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Chapter 1  

1 Introduction 

Decades of research on romantic relationships has presented current researchers in the 

field with a paradox: “love is both blind and firmly rooted in the real world” (Fletcher & 

Kerr, 2010, p. 628). Judgments of partners and relationships are typically positively 

biased (e.g. Murray, Holmes, Bellavia, Griffin, & Dolderman, 2002; Murray, Holmes, & 

Griffin, 1996). That is, the level of commitment that is associated with long-term 

relationships often leads people to rate their partners and their relationships more 

positively. However, judgments of partners and relationships have also been found to be 

very accurate. For example, relationship evaluations are often consistent across partners 

(e.g. Campbell, Simpson, Kashy, & Fletcher, 2001).  

The solution to this paradox lies in the proposition that it is possible to be both accurate 

and biased simultaneously. Two types of accuracy have been proposed in the recent 

literature: tracking accuracy and directional bias (Fletcher & Kerr, 2010, 2013; West & 

Kenny, 2011). To demonstrate these effects, take, for example, one of the first studies 

examining accuracy in intimate relationships conducted by Dymond (1954), who found 

that those in happier marriages were more accurate in their judgments of their partner’s 

personality. Participants were given a list of personality traits and asked to indicate if 

each trait was true of themselves, and also asked if it was true of their partner. A 

participant would display tracking accuracy if they recognized which traits were true of 

their partner, and which were not, as tracking accuracy represents the association between 

the judgment(s) (participants’ judgment of whether a trait is true of their partner) and a 

relevant reference point(s) (partners’ judgment of whether a trait is true of themselves). 

Now consider if instead of indicating if a trait was simply true of themselves and their 

partner, Dymond (1954) asked participants to indicate the extent that each trait was true 

of themselves and their partner. Tracking accuracy could still be determined by 

determining if participants accurately judge which traits are true of their partner and 

which are not. In addition, whether participants over or underestimate the extent that each 

trait is true of their partner could be determined. The participant would display directional 
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bias (also referred to as mean-level bias, or simply bias; Fletcher & Kerr, 2010, 2013; 

West & Kenny, 2011) if they generally over or underestimate how true each trait is of 

their partner, as directional bias is a difference in mean-levels across a sample of 

judgments between each judgment and a relevant reference point (Fletcher & Kerr, 2010, 

p. 629). It is possible to display tracking accuracy and/or directional bias, or neither. In 

this way, it is possible to be both accurate and inaccurate simultaneously. 

One area of romantic relationships in which accuracy may play an important role is 

sexual communication. Sexuality is an important feature of romantic relationships that 

differentiates them from other types of close relationships (Schwartz & Young, 2009). 

Sexual communication involves both the quality and quantity of discussions regarding 

issues such as sexual needs, desires, and health. Dyadic communication plays a critical 

role in the maintenance of satisfying long-term relationships (e.g. Noller & Feeney, 

2002), and positive associations have been found between sexual communication and a 

number of relationship outcomes, such as sexual satisfaction (e.g. Byers & Demmons, 

1999). In turn, sexual satisfaction positively predicts relationship satisfaction, while 

sexual dissatisfaction predicts relationship dissolution (Call, Sprecher, & Schwartz, 1995; 

Donnelly, 1993; Edwards & Booth, 1994; Oggins, Leber, & Veroff, 1993). The current 

research examines the ways that romantic partners communicate an interest in having 

sex, the accuracy with which partners perceive these sexual advance behaviours, how 

these processes may be moderated by other factors, and whether these processes are 

associated with relationship outcomes. This area of research has not yet been 

investigated, as previous research regarding sexual communication, and sexual advances 

specifically, has focused on the characterization and frequency of these behaviours. 

Therefore, the current research sought to investigate these factors in a dyadic study of 

romantic couples using an advanced statistical framework that can account for accuracy 

and bias in perceptions of interpersonal behaviour. 

1.1 The Truth and Bias Model 

Researchers in the field of romantic relationships have conducted several studies 

measuring accuracy and bias in a number of different relationship contexts, and many of 

these studies have been at the dyadic level. For example, Overall, Fletcher, and Kenny 
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(2012) asked couples to engage in a discussion about things that they wanted to change 

about each other while being recorded. Both members of the couple then reviewed the 

recordings and periodically reported their judgments of their partner’s regard and their 

regard for their partner during the discussion. These judgments were then used to assess 

tracking accuracy and directional bias, and it was found that participants generally 

underestimate their partner’s regard in conflict discussions, but do display substantial 

tracking accuracy.  

This study by Overall and colleagues (2012) is a part of the minority of studies on 

tracking accuracy and directional bias in that it estimates the presence of these processes 

simultaneously. Simultaneously assessing these effects allows the researcher to examine 

the effect of one while taking into account the variance associated with the other, 

something the majority of previous research on these effects have not been able to 

achieve given the independent focus on each process (e.g. Karney & Frye, 2002; 

Sprecher, 1999). 

Recently, West and Kenny (2011) proposed the Truth and Bias (T&B) Model of 

judgment, which allows for the simultaneous assessment of tracking accuracy and 

directional bias with dyadic data. In this model, the person making the judgment is called 

the perceiver, and the perceiver’s judgments are compared to their partner’s actual ratings 

(in this model, the partner’s actual ratings are considered the truth). The T&B Model 

details three effects that can be simultaneously tested.  

The first effect is directional bias, discussed previously. Systematic overestimation of the 

truth reference point is referred to as positive directional bias, whereas systematic 

underestimation is referred to as negative directional bias. 

The second effect is the truth force, and is comparable to tracking accuracy. The truth 

force “represents the extent to which judgments are attracted toward the truth value” (the 

actual value; West & Kenny, 2011, p. 360). A perceiver who can correctly report the 

pattern of the truth values displays positive truth force, or high tracking accuracy. A 

negative truth force is displayed when the perceiver’s judgments are being pushed away 

from the truth, likely by another psychological process (West & Kenny, 2011).  
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The third effect is the bias force, and it represents the extent to which perceivers’ 

perceptions of where they lie on the scale are associated with their judgments of the 

target. Therefore, the bias force represents the extent to which the perceiver assumed 

similarity between themselves and the target when making their judgments. A positive 

bias force is displayed when the perceiver projects their perceptions of themselves onto 

their judgments of the target’s truth value, and is measured through a correlation between 

the perceiver’s truth values and their judgments. A negative bias force is displayed when 

the perceiver assumes dissimilarity between themselves and the target of their judgments.  

Studies that utilize the T&B model have typically examined directional bias and tracking 

accuracy while controlling for the effects of assumed similarity (e.g., West, Dovidio, & 

Pearson, 2014). 

1.2 Sexual Advance Behaviours 

Although this number varies depending on factors such as relationship length, age, and 

presence of children, research has found that married, cohabiting, and college-aged 

samples of romantic couples engage in sexual activities an average of 2.5 times per week 

(Byers & Heinlein, 1989; Call et al., 1995; Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels, 

1994; Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2011). In addition, couples report a sexual advance by at 

least one partner occurring an average of 3.5 times per week (Byers & Heinlein, 1989). 

One of the first formal descriptions of what behaviours a sexual advance typically entails 

came from Albert Scheflen (1965), who examined the quasi-courtship behaviours of 

therapists and clients during psychotherapy sessions. He proposed that there are four 

categories of courtship behavior— courtship readiness cues (ex. a healthier physique), 

preening behaviors (ex. stroking hair or adjusting clothing and makeup), positional cues 

(ex. leaning toward the target and closing off other individuals), and actions of appeal or 

invitation (ex. flirtatious glances). Givens (1978) also described specific sexual advance 

behaviours in the fourth of the five phases (sexual arousal) of courtship he proposed. The 

behaviours associated with this phase include exchanging affectionate gestures such as 

touching, stroking, caressing, and kissing. Similarly, later research found the most 

common behaviours to indicate sexual interest are kissing, hand linking, embracing, self-
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grooming, smiling, laughing, food sharing, touching, playing, intimate gazing, and 

intimate touching (Jesser, 1978; Lockard & Adams, 1980; McCormick, 1979; 

McCormick & Jones, 1989).  

The common thread amongst many of these behaviours is that they are nonverbal and can 

be indirect. Indeed, recent research found that most of the sexual initiations between 

romantic partners involve nonverbal rather than verbal behaviours, and the majority are 

indirect rather than direct (Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2011).  Findings from some prior 

studies corroborate this assertion (Jesser, 1978; McCormick, 1979), while others suggest 

that verbal methods of initiation may be the most common, with nonverbal methods of 

initiation playing a significant but secondary role (Byers & Heinlein, 1989). The 

frequency of use of these behaviours is important, as indirect or nonverbal sexual 

advances may be more difficult for perceivers to accurately recognize. Therefore, barriers 

to the recognition of partners’ sexual advance behaviours may exist. Further research is 

required to determine the accuracy of partners’ recognition of sexual advance behaviours 

in one another, and to examine factors that may moderate this accuracy.  

1.2.1 Directional Bias in Perceptions of Sexual Advance 
Behaviours 

As discussed previously, judgments of partners and relationships are typically positively 

biased (e.g. Murray et al., 2002; Murray et al, 1996). In addition, these positive biases are 

associated with relationship benefits, such as feeling positively toward the relationship 

(Lackenbauer, Campbell, Rubin, Fletcher, & Trioster, 2010). However, research in this 

area has typically focused on partners’ biased perceptions of and feelings towards their 

partner and their relationship (e.g. Lackenbauer et al., 2010; Murray et al., 1996), as 

opposed to their biased perceptions of their partner’s behaviour. Positive directional bias 

(overestimation) with regards to perceptions of a partner’s sexual advances could also be 

beneficial for oneself and one’s relationship, as believing that their partner approaches 

them often may make the individual feel more desired. Positive directional bias could 

also have negative effects on the relationship, as it may lead the individual to feel that 

their partner is incessantly approaching them, and this may be interpreted as bothersome. 

It is unclear at this time which of these two interpretations is more likely, and therefore it 
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is unclear as to whether perceivers should be motivated to have biased perceptions of 

their partner’s sexual advances. 

1.2.2 Tracking Accuracy in Perceptions of Sexual Advance 
Behaviours 

Romantic partners should be accurate in their perceptions of their partner’s sexual 

advances to some extent, simply because romantic partners typically engage regular 

sexual activity (Byers & Heinlein, 1989; Call et al., 1995; Laumann et al., 1994; Vannier 

& O’Sullivan, 2011). In addition, this accuracy may be beneficial for their relationships 

as previous research has demonstrated that romantic partners who feel they are being 

accurately perceived by their partners feel more intimate and more positively about their 

relationship (Lackenbauer et al., 2010). In order to attain these relationship benefits, 

romantic partners should be motivated to accurately track their partner’s behaviours.  

1.2.3 Assumed Similarity in Perceptions of Sexual Advance 
Behaviours 

Previous research has shown that perceivers assume similarity between themselves and 

their partner when making judgments of their partner in a number of areas, including 

closeness, caring feelings, equity, enjoyment of sex, and job satisfaction (Kenny & 

Acitelli, 2001). In many of these areas, assuming similarity between partners may aid in 

making more accurate judgments of the partner or the relationship, as the factor being 

judged is likely to be inherently similar across partners (e.g. it is unlikely that one partner 

feels extremely close to the other, while the other feels very distant). This could be true of 

sexual advance behaviours as romantic partners may develop a sexual script or routine 

that they can each enact when they wish to demonstrate sexual desire. However, it is also 

possible that sexual advance behaviours are a domain in which personal preferences reign 

and there are likely to be greater differences between partners, in which case assuming 

similarity between oneself and one’s partner would not be an effective tool for increasing 

accuracy. 

A factor that has not been significantly represented in the accuracy and bias literature is 

whether there are certain individual differences in people’s ability to make accurate 
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judgments or to be accurately judged. The current research will examine whether gender, 

attachment anxiety, and attachment avoidance have the potential to moderate the ability 

to accurately perceive a romantic partner’s sexual advances, or to be perceived by one’s 

partner. 

1.3 Gender 

Sexual script theory (Simon & Gagnon, 1984, 1987, 2003) proposes that men 

traditionally initiate sexual encounters and women traditionally restrict them in 

relationships. In addition to other factors such as biologically based differences in sex 

drive (Baumeister, Catanese, & Vohs, 2001), this phenomenon is largely attributed to 

messages supporting gender roles being displayed in society and internalized by 

perceivers. In fact, men report feeling more comfortable with the thought of being an 

initiator and have an easier time imagining these types of scenarios (Grauerholz & Serpe, 

1985; Hickman & Muehlenhard, 1999), while women who are asked to imagine sexual 

initiation scenarios typically describe their partner as the initiator (Ortiz-Torres, 

Williams, & Ehrhardt, 2003). These preferences are also characteristic of actual 

behaviour, as a number of studies have found that men typically initiate sexual 

encounters more than women (e.g. Byers & Heinlein, 1989; Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, 

& Michaels, 1994).  

However, when the sexual advance behaviours used by men and women were compared 

by Greer and Buss (1994), very few gender differences were found. The effectiveness of 

these tactics does appear to vary based on gender though. In general, men and women 

perceive sexual initiation strategies as more effective for women than for men, with the 

most effective tactics for women involving conveying immediate sexual access (Greer & 

Buss, 1994). However, the most effective tactics for men are perceived as investing time, 

attention, and expressions of love and commitment (Greer & Buss, 1994). 

1.3.1 The Association of Gender with Accuracy and Bias in 
Perceptions 

How might the traditionally different roles in the sexual initiation process create 

differences in accuracy and bias across genders? Outside of the relationship context, men 
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tend to perceive greater sexual interest in the actions of others than actually exists 

(Shotland & Craig, 1988). Therefore, men may perceive sexual advances from women 

more than is actually the case, creating positive directional bias. This phenomenon has 

recently been disputed for men in long-term romantic relationships, as it was found that 

men in this context display negative directional bias (underestimate) regarding their 

partner’s day-to-day sexual desire (Muise, Stanton, Kim, & Impett, 2016). This 

inconsistency with the previous research was explained by the researchers (Muise et al., 

2016) by discussing the differences in the cost of missing an opportunity to engage in 

sexual activities in each context. They proposed that outside of the relationship context, 

men’s primary goal (from an evolutionary standpoint) is to increase their chances of 

reproductive success by mating with as many partners as possible. In this case, missing 

opportunities to engage in sexual activities is costlier than incorrectly perceiving sexual 

interest, thereby leading to overestimation of potential partners’ sexual interest. In 

contrast, within romantic relationships there are likely to be numerous opportunities to 

engage in sexual activities and therefore the cost associated with missing such a cue is 

low. In addition, the cost associated with being rejected by a partner is higher than that of 

being rejected by a stranger. Therefore, the costs associated with perceiving sexual desire 

that is in fact absent is believed to be costlier in the relationship context, and should 

motivate partners to underestimate their partner’s sexual desire. Based on this logic, 

males should underestimate their partner’s sexual advances in a relationship context. In 

contrast to the results for males, no directional bias was found by Muise et al. (2016) for 

females.  

With regards to tracking accuracy, there is little reason to expect differences between 

genders. As discussed previously, accuracy in judgments of one’s partner and 

relationship have been associated with relationship benefits (e.g. Lackenbauer et al., 

2010), and these benefits do not appear to vary based on gender. Therefore, both males 

and females should be motivated to accurately track their partner’s sexual advance 

behaviours. This is consistent with a number of previous studies that have found no 

gender differences in tracking accuracy (e.g. Eldesouky, English, & Gross, in press; Goh, 

Rad, & Hall, 2016; Overall & Hammond, 2013). 
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1.4 Attachment Theory 

Attachment orientations are “the pattern[s] of relational expectations, emotions, and 

behaviors that results from internalizing a particular history of attachment experiences” 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2013, p. 67). Attachment orientations are distributed along two 

dimensions, attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance. Those who score low on both 

dimensions are considered securely attached, and tend to have positive conceptualizations 

of the self and others, and utilize positive and effective response strategies. Those who 

score high on one or both of the dimensions are considered insecurely attached, and tend 

to hold negative conceptualizations of the self, others, and relationships, and these beliefs 

lead to the use of ineffective strategies in navigating interactions. 

According to attachment theory, these orientations are developed through early 

experiences with caregivers. Those who score high on attachment anxiety tend to rely on 

hyperactivating strategies, which are enthusiastic attempts to gain support and love, 

which are combined with low confidence that love and support will actually be provided, 

and anger and despair when they are not (Cassidy & Kobak, 1988). This is due to beliefs, 

reinforced through past experiences, that others will be unreliable when support is 

needed, that it is something about themselves that creates these situations, and that 

exaggeration and proximity-seeking occasionally succeed in gaining the needed support.  

In contrast, those who score high on attachment avoidance tend to rely on deactivating 

strategies, which involve avoiding closeness with others when threatened, denying their 

need for other people, and when in relationships, avoiding closeness and interdependence 

in general (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). This is due to beliefs that have 

been reinforced through past experiences that suggest others cannot be trusted to be 

supportive and responsive in times of need, and that expressions of need and closeness 

will be disapproved of or punished. 

The adult attachment orientations that one develops over time has serious implications for 

the romantic relationship behaviours one experiences and enacts. For example, less 

secure individuals (those who score high on one or more of the dimensions) tend to be 

less confident in their ability to establish a successful romantic relationship (see 
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Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007, for a review). Beliefs such as this lead to differences in self-

disclosure (e.g. Bradford, Feeney, & Campbell, 2002; Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991), 

lying (e.g. Ennis, Vrij, & Chance, 2008; Gillath, Sesko, Shaver, & Chun, 2010), 

knowledge of a partner’s thoughts and feelings (Rholes, Simpson, Tran, Martin, & 

Friedman, 2007), and patterns of nonverbal communication (Guerrero, 1996; Tucker & 

Anders, 1998), all of which may impact the use of healthy sexual communication. In 

general, it is believed that people who score highly on attachment anxiety may not 

communicate effectively with their partners because they are highly self-focused and 

worried about being criticized or rejected by their partner (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2013). 

In contrast, those who score highly on attachment avoidance may not communicate 

effectively because their avoidance and lack of sensitive responding may decrease their 

partner’s interest in interactions, and may pose a barrier to their own expressions of 

concern and discussions of their own feelings (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2013). This is 

supported by research linking sexual communication and adult attachment, such that 

insecure attachment is negatively associated with satisfaction with sexual communication 

(Timm & Keiley, 2011) and positively associated with inhibited sexual communication 

(Davis et al., 2006).  

1.4.1 The Association of Attachment Orientation with Accuracy 
and Bias in Perceptions 

The strategies commonly associated with attachment insecurity may lead to differences in 

tracking accuracy. The hyperactivating strategies associated with attachment anxiety 

typically lead these individuals to closely monitor their significant others for signs of love 

and acceptance. In turn, closely monitoring one’s partner may lead to greater tracking 

accuracy. This is consistent with previous research that has shown higher attachment 

anxiety is associated with greater accuracy in perceptions of romantic partners (Simpson, 

Ickes, & Grich, 1999; Simpson et al., 2011). In contrast, the deactivating strategies 

commonly associated with attachment avoidance typically lead these individuals to 

withdraw from their relationships, and may make it particularly difficult to accurately 

track their partner’s behaviours. Consistent with this, research has shown that higher 
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attachment avoidance is associated with less accuracy in perceptions of romantic partners 

(Simpson et al., 2011).  

It is common in sexual initiation contexts for a signal amplification bias to occur, 

whereby an actor believes their behaviours communicate more romantic interest than is 

actually the case. This phenomenon is enhanced by greater fears of rejection of the actor 

(Vorauer, Cameron, Holmes, & Pearce, 2003). Insecurely attached persons typically have 

greater fears of rejection, indicating that they may be more likely to display signal 

amplification bias. If this is the case, perceivers with more insecurely attached partners 

may appear to underestimate their partner’s sexual advances because their partner 

believes they are displaying greater sexual interest than they actually are, and the 

partner’s reports of their behaviour are considered the truth using the T&B Model. 

1.5 The Current Research 

1.5.1 Study 1 

In order to utilize the T&B Model to examine the accuracy and bias with which romantic 

partners perceive each other’s sexual advance behaviours, a brief list of these behaviours 

is necessary. However, past research on behaviors used to approach others for sex has 

focused mainly on those used outside of the romantic relationship context (e.g. Greer & 

Buss, 1994) or on assigning behaviors within romantic relationships to broad categories 

(e.g. Vannier & O’Sullivan, 2011). Therefore, an inventory of the specific sexual advance 

behaviors that occur within romantic relationships does not yet exist. Study 1 aims to 

address this issue, and extend the literature on sexual advance behaviors by investigating 

which specific behaviors occur most frequently in romantic relationships. I made no 

formal hypotheses for Study 1 because the primary goal was to generate a list of 

approximately 30 sexual advance behaviours that were rated as frequently used by the 

general public. 

1.5.2 Study 2a and Study 2b 

The possible interplay between bias and accuracy in perceptions of partners' sexual 

advance behaviours and their capacity to influence romantic relationship outcomes has 
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yet to be investigated systematically. Using the list developed in Study 1, Studies 2a and 

2b addressed this gap in the literature, and also examined how a number of individual 

difference variables may moderate the effects of accuracy and bias (e.g. gender, 

attachment orientation, etc.), utilizing the T&B Model (West & Kenny, 2011) to 

simultaneously test for the effects of tracking accuracy and directional bias. The goal of 

Study 2a was to conduct exploratory analyses and develop more concrete hypotheses to 

be tested in a confirmatory manner in Study 2b.  



13 

 

Chapter 2  

2 Study 1 

The goal of Study 1 was to compile a list of approximately 30 sexual advance behaviours 

that are commonly enacted by both men and women in the context of their romantic 

relationships. Reducing the number of items from Greer and Buss’s (1994) 122-item 

Tactics For Promoting Sexual Encounters allowed for ease of interpretation for Studies 

2a and 2b, and allowed for a list of behaviours that is more practical for a dyadic study 

using the Truth & Bias Model (West & Kenny, 2011) for analyses. That is, it should be 

easier for partners to respond to a smaller list of questions, particularly given that they 

were asked to report their own and their partner’s typical behavior in the relationship for 

Studies 2a and 2b.  

Adapting Greer and Buss’s (1994) Tactics For Promoting Sexual Encounters (a list of 

sexual advance behaviours commonly enacted outside of the relationship context), I first 

narrowed the list of 122 tactics down to 67 by removing items that were deemed 

inappropriate for a relationship-specific context. In particular, 55 items were removed 

that were deemed inappropriate for the relationship context by an informal group of six 

raters, and generally fell under the categories of utilizing the friendship network (ex. “He 

let her friends know he was interested in her”), getting the target drunk (ex. “He got her 

to drink a lot of alcohol”), displaying status cues (ex. “He casually mentioned he has a lot 

of money”), going to a private or secluded area (ex. “He asked if she wanted to study 

alone together”), dancing (ex. “He asked her to dance”), displaying strength (ex. “He 

displayed his strength by flexing his muscles”), asking for a date (ex. “He invited her to a 

party”), acting masculine or feminine (ex. “He acted manly”), implying commitment (ex. 

“He told her he didn’t do “one-night stands” because he liked relationships that lasted”), 

increasing perceived mate value through flirting with others (ex. “He flirted subtly with 

other women to make her jealous, but not so much that she lost interest”), and derogating 

competitors (ex. “He said that other guys were users”). The remaining items were 

restructured to be gender neutral and reflect a relationship context (ex. “I lean over and 

kiss my partner”, “I put my hand on my partner’s thigh”). Participants then rated how 

frequently they utilized each of the remaining 67 behaviours. A series of cut-off points 
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were created regarding the minimum frequency of use, and differences between males’ 

and females’ use. Behaviours that met these cut-offs were used in Studies 2a and 2b.  

The secondary goal of this study was to use exploratory analyses regarding sexual 

advance use and potential moderating factors such as gender and attachment orientation 

to inform hypotheses for Study 2a.  

2.1 Methods 

2.1.1 Study Preregistration 

This study was preregistered on the Open Science Framework (OSF). Study measures 

and the data analytic plan are available at https://osf.io/s9ten/.  

2.1.2 Recruitment 

Participants were recruited via an online advertisement on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk) system. The advertisement told participants the study would involve reading 

brief behaviour descriptions and indicating how often they enact them within their 

relationship to approach their partner for sex. Interested parties who were over the age of 

18, in a relationship of 3 months or more1, and who have an approval rating on MTurk of 

97% or more were asked to follow the link to the survey, and would receive $0.50 in 

compensation for their participation. 

2.1.3 Participants 

Five hundred and sixty-two participants responded to the online advertisement. Sixty-one 

participants were excluded for not responding to at least 5 of the sexual advance 

behaviour items, and 40 for indicating they were single. The remaining 461 participants 

(248 male, 208 female, 5 prefer not to say) were an average of 31.44 years of age and had 

                                                 

1
 Data were analyzed with all participants who reported being in a relationship included, regardless of 

reported relationship length. Reanalyzing the data with those in a relationship under 3 months (5 

participants) excluded resulted in an additional item meeting the inclusion criteria (“I start to undress my 

partner”). Unfortunately, Studies 2a and 2b were already being conducted at the time of reanalysis and the 

additional item could not be added.  
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an average relationship length of 6.38 years. The vast majority of participants reported 

currently being sexually active with their partner (442 active, 14 not active, 5 prefer not 

to say). 

2.1.4 Procedure 

The entire study was completed online. Participants first completed demographic 

questionnaires about themselves and their relationship. They then read 67 short behavior 

descriptions that represent ways romantic partners may approach their significant other 

for sex. For each behavior description, participants indicated how often they enacted each 

behavior in their own relationship in an attempt to initiate sex with their partner. 

2.1.5 Measures 

2.1.5.1 Demographics 

First, participants were asked to complete a number of demographic questions, including 

reporting their gender, age, ethnicity, relationship status, relationship length, and whether 

they are sexually active in their relationship. 

2.1.5.2 Perceptions of Sexual Advance Behaviours 

From the list of 122 general sexual advance behaviours compiled by Greer and Buss 

(1994), 67 sexual advance behaviours were selected as appropriate for the context of a 

romantic relationship (α = .97). As mentioned previously, these items were restructured 

to be gender neutral and to reflect the romantic relationship context. The shortened and 

restructured list was given to the participants to report how often they believe they enact 

each behavior in their relationship on a 7-point scale (1 = Never, 7 = Always). An open 

response question was also included, which asked participants if there were any 

behaviours that were not included in the list that they enact in this context, and if so, to 

list these behaviours. 
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Appendix B. Study 1: 67-Item Relationship-Specific Sexual Advance questionnaire 

(adapted from Greer & Buss, 1994). 

In relationships, there are many different ways that individuals can communicate to their 

partner that they are “in the mood” for sexual activity. Below are listed some behaviours 

that one might perform to promote a sexual encounter with a romantic partner. Think 

about your relationship, and take a moment to think about the different behaviours that 

you use to indicate to your partner that you are interested in having sex with him or her. 

Then, using the scale below please rate the degree to which you use each of the behaviors 

to communicate you are interested in having sex with your partner.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Prefer not to say 

Never   Sometimes   Always  

 

1. I smile warmly at my partner.  

2. I flirt with my partner openly.  

3. I brush against my partner softly as they pass by.  

4. I lean over and kiss my partner.  

5. I put my hand on my partner’s thigh. 

6. I guide my partner’s hands to my genital area.  

7. I put my arm around my partner.  

8. I hold my partner’s hand. 

9. I offer to give my partner a massage.  

10. I tickle my partner.  

11. I ask my partner if they could cuddle for a while.  

12. I ask my partner if they want to sleep with me.  

13. I tell my partner directly that I want to have sex with them.  

14. I stare into my partner’s eyes passionately.  

15. I look at my partner intently in the eyes.  

16. I look directly and knowingly into my partner’s eyes.  

17. I wear sexually provocative outfits.  

18. I wear tight fitting clothes that show off my body.  

19. I wear revealing clothing.  

20. I wear sexy underwear.  

21. I tell sexual jokes.  

22. I hint constantly about sexual things.  

23. I buy my partner flowers.  

24. I spend a lot of money on my partner.  

25. I tell my partner that they look really good.  

26. I compliment my partner on how beautiful they look.  

27. I tell my partner that I find them extremely attractive.  

28. I make my partner a gourmet meal with wine and candlelight.  

29. I treat my partner to a dinner.  
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30. I increase the amount of attention I pay to my partner.  

31. I lavish attention on my partner.  

32. I call or text my partner frequently.  

33. I compliment my partner on how sexy they look.  

34. I tell my partner that I am sexually attracted to them.  

35. I tell my partner I want to kiss them.  

36. I make myself "extra attractive."  

37. I apply products to enhance my appearance.  

38. I dress nicely.  

39. I arrange my hair in an attractive style.  

40. I turn on romantic music.  

41. I light some candles to create the right atmosphere.  

42. I dim the lights.  

43. I turn out the lights.  

44. I act extra nice to my partner.  

45. I treat my partner with respect.  

46. I act interested in what my partner has to say.  

47. I act genuinely caring and kind.  

48. I wear perfume or cologne.  

49. I display a good sense of humor.  

50. I tell my partner jokes to make them laugh.  

51. I laugh in an easy, relaxed manner.  

52. I lick my lips seductively.  

53. I stick out my chest.  

54. I show an increasing amount of skin by unbuttoning my shirt.  

55. I eat my food seductively.  

56. I undress in front of my partner.  

57. I walk seductively.  

58. I sit in a sexy, provocative pose.  

59. I tell my partner that I really love them.  

60. I tell my partner that I really care about them deeply.  

61. I act upset so that my partner will comfort me and then capitalize on their 

comforting.  

62. I act uninterested in sex, like I just want to talk.  

63. I rent a movie with sexual situations.  

64. I make myself appear vulnerable.  

65. I ask my partner if they have a condom.  

66. I start to undress my partner.  

67. I tell my partner I have condoms. 

If there are any behaviours that you feel you engage in regularly to indicate sexual 

interest in your partner that were not on this list, please include them below: 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix C. Studies 2a and 2b: Initial ethics approval. 
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Appendix F. Means and intercorrelations of moderators and relational outcome 

variables with the full sample of couples from Studies 2a and 2b. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Mean SD 

Attachment 

anxiety1 .05 .27 -.21 -.09 -.44 .05 .15 -.08 -.17 .26 -.10 -.14 -.07 3.17 .85 

Attachment 

avoidance2 .24 .09 -.09 -.10 -.41 -.13 -.04 .12 -.003 .07 -.23 -.29 -.29 3.32 1.10 

Relationship 

length3 .02 -.22 .99 .74 .09 -.15 -.20 .06 .07 -.10 -.09 .05 .05 2.72 4.29 

Age4 .02 -.03 .66 .87 .14 -.11 -.20 .05 .03 -.08 -.14 .03 .03 22.75 6.27 

Self-esteem5 -.55 -.55 .09 .04 .08 .10 .06 .04 .19 -.23 .17 .12 .11 6.79 1.54 

Sexual 

frequency6 .19 .20 -.17 -.01 -.32 .77 .55 .03 .45 -.13 .48 .08 .11 10.32 7.85 

Sexual 

initiation7 .18 -.05 -.12 .05 .05 .42 .18 .05 .49 .29 .31 .10 .11 5.95 1.89 

Sexual 

rejection8 .05 .23 -.11 .03 -.04 -.12 -.05 .02 .53 .14 -.25 -.11 .05 1.98 1.49 

Perceptions of 

initiation9 .07 .15 -.20 -.09 -.14 .48 .30 .34 .08 -.15 .21 .07 .16 4.61 2.02 

Perceptions of 

rejection10 .15 .07 .01 .04 -.20 .03 .41 .27 -.13 -.01 -.21 -.21 -.15 2.85 1.67 

Sexual 

satisfaction11 -.10 -.31 .09 .02 .28 .27 .16 -.18 .32 -.32 .52 .46 .42 5.57 .74 

Relationship 

satisfaction12 -.10 -.52 .07 -.05 .33 -.06 .07 -.08 .05 -.11 .56 .46 .77 4.35 .59 

Love13 .05 -.50 .26 .11 .25 -.04 .05 -.17 -.09 -.04 .46 .72 .45 6.06 .70 

Mean 3.20 3.28 2.36 21.79 6.66 10.31 5.23 2.61 6.15 1.75 5.77 4.45 6.28   

SD .78 1.07 3.28 5.25 1.66 7.45 1.94 1.26 1.85 1.13 .71 .52 .65   

Note. These analyses were conducted with the full sample of 120 couples, unless otherwise specified. Values above the diagonal 

represent the correlations within females, below the diagonal represent the correlations within males, and on the diagonal represent 

the correlations between males and their female partner using only opposite-sex couples. The rows of means and standard deviations 

represent the values for females, whereas the columns of means and standard deviations represent the values for males.  

  


