstick vs. without lipstick) and run a chi-square analysis. While 58.5% of the 
lesbians are applying lipstick, among heterosexual women the figure is as high as 91.4%. The 
difference between the groups is significant {χ2 

(df=1) = 140 P<.001 Cramer’s V=.336}. This means that 
heterosexual women are more likely than lesbians to wear lipstick. 
 
4.3 H3: Masculine Artifacts among Female Tinder Users 
 
The third research hypothesis (H3) predicted that the frequency of masculine decorative artifacts 
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among lesbian Tinder users would be higher than among heterosexual females who use the app. 
Specifically, to inspect differences between heterosexual women and homosexual women in applying 
masculine decoration we look at muscle exposure and divide the female sample into two groups – 
those who expose muscles vs. those who do not. Only 2.6% of the heterosexual women exposed 
muscles, but among homosexual women the figure (1%) was even lower. The difference between the 
groups is significant {χ2 (df=1) = 5.69 P=.017 Cramer’s V=.060}. Therefore, it can be argued that 
heterosexual women are slightly more likely to expose muscles in their Tinder pictures in comparison 
with homosexual women, although the rate of muscle exposure is generally low among women. 
 
4.4 RQ1: Masculine Artifacts among Male Tinder Users 
 
The first research question (RQ1) asked if there is a difference in the prevalence of masculine 
decorative artifacts between homosexual and heterosexual male Tinder users. After computing an 
index of masculine decorative artifacts consisting of muscle exposure and facial hair and ranging from 
o (when none of the artifacts was identified) to 2 (when both of them were present), a Mann-Whitney 
test for ordinal scales with Z approximation was performed. The results are not significant {Z=.04, 
P>.05}. Therefore, according to our statistics, homosexual male Tinder users are not different from 
heterosexual males in applying masculine decorative artifacts. When we look closely at the numbers 
of the two groups, we notice the similarity: 81.3% for heterosexual men vs. 82.4% for gays in facial 
hair; 15.3% for heterosexual men vs. 14.1% for gays in muscle exposure.  
 
4.5 RQ2: Gender-Neutral Artifacts among Male Tinder Users 
 
The second research question (RQ2) asked whether there is a difference in the prevalence of gender-
neutral decorative artifacts between homosexual and heterosexual male Tinder users. After 
computing an index of gender-neutral decorative artifacts consisting of tattoos and piercings and 
ranging from o (when none of the artifacts was identified) to 2 (when both of them were present), a 
Mann-Whitney test for ordinal scales with Z approximation was performed. The results are 
significant {Z=3.25, P<.05}. This means that there is a significant difference between homosexual and 
heterosexual male Tinder users in the prevalence of gender-neutral decorative artifacts. To further 
examine differences in piercings, we divide the male sample into two groups (with piercings vs. 
without piercings) and run a chi-square analysis. While none of the heterosexual men was pictured 
with piercings (excluding earrings), 4.2% of the homosexuals had a photo of themselves with this 
decorative artifact. The difference between the groups is significant {χ2

(df=1) =25.2, P<.001 Cramer’s 
V=.060}. To inspect differences between heterosexual males and gays in tattoos, we divide the male 
sample into two groups (with tattoos vs. without tattoos) and run a chi-square analysis. Whilst 2% of 
the heterosexual men had tattoos, among the gays the figure was as high as 5.4%. Yet, the difference 
between two groups is not significant {χ2

(df=1) = 0.87 P=.35}. We conclude that in both gender-neutral 
artifacts homosexual male Tinder users overtake heterosexual males, but the differences are 
significant only in piercings. 
 
4.6 RQ3: Gender-Neutral Artifacts among Female Tinder Users 
 
The third and final research question (RQ3) asked whether there is a difference in the prevalence of 
gender-neutral decorative artifacts between homosexual and heterosexual female Tinder users. After 
computing an index of gender-neutral decorative artifacts consisting of tattoos and piercings and 
ranging from 0 (when none of the artifacts was identified) to 2 (when both of them were present), a 
Mann-Whitney test for ordinal scales with Z approximation was performed. The results were not 
significant {Z=1.40, P>.05}. This means that lesbians and heterosexual female Tinder users do not 
differ in the likelihood to be pictured with gender-neutral decorative artifacts. When we look closely 
at specific indicators, we see that the figures in both groups are almost similar: 8.0% for lesbians vs. 
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6.1% for heterosexual women in tattoos; 10.4% for lesbians vs. 9.2% for heterosexual women in 
piercings. 
 

 Discussion 
 
By content analyzing the profile pictures of over two-thousand and five-hundred Tinder users from 
Turkey we examined the accuracy of stereotypical visual attributions pertaining to sexual orientation 
and related to the self-presentation of dating candidates across the genders. Compared to 
heterosexual women, lesbians less often apply most of the feminine decorative artifacts and more 
often display masculine decoration, but there is no difference between the two groups of women in 
adopting gender-neutral decorative artifacts. Among men, gays score higher than heterosexuals in all 
kinds of decoration but only in piercings (a gender-neutral decorative artifact) the difference passes 
the significance threshold. All in all, differences between the genders are by far larger than within 
them. For example, while the share of homosexual men with long hair was 8.5 times approximately 
smaller than the share of lesbians with long hair, the share of heterosexual men with long hair was 
only 2.5 times approximately smaller than the share of homosexual men with long hair. 

What we actually asked in this study was to what extent renowned sexual orientation related 
stereotypes are manifested in raunchy dating app in a conservative society like Turkey where 
stereotypes are notably present in everyday life (Engin & Pals, 2018). Therefore, we expected to find 
considerable differences between homosexual and heterosexual Tinder users across gender lines. We 
found them among women, as lesbians less often displayed feminine decoration and more often 
exposed their muscles. The trend was less significant among men. Assuming that homosexual men in 
Turkey are not always thrilled to publicly identify as such (Country Policy and Information Note 
Turkey: Sexual orientation and gender identity, 2017), the difference between the genders i.e. why 
homosexuals do not adopt feminine decoration like lesbians adopt masculine decoration can be 
explained by societal sanctions typical of Turkish culture (Öztürk, 2011). In a patriarchal society like 
Turkey that glorifies masculinity (Engin & Pals, 2018) the high prevalence of facial hair (81.3% of the 
heterosexual males and 82.4% of the gays in our study) is not surprising. Homosexual men might feel 
pressed to keep their identities undisclosed (Paechter, 2006), whereas women’s lack of conformation 
to gender stereotypes is viewed as less publicly problematic since it does not directly attack the 
masculine hegemony (Costa, 2016). Since the 1930s, it is common for Turkish women to wear pieces 
of men's attire such as trousers, regardless of their sexual preference (Arvanitidou & Gasouka, 2013). 
Therefore, lesbians can more easily fly under the radar and avoid getting identified as lesbians 
(something that is not culturally favored), if they wear masculine garments. Men, on the other hand 
are more prone to be labeled as gay, when they apply stereotypical female artifacts (Barry, 2017).  

This brings us to the most notable gender difference. In all the decorative artifacts (with the 
exception of muscle exposure), women scored higher than men regardless of sexual orientation. 
Furthermore, the differences between the genders excelled inter-gender differences pertaining to 
sexual orientation. This can be explained by the fact that according to Islam, (which is the 
predominant religion in Turkey) any form of decoration that is typically worn by women is forbidden 
to men. Any feminine embellishment or something that may make men look like the opposite sex is 
forbidden (Earrings for Men - Islam Question & Answer, 2019).  The rate of earrings among women is 
quite high (hovering around 40%) but very low among men. While religious rules and customs do 
not allow men to dress themselves with garments that are also worn by women, this clerical 
ordinance does not apply to women (Marcus, 1992), Indeed, a respected share of the women in our 
sample (around 40%) did lack one of the typical feminine characteristics - long hair. Still, women 
outnumber men in feminine decoration artifacts, namely long hair and earrings (see Table 1). Yet, 
despite the low prevalence across the board of gender-neutral decoration (e.g. tattoos and piercings) - 
less than 10% in any of the groups - which can be explained by the fact that in Islam any form of body 
modification is forbidden to both genders (Are Tattoos Haram in Islam - Islam Question & Answer, 
2019), here too women outnumber men {Z=7.6, P<.001}.   
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In Goffmanian terms (see Goffman, 1959), a Turkish man (heterosexual or homosexual), who 
wants to impress potential love mates in a dating app, tries to "look like a man" and stay away even 
from gender-neutral decoration, while a Turkish woman enjoys some flexibility in appearance. 
Interestingly, none of the genders attempts to look particularly muscular (The rate of muscle 
exposure is less than 15% in both genders) – perhaps because Turkey is not a sport-driven culture 
(Aslan et al., 2008).  

The key to understanding gender differences in this study and the tendency of gays not to adopt 
opposite sex decoration in large numbers is the need to conform to conservative societal standards in 
order to avoid imaginary and not so imaginary sanctions (Engin & Pals, 2018; Öktem, 2008). Will this 
trend prevail in cultures that are less patriarchal and less conservative? Further research is needed to 
answer the question.  
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