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Abstract
Objectives  Body size and shape are sexually dimorphic in humans, with men being 
characterized with larger upper bodies, while women typically having broader pel-
vises. Such sexually dimorphic traits, quantified as shoulder to hip ratio (SHR) in 
men and waist to hip ratio (WHR) in women, serve as cues of an individual’s genetic 
fitness, reproductive potential, health, and resource holding power, and, thereby, 
functioning as attractiveness cues to the opposite sex.
Methods  In the current study, we investigated men’s and women’s preference for the 
opposite sex body shape (WHR in women and SHR in men) in samples from Iran, 
Norway, Poland, and Russia. Women rated their preference for men’s SHR (1.20 to 
1.50) and men rated their preference for women’s WHR (0.55 − 0.85).
Results and Conclusion  Our results showed that Iranian and Norwegian men pre-
ferred less feminine WHRs in women compared to Polish and Russian men. More-
over, Iranian women preferred less masculine SHRs in men than women from other 
countries. Altogether, the current research showed that there are variations in men’s 
preferences for women’s WHR and women’s preferences for men’s SHR among 
these countries.

Keywords  Physical attractiveness · Cross-cultural preferences · Mate choice · 
SHR · WHR
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Introduction

Humans have sexually dimorphic body sizes and shapes. Men and women evolved 
to exhibit different morphological traits, such as men being on average larger, taller, 
and having lower fat mass than women (Nettle, 2002; Ruff, 2002; Wells, 2007). Such 
sexually dimorphic traits can serve as direct and/or indirect cues to an individual’s 
genetic fitness, health, and/or resource holding power, thereby being perceived as 
attractive to the members of the opposite sex (Apicella, 2014; Barber, 1995; Kords-
meyer et al., 2018). Additionally, WHR can serve as a cue to reproductive potential, 
such as a perceived age, pelvis size, and parity status, which may explain why men 
find WHR attractive in women (Bovet, 2019; Lassek & Gaulin, 2018). Women have 
broader pelvises and higher gluteofemoral fat distribution than men (Karastergiou et 
al., 2012; Kurki, 2011), while men possess larger upper bodies compared to women 
(Puts, 2010).

Waist to Hip Ratio (WHR)

Waist to hip ratio (WHR), the circumference of the waist relative to the hip, is often 
treated as an indicator of women’s reproductive value (Butovskaya et al., 2017; 
Lassek & Gaulin, 2019), contributing to women’s attractiveness. Women with lower 
WHRs (e.g., 0.70) are considered more attractive than women with higher WHRs 
(e.g., 0.90; Singh, 1993). WHR’s contribution to women’s attractiveness has been 
documented both at the behavioral (e.g., Dixson et al., 2011; Garza et al., 2016), 
and neural levels (Del Zotto & Pegna, 2017; Del Zotto et al., 2020; Pazhoohi et al., 
2020a; Platek & Singh, 2010). WHR is one of the most visually captivating anthro-
pometric parameters of a woman’s body, as it is shown that individuals longer and 
more frequently fixate on this physical parameter than on other body parts (Dixson et 
al., 2010b, 2011; Garza et al., 2016). To assess the attractiveness of women, individu-
als are inclined to put more emphasis on the WHR than other body aspects (Bovet 
et al., 2016; Pazhoohi et al., 2017). For instance, men look longer and fixate more 
on women with lower WHRs compared to women with higher ratios (Dixson et al., 
2010b). Also, compared to high WHRs (e.g., 0.90), lower ratios (e.g., 0.70) in women 
are more visually salient, are attended quicker, and identified more accurately (Cloud 
et al., 2022). Attractive WHRs have been shown to activate areas of the brain associ-
ated with reward processing, appetitive behaviors, and decision-making (Pazhoohi et 
al., 2020a; Platek & Singh, 2010).

Cross-Cultural Research on WHR

Although Singh (Singh, 1993; Singh et al., 2010) proposed and argued that a wom-
an’s WHR of 0.70 is the most preferred ratio cross-culturally, further research has 
challenged the universality of this assumption (Marlowe & Wetsman, 2001). Specifi-
cally, in a series of studies using participants from Hadza, Marlowe and colleagues 
showed that Hadza hunter-gatherer men prefer larger ratios, closer to 0.90 (Marlowe 
et al., 2005; Marlowe & Wetsman, 2001; Wetsman & Marlowe, 1999), and proposed 
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that preference for WHR varies across ecology (Marlowe & Wetsman, 2001). Simi-
larly, a rural sample from Bakossiland, Cameroon, reported a WHR of 0.80 as the 
most attractive ratio (Dixson et al., 2007b), a WHR of 0.60 was considered the most 
attractive in China (Dixson et al., 2007a), whereas a WHR of 0.90 among Matsi-
genka (Yomybato) indigenous people of Peru was deemed as most attractive (Yu & 
Shepard, 1998). One possible explanation for these ecologically driven preferences is 
that in resource scarce environments, lower WHR may be associated with malnutri-
tion and poor reproductive health (Ellison, 1990; Frisch, 1987), which may explain 
preferences for higher WHR in some environments. Additionally, as food becomes 
more readily available and rates of obesity increase, preferences seem to increase for 
women with lower WHR (Yu & Shepard, 1998). This is evident by the findings from 
the Matsigenka people from Shipetiari (Peru), which are a more westernized popula-
tion and desire a stronger preference for women with lower WHR (Yu & Shepard, 
1998). Taken together, cultural and ecological factors may contribute to variation in 
preferences for women’s WHR as a function of availability of resources and preva-
lence of obesity.

As indicated above, the most attractive women’s WHR to men might vary 
across different cultures. Except for one study on preference for WHR among Pol-
ish (Kościński, 2013) and one recent study among Iranians (Mirfazeli et al., 2021), 
no previous research has investigated men’s and women’s preference for opposite 
sex bodily shape and size, among Iranian, Norwegian, Polish, and Russian people. 
Kościński (2013) has reported that Polish men preferred a WHR of 0.70. In a study 
from Iran, a sample of male colleague students indicated WHR 0.80 as the most pre-
ferred for both short- and long-term relationships (Mirfazeli et al., 2021).

Shoulder to Hip Ratio (SHR)

In men, the upper-body strength is a sexually dimorphic trait and an indicator of 
physical attractiveness (Braun & Bryan, 2006; Dixson et al., 2014; Garza et al., 2017; 
Garza & Byrd-Craven, 2019; Furnham & Nordling, 1998; Horvath, 1981; Hönekopp 
et al., 2007; Pazhoohi et al., 2019, 2023a, b; Sell et al., 2017; Tovée et al., 1999). 
Men’s upper body is quantified through the ratio of the circumference of the shoul-
ders relative to that of the hips, known as the shoulder to hip ratio (SHR). Men with 
somatotypes that are mesomorphic are categorized as muscular with broad shoulders 
and less fat distribution in the abdomen (i.e., higher SHR), while endomorphic men 
are categorized as less muscular with more fat distribution (i.e., lower SHR) (Dixson 
et al., 2014). Women’s preference for men’s masculine upper body is attributed to the 
association of such body morphs with high quality genes (Sell et al., 2017), immuno-
competence, as well as resource acquisition abilities (Dixson et al., 2014; Gallup & 
Frederick, 2010). A strong body type may reflect disease resistance and genetic quality 
given the energetic demands (i.e., dietary energy, testosterone) needed in displaying 
and maintaining muscularity (Lassek & Gaulin, 2009; Sell et al., 2017). Variations in 
SHR affect both early and late stages of visual processing, impacting posterior brain 
regions involved in perceiving body form and attractiveness, as well as frontal areas 
linked to judgment and decision-making (Pazhoohi et al., 2023a).
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Cross-cultural Research on SHR

Similar to women’s WHR, there are cross-cultural differences in preference for men’s 
SHR. For example, women from a rural community in Cameroon, British, and Sri 
Lanka preferred a mesomorphic (muscular) somatotype compared to an average 
somatotype (Dixson et al., 2003, 2007b), while women from China rated an aver-
age masculine somatotype higher on attractiveness than a mesomorphic somatotype 
(Dixson et al., 2007a). Women from New Zealand and the U.S. rated both mesomor-
phic and average somatotypes as the most attractive (Dixson et al., 2010a). Women 
from Portugal rated an intermediate SHR as the most attractive compared to small 
and large SHRs (Pazhoohi et al., 2019). Hispanic women in the U.S. also found men 
with lower waist to chest ratios (i.e., higher SHR) more attractive (Garza et al., 2017; 
Garza & Byrd-Craven, 2019), in addition to demonstrating a preference for men with 
stronger body types (Garza et al., 2021).

Current Research

The current research reports an investigation on men’s preference for women’s WHR 
and women’s preference for men’s SHR in samples from four distant countries (Iran, 
Norway, Poland, and Russia). Considering the differences between these countries on 
a variety of environmental characteristics, such as historic and contemporary patho-
gen prevalence (Fincher et al., 2008), we expect differences in preferences for mas-
culine/feminine body forms. As mentioned, limited research has investigated these 
countries in reference to women’s preferences for SHR in men and men’s preference 
for WHR in women. By examining the aforementioned countries, a comprehensive 
account on men’s and women’s preferences for anthropomorphic features in the 
opposite sex can provide us with an overview on how these preferences for physi-
cal traits vary across different countries, and whether cultural or ecological factors 
explain those differences. Therefore, in the current study we predicted that women 
would have a preference for men with higher SHR, as previous literature generally 
finds a stronger preference for men with intermediate to higher SHR compared to 
lower SHR (Pazhoohi et al., 2019; 2023b). For men’s preferences regarding women’s 
WHR, we predicted more cross-cultural variation, as men have shown preferences 
for lower (Dixson et al., 2010b; Singh, 1993) and higher WHRs in women (Marlowe 
& Wetsman, 2001; Yu & Sheppard, 1998) across populations. Moreover, we expect 
differences in preferences for WHR and SHR across these four cultures.

Method

Participants

A total of 1416 heterosexual individuals (1031 women and 385 men) from Iran 
(N = 481), Norway (N = 283), Poland (N = 372), and Russia (N = 280), with age rang-
ing from 18 to 73 years (M = 29.37, SD = 9.34) participated. A total of 379 participants 
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(26.7%) reported being married, 12.6% reported dating, and an additional 21.5% 
reported being in a committed relationship, while 39.2% reported being single (see 
Table 1 for the detailed descriptive statistics).

Stimuli and Procedure

The participants were recruited online using surveys translated into Norwegian, Farsi, 
Polish, and Russian. Collaborators were instructed to recruit participants from varied 
sample pools, including different ages, genders, residents of both small and large cit-
ies, and individuals from community and university backgrounds, among others (see 
Supplementary Materials for more details). After providing consent to participate and 
responding to demographic questions, men were shown a female WHR body scale, 
whereas women were presented with a male SHR body scale (see Fig. 1). They were 
then asked to indicate: “Which male/female possesses the most attractive body?”. 
Female stimuli were differing in their WHR, ranging from .55 to .85, incrementing 
in steps of .05. Male stimuli were differing in their SHR, ranging from 1.20 to 1.50, 
incrementing in steps of .05. Female and male stimuli were created by manipulating 
waist and shoulder regions, respectively, and keeping the hip size constant across the 
stimuli.

Results

Data Analysis

Data were analyzed using a Kruskal-Wallis test to examine men’s preferences for 
women’s WHR and women’s preference’s for men’s SHR across 4 countries. This 
non-parametric testing method was used to account for participants’ most frequent 
choice on which body type they considered the most attractive rather than making 
numerical ratings for each of the bodies. All significant models were followed up 
using a Dwass-Steel-Critchlow-Fligner pairwise comparisons. Additional analysis, 

Table 1  Descriptive statistics (N, age, and relationship status) for male and female participants
Female Participants

Country N Age Mean 
(SD)

Relationship Status
Single Dating In a committed 

relationship
Married

Iran 317 30.63 (8.54) 121 (38.17%) 56 (17.67%) 25 (7.89%) 115 
(36.28%)

Norway 201 27.20 (7.44) 70 (34.83%) 15 (7.46%) 67 (33.33%) 49 (24.38%)
Poland 317 28.83 (9.29) 87 (27.44%) 36 (11.36%) 117 (36.91%) 77 (24.29%)
Russia 196 30.98 (12.10) 79 (40.31%) 24 (12.24%) 35 (17.86%) 58 (29.59%)

Male Participants
Iran 164 31.66 (9.93) 85 (51.83%) 27 (16.46%) 8 (4.88%) 44 (26.83%)
Norway 82 27.85 (6.23) 36 (43.90%) 4 (4.88%) 27 (32.93%) 15 (18.29%)
Poland 55 29.42 (9.73) 23 (41.82%) 6 (10.91%) 20 (36.36%) 6 (10.91%)
Russia 84 25.05 (7.40) 52 (61.90%) 11 (13.10%) 6 (7.14%) 15 (17.86%)
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incorporating age and relationship status as covariates, was carried out and found to 
have no significant impact on the primary findings (refer to the Supplementary Mate-
rial file for details).

WHR

A Kruskal-Wallis test showed a significant difference in men’s preferences for 
women’s WHR between countries, χ2(3) = 43.51, p < .001, ε² = 0.11. Dwass-Steel-
Critchlow-Fligner pairwise comparisons provided evidence that Iranian men pre-
ferred higher WHRs in women than Polish (W = 6.84, p < .001) and Russian men 
(W = 7.40, p < .001). Similarly, Norwegian men preferred higher WHRs in women 
compared to Polish (W = 5.11, p = .002) and Russian men (W = 5.19, p = .001). No dif-
ferences were found between Iranian and Norwegian men (W = 2.54, p = .276), or Pol-
ish and Russian men in preference for women’s WHR (W = -0.50, p = .985). Iranian 
men more frequently preferred WHR 0.70 (interquartile range; IQR: 0.10) while for 
Norwegian, Polish, and Russian men, the most frequently preferred WHRs were 0.65 
(IQR: 0.05), 0.60 (IQR: 0.08), and 0.65 (IQR: 0.10), respectively (see Fig. 2 for bar 
plots and percentage of responses for each WHR by country).

Fig. 1  A Female stimuli differing in WHR, and B male stimuli differing in SHR
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Fig. 2  Bar plots indicating the fre-
quency of preferred WHR by country. 
The X-axis represents the variation 
in women’s WHR, and the Y-axis 
represents the frequency preferred by 
country
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SHR

A Kruskal-Wallis test showed a significant difference in women’s preferences for 
men’s SHR between countries, χ2(3) = 72.70, p < .001, ε² = 0.06. Dwass-Steel-
Critchlow-Fligner pairwise comparisons provided evidence that Iranian women 
preferred lower SHRs for men than Norwegian (W = -7.02, p < .001), Polish (W = 
-11.80, p < .001), and Russian women (W = -5.84, p < .001). Polish women preferred 
higher SHRs in men compared to Russian women (W = 4.47, p = .009). No other dif-
ferences were found (ps > 0.284). Iranian women more frequently preferred SHR 1.35 
(IQR: 0.10) for men, while for Norwegian, Polish and Russian women, the most fre-
quently preferred SHR was 1.40 (IQR: 0.05) (see Fig. 3 for bar plots and percentage 
of responses for each SHR by country).

Age

An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to compare the mean age of male 
participants across four countries: Iran, Norway, Poland, and Russia, revealing a sig-
nificant difference, F(3, 379) = 11.2, p < .001. Post hoc comparisons using the Bonfer-
roni adjustment indicated significant mean differences in age between several pairs of 
countries (see Table 1 for Means and SDs). Specifically, the mean age of participants 
from Iran was significantly higher than those from Norway (p = .008) and Russia 
(p < .001). Furthermore, the mean age of participants from Poland was significantly 
higher than those from Russia (p = .025). No other pairwise comparisons were statis-
tically significant.

Another ANOVA comparing the mean age of female participants revealed a sig-
nificant difference across countries, F(3, 1025) = 7.72, p < .001. Women from Iran 
were, on average, significantly older than those from Norway (p < .001). Additionally, 
the mean age of participants from Norway was significantly lower than those from 
Russia (p < .001). The comparisons between other countries were not significant.

Discussion

The current study investigated men and women’s preference for an opposite sex body 
shape across four countries. In particular, men’s preference for women’s WHR and 
women’s preference for men’s SHR were investigated.

WHR

Results for WHR showed that Iranian and Norwegian men preferred higher WHRs in 
women compared to Polish and Russian men. The most frequent preferred WHRs for 
Iranian, Norwegian, Polish and Russian men were 0.70, 0.65, 0.60, and 0.65, respec-
tively. This discrepancy in preference for WHR is in line with previous cross-cultural 
studies on WHR and the proposal that preference for WHR varies across ecologies 
(Marlowe & Wetsman, 2001).
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Fig. 3  Bar plots indicating the fre-
quency of preferred SHR by country. 
The X-axis represents the variation in 
men’s SHR, and the Y-axis represents 
the frequency preferred by country
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Results of the current study for men’s preference for WHR in Iran and Poland 
were slightly skewed toward lower ratios compared to previous reports from these 
two countries. Specifically, Kościński (2013) reported WHR of 0.70 as the most 
attractive for Polish men, while our study showed WHRs of 0.60 and 0.65 as the most 
frequently preferred ones. Similarly, Mirfazeli et al. (2021) reported WHR of 0.80 
followed by 0.70 as the most frequent preferred ratios among Iranian men, while our 
results point to WHR of 0.70 followed by 0.65 as the most frequently preferred ones. 
While one could attribute the differences between our results and those of previous 
studies to differences in stimuli, the current study, using a unique set of stimuli across 
the four cultures, nevertheless, points to the existence of cross-cultural variations. 
In that respect the current study contributes to the existent literature, as the number 
of studies that have used a unique stimulus set to compare preference for men and 
women’s body shapes is limited.

Moreover, results of the current study show a tendency for a supernormal ver-
sion of women’s WHR for men in these four countries. The anthropomorphic mea-
surements show that the WHR of women is higher than what men of each of these 
cultures indicated as the most attractive ratio. Specifically, anthropomorphic stud-
ies report a WHR of 0.80, 0.80, 0.75, and 0.78 for Iranian, Norwegian, Polish, and 
Russian women (Butovskaya et al., 2017; Cashdan, 2008; Jasieńska et al., 2004; 
Lipowska et al., 2019; Pawłowski & Dunbar, 2005; Pokrywka et al., 2006; Svare et 
al., 2011), while our results showed that men from these countries preferred women 
with lower WHRs, with Iranian and Norwegian men preferring women with higher 
WHRs than Polish and Russian men. In line with this finding, recent research has 
argued that men perceive WHRs lower than 0.75 in women as supernormal stimuli, 
signaling higher reproductive potentials in women (Derenne et al., 2008; Pazhoohi et 
al., 2020b). Accordingly, there are adaptive reasons for men preferring WHRs lower 
in women than what are observed in their environments, as such lower-than-normal 
WHRs are shown to be rewarding both behaviorally (Derenne et al., 2008) and at 
the neural level (Pazhoohi et al., 2020a; Platek & Singh, 2010). Lower WHRs also 
serves as a cue to reproductive age, current pregnancy, and parity status, which could 
be important factors in men’s mating preferences. Men’s mating success is dependent 
upon his level of paternity certainty, and higher WHRs may signal that a woman is 
pregnant and potentially partnered with another mate, which would lower his repro-
ductive success (Bovet, 2019).

SHR

As for the SHR, our results showed that Iranian women preferred less masculine men 
compared to Norwegian, Polish, and Russian women, with SHR of 1.35 followed by 
1.40 were preferred more frequently by Iranian women, while for Norwegian, Polish, 
and Russian women 1.40 SHR followed by 1.35 were the most frequently preferred. 
Moreover, Polish women preferred higher SHRs in men than Russian women. The 
lack of consistency in our results also conforms with the existence of cultural differ-
ences in other cross-cultural research in women’s preference for men’s somatotype 
(Dixson et al., 2003, 2010a). Yet, the current study is the first to systematically test 
preference for men’s upper bodies cross-culturally. In other words, the current study 
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used stimuli with manipulation of only one body measurement (shoulder size), while 
the previous studies evaluated the preference using somatotypes, where multiple 
variables were manipulated on bodies leading to potential confounds.

Ecological Differences

Cross-cultural research on face perception has shown that individuals’ attractiveness 
ratings and mate preferences vary across cultures (Fiala et al., 2021; Marcinkowska 
et al., 2014, 2019). Marcinkowska et al. (2014) showed that men’s preference for 
women’s feminine faces is negatively associated with the health condition of coun-
tries, potentially due to preference for women with cues to resource holding power in 
harsher environments. Our results point to the preference for more masculine female 
body forms (i.e., higher WHRs) for Iranian and Norwegian men compared to those 
from Poland and Russia. However, we cannot attribute these differences to health 
condition or other socio-cultural disparity across these countries, as the indices for 
Iran (United Nations’ 2021/2022 report of Human Development Index [HDI]: 0.78) 
and Norway (HDI: 0.96) are the most different of these four countries, yet the prefer-
ences for WHR are the most similar in these two distant cultures compared to Poland 
and Russia (HDIs: 0.88 and 0.82, respectively).

In an experimental study, Garza et al. (2021) asked women to rate attractiveness 
of men’s upper bodies varying in masculinity. The researchers randomly assigned 
women to perceived harsh and safe ecological conditions and found that women from 
the harsh condition preferred relatively more masculine and stronger men. However, 
our finding that Iranian women, from a harsher ecological environment (Historical 
Pathogen Prevalence [HPP]: − 0.17; Contemporary Pathogen Prevalence [CPP]: 33, 
Fincher et al., 2008), preferred lower SHRs in men compared to women from Nor-
way (HPP: − 0.80, CPP: 24), Poland (HPP: − 0.80, CPP: 27), and Russia (HPP: − 0.42, 
CPP: 28) contradicts with this previous finding, yet suggests mating context (i.e., 
short-term vs. long-term relationships) modulates preferences for men’s physical 
features that are potential cues to direct and indirect benefits, such as genetic quality 
and resource holding power. Women demonstrate a stronger preference for men with 
higher shoulder to hip ratios when considering a short-term mating encounter (Braun 
& Bryan, 2006; Provost et al., 2006, 2008), suggesting that they prioritize physical 
features associated with indirect benefits (i.e., high-quality genes). However, recent 
research has shown that women may be more consistent in their mating preference 
regardless of mating context, while men have a stronger proclivity to prioritize pref-
erences in short-and long-term mating (Mirfazeli et al., 2021). Considering mating 
context in preferences for SHR in men and WHR in women across countries provides 
a fruitful avenue for future research.

A strength of the current study is the cross-cultural comparisons of men and wom-
en’s preferences in an underexplored region (i.e., Russia). One previous study did 
examine the association between WHR and reproductive potential in a West Sibe-
rian culture (i.e. traditional Ob Ugric people) (Butovskaya et al., 2017) but did not 
examine WHR in relation to mate preferences. Examining preferences across regions 
provides a more comprehensive understanding on whether anthropomorphic traits 
are universally preferred or moderated by culturally determined factors. Although 
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the current study did not investigate the cultural underpinnings of these preferences, 
we can conclude that men’s preference for WHR and women’s preference for SHR 
seem to vary across countries. One possible avenue for future research would be to 
investigate individual differences and underlying factors associated with these pref-
erences, such as examining mating strategies, socioeconomic factors, and ecological 
harshness indices. Further, we relied on digitally created stimuli to isolate the indi-
vidual metrics (i.e., WHR and SHR) in each sex, rather than using real images. Future 
cross-cultural research can benefit from comparing differences in digital stimuli with 
real images where WHR and SHR would be manipulated. Interactions with other 
anthropometric measurements, such as body mass index, should also be investigated.

There are some limitations that must be taken into consideration. One limitation 
is the lack of control over the ethnicity of the raters, which may have influenced the 
observed preferences for WHR and SHR. The potential impact of respondent ethnic-
ity on the results, particularly in cross-cultural comparisons, warrants further con-
sideration. Furthermore, differences across preferences may have been attributed to 
possible ecological factors, as some research has pointed to the role of resource scar-
city (Garza et al., 2021), pathogen prevalence (Fincher et al., 2008; Lee & Zietsch, 
2011), and income inequality (Brooks et al., 2011) on mate preferences. Considering 
ecological effects by using an experimental priming method or considering individual 
differences in ecological relevant measures (i.e., pathogen measures, SES) is a pos-
sible future direction. Although research has suggested that women’s preferences for 
men’s masculine features (i.e., facial masculinity) may be stronger during reproduc-
tive age, suggesting a possible role of age (Little et al., 2010), our sample consisted 
of reproductive age women, lending support to our findings. Further, a recent study 
showed that age has a minimal impact on overall preferences, including attractive-
ness (Botzet et al., 2023). In reference to men’s age, Singh (1993) showed that both 
college aged and younger and older men showed similar preferences for women with 
lower WHR. To better account for control variables, such as age and partnership 
status, future studies may consider rating WHR and SHR across a scaled dependent 
variable instead of frequencies. Our additional analysis, which incorporated age and 
relationship status as covariates, found no significant effect on the primary findings. 
Nonetheless, as the samples were based on convenience sampling, the current cross-
cultural differences should be replicated in nationally representative samples.

Conclusion

The current research investigated men’s preference for women’s WHR and women’s 
preference for SHR across four different cultures of Iran, Norway, Poland, and Rus-
sia. Indeed, results indicated cross-country differences in preferences, where Iranian 
and Norwegian men preferred less feminine WHRs in women than their Polish and 
Russian counterparts, whereas Iranian women preferred less masculine SHRs in men 
than women from other countries. Moreover, our results suggest that men from these 
countries prefer a lower WHR in women compared to the average of women’s actual 
WHR in their countries.
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