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Abstract 

Mate choice decisions have long- -being as well as 
reproductive outcomes. Consequently, evolutionary biology and psychology devoted a 
large body of research on investigating human mate choice. The evolutionary psychology 
of human partner selection can be perceived as inter-connected processes, such as mating 
strategy, mate preferences, and mate choice. This dissertation thesis consists of two larger 
segments. The first segment is an Introduction to my four original research papers in the 
second segment.  

In the Introduction, I discuss heterosexual partner selection in two parts. First, I describe 
how mating strategies affect mate preferences, what the key mate preference dimensions 
are  both positive and negative factors of partner evaluations , how stable they are, and 
how they change over time within a person. Further, I review the concept of mate value 
and how mate preference factors are weighing in the overall perception of mate value on 
the mating market. In the second part, I discuss how partner preferences are integrated 
into mate choice, also known as the mate choice integration models. The Additive and 
Threshold models of mate choice, the Euclidean distance model, and Assortative mating 
will be discussed in detail since they are the most commonly applied models. Afterwards, 
the predictive validity of mate preferences and its theoretical and methodological 
implications on mate preference integration will be reviewed. Lastly, I show the most 
important future directions in the research field of human mate choice.  

Subsequently, four original research papers are enclosed in the second segment. These 
papers are investigating key aspects of mate preferences, their contents, stability, and 
consequences on mate perception, moreover, how these preferences are integrated to mate 
choice decisions. The first paper reviews mate preference research and its methodological 
difficulties. This study also presents an original research testing mate preferences, and 
how these preference factors are affecting relationship satisfaction and self-perceived 
mate value. The second paper presents a prospective study showing that initially single 
individuals change their ideal partner preferences after entering a relationship. Perhaps 
they do so in order to decrease their cognitive dissonance stemming from mate choice 

third study is testing how self-perceived mate value is predicted by proxy variables of 
objective mate value. The study on a sufficiently large sample found very low predictive 
validity of demographic variables with a holistic self-perceived mate value measure. 
These results indicate that conceptual advancements are needed in the theory of mate 
value. The fourth study focuses on mate preference integration algorithms. The study 
compares two influential mate choice models, the Additive and Threshold models. The 
Additive model predicts that the potential partner having the highest overall sum of 
characteristics is the most desirable, while the Threshold model predicts a potential 
partner needs to meet every mate preference threshold to be considered. Our results show 
that individuals preferred the potential partners meeting all thresholds. Participants rated 
less desirable the ones having a higher overall sum of characteristics but violating one of 
the thresholds, unless the low-level characteristic was unimportant. Future research would 
greatly benefit from testing further mate choice integration models and revealing how 
mate preference factors interact in partner perception. 
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Preface 

This PhD dissertation consists of two segments. The first segment is an Introduction (Part 
I and Part II) summarizing the current state of knowledge in mate preferences and their 
integrating models. The second segment (Part III) consists of four research papers of my 
original research contributing to the crucial questions in the field.  

The introductory part is divided into two parts, Part I focuses on mate preferences. I 
discuss human heterosexual mate preferences. I review, to my best knowledge, all the 
research investigating the factors of mate preferences, and discuss the strengths and 
weaknesses of the diverse approaches in the collected studies (see the original research 

methodological variability has led to unequivocal and ambiguous results in determining 
the most important factors of mate choice. To keep the review sensible, yet 
comprehensive, I do not discuss the potential differences arising from investigating the 
question on non-heterosexual samples. Future research would greatly benefit from 
directly investigating the mate preference factors in same-sex couples. Further, I discuss 
how stable these preferences are while ageing across retest measurements, and after 
entering a relationship. The original research paper testing adjustment of partner 

2018). Subsequently, I discuss mate value at the end of Part I and not in Part II, even 
though I also discuss that mate value research needs more emphasis on the integration of 
mate preference factors. My reasons are that current research predominantly focuses on 
the composing factors of mate value and it is less articulated how these factors are 
integrated. Mate value is indeed a transitional topic in the structure of my thesis, therefore 
I place it at the end of Part I, which predominantly discusses mate preferences, however, 
the future of mate value research should be in Part II at the integration models of mate 
preferences. The original research paper on testing self-perceived mate value is attached 

 

In Part II, I discuss mate choice integration models, such as the comparison between the 
Additive and Threshold Models of mate choice. The manuscript on this comparison 

mate choice models, assortative mating as a mate choice model is a misfit to some extent. 
Research on homogamy does not explicitly test the integration of preference factors, 
however, it also shares certain methodological struggles with the integration models. 
Further, although homogamy is not an integration model, it definitely is a mate choice 
model that has yet to be rigorously tested against the other mate choice algorithms. Lastly, 
I end my Introduction with discussing the predictive validity of mate preferences. This 
topic might be more fitting to Part I, as the research is on testing mate preferences. 
However, the reason why I put it into Part II is that the conclusions drawn from testing 
the predictive validity of mate preferences concern, in fact, theories on mate preference 
integration, and how this integration is affecting the prediction of mate choice. That is, 
the predictive validity of mate preferences is inseparable from understanding how humans 
integrate those preference factors and how those factors interact. These theories are 
crucial in understanding how to improve mate choice research and how to move further 
with mate preference integration research, thus this part has proved to be more fitting at 
the end of Part II. 
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Part III is the collection of my original research contribution. The first paper reviews the 
available research and various methods employed in mate preferences studies and reports 

Berkics, 2017). The second paper presents a prospective study on how people adjust their 
mate preferences after entering a relationship to accommodate their preferences to their 

 The third paper is 
published on self-perceived mate value and finds that people are less sensitive to their 
objective proximate mate value indicators than how much evolutionary theories suggest 

under review is enclosed comparing two influential mate choice models, the Additive and 
Threshold models of mate choice. The study finds that individuals are sensitive to 
violations of mate choice thresholds, unless the violated characteristic in unimportant for 
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1.1 Evolutionary theories of human mate preferences 

and an evolutionary perspective. To overcome the problem of choosing a partner, humans 
developed a collection of adaptive behaviours. This set of behaviours is assumed to be a 
strategic answer to the selection pressure of humans  ancestral conditions. Consequently, 
human mate preferences are a product of the complex adaptive strategies developed over 
the course of evolution (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). The strategies employed (as well as mate 
preferences) are dependent of multiple factors, such as sex, temporal context (i.e., how 
much time the individual intends to invest in the relationship), individual differences (e.g., 
mate value, personality), and cultural context (Buss, 1994; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Buss 
& Schmitt, 2019; Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Schmitt, 2015). 

Mate preferences are thus assumed to affect mate choice (e.g., Buss & Schmitt, 2019; 
Fletcher et al., 1999; Li et al., 2013; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Further, mate choice 
decisions are crucial in the survival and reproduction of the offspring, as the heritable 
traits of both parents affect the genetic quality of their offspring (Betzig, 1998; Plomin et 
al., 2008). It is thus strategically important to evaluate the  heritable traits, which 
are responsible for their reproductive fitness (e.g., Ridley, 1994; Thornhill & Gangestad, 
1996). Certain observable phenotypic cues help to infer these underlying fitness indicator 
traits of the potential partner (Miller & Todd, 1998). Consequently, humans (and other 
animals) are selected to choose their partner through observing and integrating these cues 
signalling overall mating quality (Miller & Todd, 1998). These 
could be, for example, the invested resources and parental care as direct and the heritable, 
biological cues, such as fertility and health as indirect cues. Research investigating which 
cues humans look at covers studies testing mate preference factors and how these factors 
are integrated to mate choice.  

It is a robust finding that men on average (more than women) prefer physically attractive, 
healthy, and fertile women as partners, while women on average (more than men) prefer 

2017; Feingold, 1990, 1992; Fletcher, Simpson, Thomas, & Giles, 1999; Li & Kenrick, 

strategically reasonable that men are more sensitive to features signalling youth (such as 
physical attractiveness) than women. Frequently investigated cues of attractiveness with 
a large body of evidence are facial symmetry, facial averageness, perceived skin 

-to-hip ratio (e.g., Jones et al., 2001; Jones et al., 2004; 
Little et al., 2001; Singh, 1993). These cues potentially signal health, disease resistance, 
and developmental stability (Jones et al., 2004; Thornhill & Gangestad, 1994; Thornhill 
& M ller, 1997). A meta-analysis showed that overall body symmetry was associated 
with sexual success or sexual attractiveness for both sexes, but men indeed found 
symmetry more attractive than women (M ller & Thornhill, 1998). Women, as mentioned 
earlier, are more motivated than men to consider the amount of resources which their 
partner is able and willing to provide for the family. 
investment in the offspring is considerably larger t That is why 
both capacity and commitment to share their resources and social skills are 

 
& Kenrick, 2006). These resources may be protection, shelter, and food provided to the 
family while women have restricted access to these valuables due to pregnancy or care 
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for young infants (Trivers, 1974). Being important for both sexes, other cues show less 
strong systematic sex differences. Perceived intelligence and personality (such as world 
knowledge, humour, creativity; as well as kindness, warmth, and trustworthiness, 
respectively) are good indicators of parenting abilities and capacity for a cooperative 
relationship (Buss, 1994; Miller & Todd, 1998). Human offspring depends on the 
cooperative breeding efforts of both parents, therefore, such characteristics signal 
valuable direct benefits of a potential partner for both sexes. Men and women indeed both 
show high preference for these partner characteristics (e.g., 
Berkics, 2017).  

What else do we know about partner perception and evaluation? Thibaut and Kelley 
(1959) formulated the interdependence theory, which says the function of ideal standards, 

scenario and help to regulate it according to whether the experience matches these 
expectations (see Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). The most prominent and influential model of 
partner perception, the Ideal Standards Model, is also building on the above assumptions 
of interdependence theory in the mate choice context (Fletcher et al., 1999; Fletcher & 
Overall, 2007; Simpson et al., 2001). According to Fletcher and colleagues, mate 
preferences are persistently accessible to the individuals in a form of cognitive 
representations. These representations comprise the ideal standards of mate choice, which 
show significant sex differences stemming from the differential adaptations of men and 
women. They also suggest that these ideal standards are forming measurable dimensions 
which have evolutionary importance in mate choice psychology (such as attractiveness 
and resourcefulness). Ideal standards function as driving forces of relationship 
satisfaction as a consequence of the discrepancy between the partner ideals and the actual 
or potential partner (cf. interdependence theory). The core of the Ideal Standards Model 
is that this discrepancy functions as 1) means of evaluation of the current or potential 
partner; and as 2) regulation of the relationship through lowering relationship satisfaction 
and propagating adjustments in the relationship. Individuals overall have two motives in 
maintaining their ideal standards, 1) punctuality when evaluation and adjustment are 
needed in the current relationship, or in the actual partner choice, where an unfortunate 
outcome is especially costly. The opposite motive is 2) overall positivity when evaluating 
the relationship to maintain the relationship in times when there is no need for disturbing 
thoughts or seeking problems (as a standby mode). 

 Dealmakers of mate choice 

In the lights of the Ideal Standards Model and the fitness evaluation of potential partners, 
it is important to investigate which the most prominent factors of the ideal standards are 
along which people evaluate their partners  may them be potential, past, or current ones 
(Fletcher et al., 1999; Miller & Todd, 1998). Over the last three decades, a large body of 
research investigated the factors of mate preferences with inconclusive results (Table 1; 
section 3.1: ing three 

-Trustworthiness, Vitality-Attractiveness, and Status-
Resources, and found them to be theoretically sound and well established (Fletcher et al., 
1999). Their strategy was to adopt a bottom-up approach and create a list of important 

orts. Subsequently, they 
conducted factor analysis to identify the principal dimensions of mate preferences and 
partner evaluation in order to cover a wide variety of the key factors. Interestingly, only 



14 
 

very few independent studies followed a similar strategy, and thus conceptually replicated 
 

A distinct approach to investigate the mate preference factors was to theoretically, top-
down identify the theoretically probable dimensions of mate evaluation and confirm them 
on actual data afterwards (Ellis, Simpson, & Campbell, 2002). In some cases, both 
theoretical and empirical evidence were gathered to enter characteristics into the 
measurement model, or the items were taken and/or translated from previous research 
(e.g., Atari & 
two approaches  and the combination of them  should complement each other, 
nonetheless, the results show a rather mixed and inconclusive picture of the mate choice 
factors. Sometimes, unfortunately, the taken procedure or even the factor-analysed items 
were not specified (Furnham, 2009; Gerdvilyte & Abhyankar, 2010). It is worth 
mentioning that the empirical collection of the items (i.e., when participants are asked to 
list the important characteristics in an ideal partner) helps to increase the ecological 
validity. Using language in the questionnaire that is selected by lay people to describe a 
potential partner is expected to create a measure that is easier to interpret and relate to by 
the participants in the study. It also betters the understanding in the current cultural 
context and helps to avoid artificial-sounding items or professional language, which are 
difficult to evaluate and interpret (i.e., it may be confusing for the participants to rate their 

Neto, da ).  

Additionally, the large cultural variation in the research samples potentially amplified the 
large variance in the number and content of the factors. Presently, it is challenging to 
differentiate the effects of the differences in the conceptual approach on the resulting 
dimensions and the effects of the various languages and cultures in which the studies were 
performed. This is especially conspicuous in studies explicitly using pooled samples of 
US or UK with Chinese participants (Goodwin & Tang, 1991; Kline & Zhang, 2009). 
While some cultural effects can be identified and detected with strong confidence, such 
as the importance of Filial piety in a Chinese sample can be attributed to the collectivist 
culture in China, the reasons why Intelligence appears as a factor in only some of the 
studies is unclear, and it evokes concerns about the overall credibility and generalizability 
of the results in the field. Another related problem stemming from sampling is the 
inclusion criteria of the participants. Most of the research involved university students, 
lowering the generalizability of the results to the general population, and sometimes the 
studies pooled every sexual orientation together without addressing the potential 
differences in mate preferences and the factors structure of those preferences (e.g., Boxer, 
2012).  

The other source of the inconclusive results is the analytical and measurement approach 
employed in past research. Details, such as the context in which the importance of each 
partner characteristics was measured (e.g., long- or short-term relationship, vs otherwise 

they 

research suggests, in fact, in accordance with the strategic pluralism theory (Gangestad 
& Simpson, 2000), that several relationship types can be identified (such as, e.g., one 
night stand, lover, dating without commitment) and should be taken into account in mate 



15 
 

choice research (S
-

individuals have differential partner preferences depending on whether short- or long-
term relationships are 
Thus, studies not accounting for the contextual sensitivity should be regarded with 
caution.  

Data analysis was another source of great variation in the final factor structures across 
studies. For explorative purposes, principal components analysis was used or principal 
axis factoring, but only the latter one is an actual exploratory factor analysis taking into 
account the residual variances, a potential source of difference in results. The decision 
whether to use orthogonal or oblique rotation on the factors was often neglected without 
discussion (e.g., Regan, Levin, Sprecher, Christopher, & Cate, 2000). Orthogonal rotation 
assumes independent, uncorrelated factors while oblique rotation allows the resulting 
factors to correlate. However, despite using orthogonal rotation, the resulting factors still 
tend to correlate. Nonetheless, correlations between the factors are not tested after 
conducting orthogonal rotation, therefore, unfortunately, they will not be reported and 
considered. In exploratory studies, the number of factors was identified based on 
eigenvalues, or by parallel analysis (e.g., Buss & Barnes, 1986; Atari & Jamali, 2016). 
However, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) can more reliably determine with model fit 
indices the actual number of factors the items are loading onto. Identifying the most 
appropriate number of factors is a common difficulty in factor analysis that can lead to 
arbitrary results. CFA was used only in 12 papers out of 27 (44%), although in some cases 
with parcelling. Parcelling is the pooling of items into parcels with averaging to yield 
better model fit. It is, however, a procedure only recommended in the case of 
unidimensional items according to methodologists (e.g., such as pooling several reaction-
time measures, cf. Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). Interestingly, the 
labelling of the factors is also a source of confusion, such as the use of bipolar, 
complicated labels instead of unidimensional one-word expressions to tag each dimension 
covering the reduced items (e.g., Fletcher, Boyes, Overall, & Kavanagh, 2006; 
Shackelford et al., 2005a). Further, insufficient sample sizes should account for a great 
potential for error in the estimations (see Brown, 2006). Lastly, sampling error leads to 
worse representation of the population as already mentioned above.  

Perhaps the most problematic practice in previous research was all the missing details of 
the performed analyses. For example, some studies did not list the characteristics used in 
the questionnaire which were further submitted into factor analysis, or did not report the 
explained variance after the dimension reduction, or did not mention the type of analysis 
used (Gerdvilyte & Abhyankar, 2010; Kenrick et al., 1990; Parmer, 1998; Regan et al., 
2000). 



 

Table 1: Main characteristics of the studies extracting factors of mate preferences in chronological order 
 

Study Context 
N. and 
nationality of 
participants 

Number of items 
& source 

Type of used 
analysis1 

N. of 
factors 

Labels of factors

1 Buss & 
Barnes 
(1986) 

ideal long-
term 

184 (92 
couples), (US)2 

76 (Marital Preference 
Questionnaire, Gough, 
1973) 

not specified 
(+ varimax) 

9 kind-considerate, socially exciting, 
artistic-intelligent, religious, domestic, 
professional status, likes children, 
politically conservative
adaptable 

2 Kenrick, 
Sadalla, 
Groth & 
Trost (1990) 

presumed 
partner 

93 (US) 24 (13 from Buss & 
Barnes, 1986, and 
another 11 added by the 
authors) 

PCA 
(+ varimax) 

5 status, attractiveness, friendliness, health
and family orientation

3 Goodwin & 
Tang (1991) 

romantic 
partner or 
platonic 
friend 

48 Chinese and 
40 British 

15 (Goodwin, 1990) not specified 
(+ varimax) 

3 sensitivity, extraversion
kindness/consideration

4 Simpson & 
Gangestad 
(1992) 

romantic 
partner 

473 (US) 15 (Romantic Partner 
Attributes, e.g. Buss & 
Barnes, 1986) 

PCA 
(+ varimax) 

2 personal/parenting qualities and 
attractiveness/social visibility/status

5 Parmer 
(1998) 

potential 
marriage 
partner 

166 African 
American 

21 (18 from Hill, 1945, 
2 from Allgeier, 1990, 2 
by the author, 1 had to 
be excluded) 

not specified 3 social stratification, personality
physical variables

6 Fletcher, 
Simpson, 
Thomas, & 
Giles (1999) 

ideal long-
term partner 
and 
relationship 

320 from New-
Zealand 

49 partner phrases, 30 
relationship expressions 
(empirically selected) 

PCA 
(+ oblique) 
CFA 

3 warmth-trustworthiness, vitality
attractiveness
AND 
intimacy-loyalty and passion
CFA: Warmth
Intimacy-Loyalty and Partner Warmth
Trust) and Vitality



 

7 Regan, 
Levin, 
Sprecher, 
Christopher, 
& Cate 
(2000) 
 

long- and 
short-term 
(pooled) 

561 (US) 23 (from their previous 
studies) 

PCA 
(+ varimax) 

5 social status, socially appealing, sexually 
desirable, similarity to self
and outgoing personality

8 Rowatt, 
DeLue, 
Strickhouser, 
& Gonzalez 
(2001) 

long- and 
short-term 

168 (US) 42 (from Buss & 
Barnes, 1986; Simpson 
& Gangestad, 1992; 
Kenrick, Sadalla, Broth 
& Trost, 1990) 

PCA 
(+ oblique) 

long: 8 
short: 8 

fidelity, dependability, vitality, spiritual 
values, creativity, good parenting, 
attractiveness
contexts) 

9 Ellis, 
Simpson, & 
Campbell 
(2002) 

how difficult 
to find a 
partner like 
this 

454 US 41(items referring to the 
Big Five, physical 
attractiveness and 
physical prowess) 

PCA (+ 
varimax) 
CFA 

6 agreeable/committed, resource accruing 
potential, physical prowess, emotional 
stability, surgency, 
attractiveness

10 Fletcher, 
Tither, 

Friesen, & 
Overall 
(2004) 

ideal long-
term, ideal 
long- and 
short-term 

200 and 198 
New-Zealand 

17 (Ideal Standards 
Scale, Fletcher et al., 
1999) 

CFA 
CFA 

long-
term: 3 
short- and 
long-term
: 3 

warmth-trustworthiness, vitality
attractiveness

11 Shackelford, 
Schmitt, & 
Buss (2005a) 

probable 
marriage 

3168 (from 37 
countries) 

18 (Hill, 1945) PCA 
(+ varimax) 

4 love vs. status/resources, 
dependable/stable vs. good looks/health, 
education/intelligence vs. desire for 
home/children and 
religion 

12 Overall, 
Fletcher, & 
Simpson 
(2006) 

partner, 
ideals, 
consistency, 
regulation 

200 + 62 
couples (NZ) 

17 (shortened from 
Fletcher et al, 1999) 

CFA 3 warmth-trustworthiness, 
attractiveness,



 

13 Fletcher, 
Boyes, 
Overall, & 
Kavanagh 
(2006) 
(unpublished, 
see Fletcher & 
Overall, 2007) 

what they 
can give as 
partners 

200 NZ 60 (empirically selected) EFA + CFA 6 caring, open, sexy, outgoing, status, 
stable 

14 Furnham 
(2009) 

not specified 
(desirability) 

250 (mixed 
from the UK) 

14 (not specified from 
where) 

not specified 
(+ varimax) 

5 physical, cognitive ability, values, 
seriousness, 

15 Kline & 
Zhang (2009) 

partner 
preference 

102 US and 
101 Chinese 

59 (38 empirically 
selected and 21 from 
Toro-Morn & Sprecher, 
2003) 

PCA 
(+ oblique) 

US: 4 
Chinese:5 

warmth-trustworthiness, filial piety, social 
status, and physical attractiveness (on US 
sample) 
AND 
filial piety, social status, physical 
attractiveness, steadfast support
authenticity (on Chinese sample)

16 Gerdvilyte & 
Abhyankar 
(2010) 

ideal and 
actual 
partner 

272 Indian 
women 

31 (not specified) PCA 
(+ varimax) 

ideal: 5 easy-going, exciting
attractiveness, resources; satisfied future, 
recognised in society; and 

17 Eastwick, 
Finkel, & 
Eagly (2011) 

romantic 
partner 

502 US 48 (from Fletchet at al., 
1999; Gosling, 
Rentfrow, & Swann, 
2003; Wiggins, 
Trapnell, & Phillips, 
1988; Watson et al., 
2004) 

PAF  
(+ promax) 

7 physically attractive, good earning
prospects, warm, exciting, unpleasant, 
meek, and conservative

18 Boxer (2012) future 
spouse 

2522 American 83 (49 from Fletcher et 
al, 1999, others not 
specified) 

CFA (on the 
49 items of 
ISM) 
PCA (+ 

CFA: 3 
PCA: 13 

warmth-trustworthiness, vitality
attractiveness and status
AND 
trustworthiness, warmth, attitudes, 



 

varimax or 
oblique, on 83 
items) 

intelligence, sociability, children, 
creativity, sexuality, vitality, 
attractiveness, resources, status

19 Neto, da 
Conce
Pinto, & 
Furnham 
(2012) 

potential 
long-term 
romantic 
partner 

187 Brazilian 
and 215 
Portuguese 

18 (14 from Furnham, 
2009) 

PAF 
(+ varimax) 

Brazilian:
4 
Portugues
e: 4 

physical attractiveness, abilities, 
personality and resources (on both 
samples) 

20 Schwarz & 
Hassebrauck 
(2012) 

desired 
partner 
(importance 
of traits) 

21245 single 
Germans 

82 (based on a German 
PhD thesis) 

PCA 
(varimax) 

12 kind/understanding, dominant, 
intellectual, wealthy/generous, physically 
attractive, cultivated, humorous, sociable, 
creative/domestic, reliable, similar

21 Jonason, 
Webster, & 
Gesselman 
(2013) 

long- and 
short-term 

401 US 20 (e.g. from Buss, 
1989; Jonason, 
Raulston, & Rotolo, 
2012; Li et al., 
2002) 

PCA 
(+ oblique) 
CFA 

long: 3 
short: 3 
CFA: 3 
and 3 

attractiveness, interpersonal warmth and 
social status (long
AND 
attractiveness, interpersonal warmth and 
physical traits (short

22 Fletcher, 
Kerr, Li, & 
Valentine 
(2014) 

self, partner, 
and ideal 

100 NZ 
students 

12 (shortened from 
Fletcher et al, 1999) 

EFA + CFA 3 warmth-trustworthiness, vitality
attractiveness and status

23 Katsena & 
Dimdins 
(2015) 

self-rating 
and ideal 
romantic 
partner 

223 Latvian 53 (from e.g. Fletcher et 
al., 1999; Buss, 1989; 
Clark et al., 2005; 
Cottrell et al., 2007; 
Furnham, 2009) 

PAF 
(+ promax) 
CFA 

PAF: 5 
CFA: 5 

warmth/trustworthiness, status/resources, 
intelligence, social skills and physical 
attractiveness

24 Atari & 
Jamali (2016) 

long-term 
preferences 
of women 

300 Iranian 
women for 
EFA and 100 
women for 
CFA 

45 --> 39 --> 26 
(empirically selected and 
both theoretically and 
statistically supervised 
characteristics) 

PAF 
(+varimax) 
CFA 

EFA: 5 
CFA: 5 

kindness/dependability, status/resources, 
attractiveness/sexuality, 
religiosity/chastity
education/intelligence
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Berkics 
(2017) 

partner, self, 
long- and 
short-term 
ideal 

60 Hungarians 
for item 
selection, 634 
for EFA and 
1545 for CFA 

63 (empirically selected) PAF  
(+ promax) 
CFA 

EFA: 7 
CFA: 7  

warmth, stability, attractiveness, passion, 
status, intellect, dominance

26 Gerlach, 
Arslan, 
Schultz, 
Reinhard, & 
Penke (2017) 

ideal and 
current 
partner 

763 German-
speaking 

20 (from Fletcher et al., 
1999; plus 5 items 
theoretically 
supplemented) 

PAF  
(+ oblimin) 
 

4 warmth-trustworthiness, vitality
attractiveness, status
confidence-humour

27 

(2018) 

ideal and 
current 
partner 

10 Czech for 
item selection, 
204 for EFA 
and CFA, 
replicated on 
1467 from 
English 
speaking 
countries 

42  16 (from Ellis et 
al., 2002; plus 5 
empirically selected; 
later replicated on the 
statistically selected 
items) 

PCA  
(+ varimax) 
CFA 

EFA: 4 
CFA: 4 

warmth/trustworthiness, status/resources, 
vitality, physical attractiveness

Note. 1rotation type is presented in brackets; 2(US) = no specification but presented by authors from the US; PCA = principal components analysis; 
confirmatory factor analysis; EFA = exploratory factor analysis; ISM = Ideal Standards Model; PAF = principal axis factoring. This table is an updated version 
of the supplementary material from section 3.1:  
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 Dealbreakers of mate choice 

In the previous sections, the positive partner characteristics were overviewed which are 
desirable in a potential partner. However, the potential partners bear not only positive 
characteristics, but negative ones as well. As a recent study pointed it out, humans 
differentiate negative, dealbreaker traits when evaluating a partner, moreover, these 
characteristics may be even more important than the positive ones (Jonason, Garcia, 
Webster, Li, & Fisher, 2015).  

Initially, Kahneman & Tversky (1974) found that human judgements show measurable 
systematic errors. For example, they were able to identify typical shortcuts or heuristics 
in the process of decision making. The underlying driving factor behind these cognitive 
errors is uncertainty. The aim of these shortcuts is to effectively avoid certain risks 
humans are inclined to experience, for example, losing money. Interestingly, humans are 
more sensitive to an expected loss than to an expected gain, causing behavioural 
asymmetry, as later described in the prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). 
Therefore, in the context of mate choice, men are prone to approach potential partners 
with the slightest potential to be sexually receptive, for example, smiling and friendly 
women. The rationale is that the cost of losing the potential access to a sexual partner, 
thus reproduce, is higher than a possible rejection from them.  interpretation is, 
therefore
inviting than how much it might be in fact.  

Haselton and Buss (2000) suggested that humans judge the accessibility and suitability 
of a potential partner based on limited information. survival depended 
in the ancient environment on how well they interpreted these probabilistic cues, leading 
to adaption and selection bias. Hence, the error management theory was formulated 
predicting asymmetrical decision-making adaptations according to the differential costs 
of mate choice decisions. This way the committed errors are predictable as well. For 
example, 
the partner is not interested, and the cost is the energy invested in courtship in vain. 
However, if the man is shy, and the woman is available indeed, the potential error is 
missing the love of his life followed by the loss of the future devoted mother of his 
children. That is a costly mistake considerably decreasing his fitness.  

According to the error management theory, a selection bias was evolved to favour the less 
 that 

asymmetry in the benefits, not only the costs, is also a driving factor of differential 
decision-making. When the perceived costs of two outcomes are the same, the 
asymmetrical benefits will be driving the behaviour instead of the costs. And vice versa, 
when the perceived benefits are equal, the cost difference will drive the decision. Overall, 
the adaptation formulated biased rules of decision-making in order to maximize the 
benefits and minimize the costs of each decision. This strategy is beneficial even if the 
developed heuristics produce errors more frequently, as those occurring errors may be 
less costly. In their pioneering research, Haselton and Buss (2000) showed that women 

commitment ratings of female targets. Women underperceived 
committed relationship in order to avoid the costs of entering a relationship in which their 
partner may abandon them. Meanwhile, men showed a more accurate perception of 
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ntent. At the same time, 
  

(2001) extensive review of the topic suggests that negative 
information is indeed pervasive in all areas of social psychology from impression 
formation to development and intimate interactions. It was found that the number of 
destructive and negative events in a relationship better predicted relationship satisfaction 
and other relationship outcomes than the number of positive events (Gottman & Krokoff, 
1989; Huston, Caughlin, Houts, Smith, & George, 2001; Huston & Vangelisti, 1991; 
McCarthy, 1999; Pittman & Lloyd, 1988; Rusbult et al., 1986; Wills et al., 1974). It seems 
that avoiding negative behaviour in a relationship is more powerful in maintaining 
stability than simply doing positive things (Baumeister et al., 2001). Interestingly, some 
even reported that couples more readily understand destructive behaviour than positive 
ones (Acitelli, Douvan, & Veroff, 1993). This underlines the theory suggesting selection 
to a more sensitive perception of negative versus positive events. In sum, the error 
management theory had influential supporting evidence of the selection towards avoiding 
costly mate choice decisions, which was endorsed by the prospect theory predicting 
people weighting losses as more important than gains. Interestingly, nonetheless, only 
very few studies focused on investigating the negative, thus potentially more costly traits 
in a potential partner.  

What are the characteristics to avoid in a potential partner? The strategy to avoid negative 
characteristics, i.e., relationship dealbreakers, complements the desire to acquire positive 
characteristics, i.e., dealmakers, in a potential partner as a parallel process (Jonason et al., 
2015). In a multi-study paper, American participants listed 49 long- and short-term 
relationship dealbreakers, which items loaded on a single global factor (Jonason et al., 
2015). As expected, women tolerated less and rated higher the likelihood of the items to 
be dealbreakers in a mate choice context. The items were face-valid sorted into seven 
categories: Unattractiveness, Unhealthy lifestyle, Undesirable personality traits, 
Differing religious beliefs, Limited social status, Divergent mating psychologies, and 
Differing relationship goals. On a nationally representative sample of single individuals, 
they found that men put more emphasis on estimating the expected return of their 
investment in the relationship. That is to say, men considered more as dealbreakers than 
women if a potential partner has kids, lives too far away, and has a low sex drive. In 
contrast, women considered laziness, neediness, and low self-confidence as dealbreakers 
more than men. Participants were also more demanding with an increasing age. A 
subsequent study showed that first learning about five dealbreakers of a person and then 
about five dealmakers did not increase their interest as much as first learning about five 
dealmakers of a person and then about five dealbreakers did decrease their interest to 
form a relationship with them. In plain words, learning negative traits of a candidate 
outweighed their positive traits, but learning positive traits of a negative candidate did not 
outweigh their negative traits as expected by the prospect theory. Overall, their results 
supported that mating mistakes are avoided more strongly than how much quality mate 
choice is approached (Jonason et al., 2015). In a related research, Zuckerman and 
Sinicropi (2011) also found supporting evidence that learning negative traits of a potential 
partner was demonstrated to have a stronger effect on the overall perception than a 
positive piece of information.  
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Although Jonason and colleagues (2015) were pioneer investigators of relationship 
dealbreakers and put considerable efforts into weighing them against the dealmakers, 
their studies have some space for improvement and some drawbacks. They did not show 
consistency in the employed dealbreakers across studies and neither provided enough 
information about the factor analysis to judge its single-factor results. Perhaps, their 
factoring would have resulted in a more consistent and replicable structure if confirmatory 
approach were used. Further, their studies had a considerably low extensive validity using 
convoluted study designs and the enrolment of untested dealbreaker characteristics. To 
further (2018) aimed to conceptually replicate 

conducted to collect a list of 96 negative characteristics that would make the participants 
reject a potential short- or long-term partner. Subsequently, exploratory factor analysis 
was employed on one half and confirmatory factor analysis on the second half of the 
sample to identify the underlying factor structure of the relationship dealbreakers. The 
exploratory factor analysis yielded a seven-factor model of relationship dealbreakers, 
which factors were subsequently confirmed on the second sample as a replication. The 
seven dealbreaker factors were Unambitious, Hostile, Bad hygiene, Arrogant, 
Unattractive, Overattaching, and Abusive. The factor structure showed acceptable model 
fit against the data in both short- and long-term contexts for both men and women. For 
men, in short term, unattractive women with bad hygiene were the strongest dealbreakers, 
while for a long-term relationship, abusiveness with bad hygiene were the most negative 
factors. For women, the strongest dealbreakers for both long- and short-term were bad 
hygiene and abusiveness. For a long-term relationship, both sexes were the most 

ment, and for short-term, arrogant and loser 
partners were the least probably rejected by men and loser, arrogant, and overattaching 
partners by women.  

To sum up, individuals are probably conscious about certain relationship dealbreakers 
which are in line with evolutionary theories (cf. the strongest dealbreaker was 
Unattractive for men, or Overattaching in a short-term context). Second, the concept of 
dealbreakers complement that of dealmakers. While Status and Intellect tend to appear 
among dealmaker factors, Poor and Dull did not emerge in the factor analysis of Berkics 
and  (2018), however, Limited social status was among the face-valid sorted 
factors of Jonason and colleagues (2015). Instead of offering direct opposites across 
dealmakers and dealbreakers, dealbreakers propose a more comprehensive understanding 
of the potential partners, which humans had better avoid. Having a detailed representation 
of what the key cues are which help to predict an unwanted relationship, such as hostility, 
abusiveness, or arrogance, has helped our ancestors in navigating their mate choice. 
Consequently, the introduction of error management theory to mate choice research 
offered valuable new questions to study and allowed a better and more thorough 
understanding of mate preferences and mate rejection. 

 General methodological recommendations for future research 

Studies investigating the dimensions of mate preferences should above all report the 
details of the performed analyses. Second, careful decisions should be made and 
discussed fitting to the context of the study, at least as supplementary material. Finally, 
replication should be performed when possible, especially when receiving unprecedented 
results, when performing the study in a sample, context, language, or country where the 
study has never been conducted before.  
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More specifically, the context of the study performed should always be considered, i.e., 
whether the researcher is interested in, for example, the ideal marriage partner or self-
evaluation as a partner, or the importance of the characteristic  which is not identical to 
the ideal level of the characteristic. The researcher must decide whether to measure the 
importance of each characteristic in an ideal partner or the ideal level of the characteristic 
(or both). It is important to keep in mind that not every analysis works on the importance 
measures (that is predominantly employed as default). For example, when one wants to 
compare the ideal and actual level of a characteristic, the importance of the characteristic 
will not be useful (cf. section 2.5.2 as well).  

Similarly, the language and the content of the factor-analysed items should be discussed 
as important aspects in the selection of the measures. Such as, 1) the researcher should 
avoid using professional language or items having ambiguous meaning. Further, 2) in the 
case of translating the list of characteristics into another language, the secondary layers 
of meaning of the items potentially cause significant loss in translation (e.g., it is 

from the list of Fletcher et al., 1999 into Hungarian 
without significant loss of meaning). Meanwhile, a questionnaire containing full 
sentences may have more space to punctuate in the meaning even after the translation into 
a very distinct cultural and language context. This task can be more difficult in translating 
only single characteristics as it is predominantly done in mate preference research. Lastly, 
3) when comparing cultures, or simply deciding to translate an existing questionnaire, it 
is important to consider that there is no established universal structure of mate preferences 
yet and it is yet to be known how to reliably perform such research.  

Additionally, it is crucial to carefully consider the contents of the questionnaire. The item 
selection may be top-down or bottom-up, or a mix of them. Not only positive, but negative 
characteristics should be considered to include in the measurement model. It cannot be 
emphasized enough that the resulting factor structure heavily depends on the items 
submitted into the analysis: items entered into the model will be in the results, items not 
entered into the study will not be in the final structure, thus cannot be tested in ideal 
preferences. The lack or presence of a dimension in the final structure does not necessarily 
mean the factor is or is not important in the specific context, and this is an especially 
difficult task in cross-cultural studies (cf. the resulting Filial piety factor in a US sample, 
Kline & Zhang, 2009). Understandably, items can be borrowed from previous research 
or added based on theoretical considerations, but the rationale should be discussed as well 
as the quality of the translation of certain items which have subtle cultural meaning (cf. 
language discussed above).  

Further, factor analytical methods should always follow the most novel guidelines 
reported by methodologists (e.g., Brown, 2006). As a general rule, confirmatory factor 
analysis should follow the exploratory factor analyses on a sufficient sample size (see the 
various perspectives on the sample size needed in Brown, 2006). Performing 
confirmatory factor analysis is the only way to obtain sufficient model fit indices which 
indicate whether the extracted factors are indeed the best to describe the data. Meanwhile, 
exploratory factor analysis in practice is much more pliable, and there is only a limited 
selection of indicators to help choose the best model. Model fit should be carefully 
investigated, poorly loading, cross-loading items should be omitted from the model. 
Replication analysis of the model fit of a factor structure on a new sample is always 
desirable. On a related note, whenever it is possible and the length of the study permits, 
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having at least 3 items per factor is preferred over using only one item denoting each 
factor. This way, sufficient error variances and a more robust structure of the factors can 
be estimated, which is better for the measurement model as well as the subsequent 
analyses.  

Finally, previously established models may be a good starting point for research not 
primarily focusing on establishing a reliable factor model, especially if no language 
barrier occurs in the translation of the items. For example, Fle -
factor model, i.e., using Warmth, Attractiveness, and Status as a starting point, can be a 
great solution as its methodology stands out of all the studies performed, and the model 
has strong theoretical support from the evolutionary theories. Subsequently, it should be 
investigated whether any, and if yes, what kind of research has been done in the language 
and context where researchers plan to carry out their study. Sometimes employing factors 
from similar cultural contexts is acceptable, such as using a seven-factor model containing 
Warmth, Stability, Attractiveness, Passion, Status, Intellect, and Dominance in Czechia, 
which was extracted in Hungary  if the translation allows (cf. section 3.1: 
Berkics, 2017). It is always noteworthy, though, that the study will not cover every 
important aspect of mate choice in the population which needs to be accounted for. 

1.2 Stability of mate preferences 

Mate preferences are often measured as a static construct with the underlying assumption 
that they are constant. However, there are numerous reasons to question whether people 
indeed do not change their preferences. First, we know only very little about the 
development of mate preferences, to what extent these preferences are innate (e.g., 
genetically predisposed), and to what extent they are learned over time (e.g., Boothroyd 
& Vukovic, 2018; Collins, 2009; Saxton, Caryl, & Roberts, 2006). We may also expect 
change in mate preferences by maturation and gaining life experience in adults.  

Alterovitz and Mendelsohn (2011) found that the older the men are, the younger partners 
they are looking for, while women, on the contrary, preferred older partners than 
themselves throughout their lives up until the age of 75. Further, some suggested that 
while men became more demanding in their preferences with age, women lowered their 
expectations (de Sousa Campos et al., 2002). In contrast, Jonason and colleagues (2015) 
reported that although people tend to have stricter dealbreakers by higher age, this 
association was only in a very weak interaction with sex. Alterovitz and Mendelsohn 
(2011) did not find such sex differences. An unpublished result on the data from Study 2 

see in section 3.3; 2019) with sufficient 
statistical power shows rather mixed additional findings (Table 2). Altogether 17,978 
participants aged between 18 and 76 (mean age = 34.01, standard deviation = 11.49) 
reported about the minimal level of 23 characteristics in a potential partner to consider. 
The 23 characteristics loaded to seven factors of minimal partner standards. Both men 
and women had , Attractiveness, and 
Dominance as they were getting older. In contrast, both men and women had slightly 
higher expectations about were older. Opposite 
effects were observed in Passion and Intellect between men and women. Overall, 
however, all of these associations are of very small effect size, statistically significant 
though, due to the large sample size. It cannot be concluded, on the other hand, that either 
sex would be more demanding or permissive by ageing. 



26 
 

Table 2: 
age and minimum partner standards 
 Age 
 Men Women 
Warmth -.132*** -.111*** 
Attractiveness -.130*** -.165*** 
Status .054*** .057*** 
Stability .033*** .034* 
Passion .036*** -.019 
Intellect -.032*** .060*** 
Dominance -.020* -.068*** 
Note. Nmale = 11,206; Nfemale = 4,814. 
* p < 0.05. *** p < 0.001. 

 

The above results focus on the stability of mate preferences during the life-course, and 
they are cross-sectional, s 
by age. Few studies investigated the test-retest stability of mate preferences. Fletcher and 
colleagues (1999) in their debuting paper on the three-factor model of ideal standards 
reported that in a three-week period the factors had a retest reliability of r = 0.75 in 
Warmth-Trustworthiness, r = 0.86 in Vitality-Attractiveness, and r = 0.86 in Status-
Resources with mean level of correlation at r = 0.83. Approximately 48% of the total 42 
participants were in a relationship. Shackelford, Schmitt, and Buss (2005b) with a 3-year 
follow-up in 54 newlyweds reported retest correlations on the importance of 18 
characteristics. The correlations in wives ranged from as low as r = -0.08 in the 
importance of mutual attraction and love to as high as r = 0.82 in the importance of 
chastity and dependable character. 
importance of favourable social status (r = 0.21), while the highest was in chastity for 
them as well (r = 0.79). The mean retest correlation across the 18 characteristics and sex 
was r = 0.46. Bleske-Rechek and Ryan (2015) employed a sample of 200 college students 
to -retest reliability across a 3-year timespan, and found 
an average  = 0.35 correlation ranging between  = 0.15 in emotional stability to  = 
0.54 in desire for children. However, their relationship status was not reported. Gerlach 
and colleagues (2019) reported on 763 participants (34% in a relationship at time 2) an 
average r = 0.65 test-retest reliability in a 5-month timespan across four factors of mate 
preferences. The correlations ranged between r = 0.56 in the Warmth-Trustworthiness 
factor to r = 0.73 in the Status-Resources factor. Overall, the stability of preferences 
largely depended on the length of time that passed between the initial and follow-up 
measurements and the measures used in the above studies. Further, these differences were 
not tested against relationship status (this information was not even reported on the 
college sample). It is conceivable, therefore, that the results suggesting fluctuating 
preferences with a long follow-up are potentially at least partly due to the change in the 
participan  

 Change of mate preferences by entering a relationship 

As we saw in the theory of Ideal Standards Model, the discrepancy between the ideal and 
actual partner has important implications regarding relationship dissolution and 
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dissatisfaction (Fletcher et al., 1999; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). A possible consequence 
of this is that in a long-term relationship, people are motivated to minimize their cognitive 
dissonance and change the image of their ideal partner to one that is more similar to their 
actual partner (Morry, 2005). Persisting dissonance between the ideal and actual partner 
is not sustainable and can lead to unbearable mental suffering to the individuals in the 
relationship. Thus, when the marital dissolution is not a feasible option (e.g., because of 
small, dependable children or a shared mortgage), and perhaps the partner has changed 
too much over the course of their 
accommodate the change Even in the earlier phase of the 
relationship, individuals may be motivated to alter their ideal standards to resemble more 
the person they are dating. They would do so to decrease their cognitive dissonance after 
their mate choice. Their motivation could also be to protect their relationship from 
threatening alternative partners. Hence, they may change the image of their ideal partner 
to one that is more similar to their current ones in order to exclude others. As a 
consequence, we can expect to observe differences between single and coupled 

 

Some evidence showed, for example, that single women had lower preference for facial 
but 

more when compared to coupled women ( Little, Jones, 
Burt, & Perrett, 2007; Little, Jones, Penton-Voak, Burt, Perrett, 2002). Single women 
were also shown to prefer feminine male faces with a direct gaze for a long-term 
relationship, probably because of inferring a social interest from the men looking directly 
at them, hence facilitating the allocation of their invested mating efforts (Conway, Jones, 
DeBruine, & Little, 2010).  

The perception of potential partners was also shown to differ between happily and 
unhappily coupled individuals. Those who were less committed to their partner rated 
higher the attractiveness of potential alternative partners (Johnson & Rusbult, 1989). In 
contrast, happily coupled individuals were found to rate attractive people as less attractive 
than others, as a function of blocking the option of looking for alternative 
mates who might threat the cohesion of their relationship (Simpson, Ickes, & Blackstone, 
1995). This way, by adjusting the perceived attractiveness of potential partners, the 
individual would feel lower cognitive dissonance when comparing them with their own 
partner. These results do not directly indicate whether the image of the ideal partner 
changes, as these only tested how the perception of the potential partner shows individual 
differences. However, it provides some evidence that individuals are indeed motivated to 
alter their cognitive structures of mate perception. Probably, these structures of mate 
evaluation are in
representation, which are thus easily altered to be more uniform (cf. Fletcher et al., 1999). 
Nevertheless, these are only cross-sectional studies, therefore, it is impossible to infer 
actual change in preferences based on this study design.  

cted a 
prospective study (see in section 3.2). Single participants reported about their ideal 
partner preferences, and concurrently, they were contacted six months later to evaluate 
their newly found partner if they had one. For a comparison, coupled individuals also 
rated their ideal and actual partners. Some of the participants remained single, allowing 
to test their partner ideals to infer a potential effect on their singlehood (e.g., irrationally 
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high expectations). The overall discrepancy between the ideal and the actual partner was 
measured in a four-dimensional space with Physical attractiveness, Vitality, 
Status/Resources and Warmth/Trustworthiness being the dimensions of the measurement. 
In this measurement space every rated ideal and actual partner has thus four coordinates. 
The distance in the measurement space was expressed in Manhattan-distance, which is 
the sum of absolute differences between each of the four factors of the ideal and actual 
partners. That allows to measure and interpret profile differences between the ideal and 
actual partner simultaneously along the four factors of the measurement. The study found 
that the overall difference between the image of the ideal partner and the actual partner 
was significantly larger in the initially single participants than in the continuously-
coupled participants.  

This may let us infer that the participants who were already in their relationship at the 
time of referring about their ideal partner may have altered their preferences in favour of 
their current partner to minimize the discrepancy. This observed overall discrepancy was 
probably due to the perceived difference in the Warmth/Trustworthiness and 
Status/Resources factors. Correlational tests also showed negligible and non-significant 
associations between the ideal and the actual partner evaluations in the newly-coupled 
participants, while medium to strong (r coefficients between 0.3 and 0.6) correlations in 
the continuously-coupled participants along the four factors of the measurement. 
Interestingly, the length of the continuously-
correlate with the discrepancy between the ideal and actual partner evaluations, 
suggesting that the adjustment of the ideal partner preferences was not gradual. As 
Gerlach, Arslan, Schultze, Reinhard, and Penke (2019) proposed, the relationships which 
are captured in such studies introduce a survival bias , meaning that only relationships 
which have already transitioned through this dissonant phase could be observed. 
Naturally, those relationships which are not able to accommodate dissolve hence will not 
be in the study sample.  

Some studies propose that individuals may tend to end up with people who are in fact not 
a perfect match to their stated ideal preferences (see the review of Eastwick et al., 2014). 
Fluctuations in partner evaluations were found by others as well, however, they were only 
tested in continuously-coupled participants (Fletcher et al., 2000; Neff & Karney, 2003). 
Gerlach and colleagues (2019) also found supporting evidence for the downward 
adjustment of partner preferences in all the four factors they measured after entering a 
relationship (i.e., Warmth-Trustworthiness, Vitality-Attractiveness, Status-Resources, 
and Confidence-Humour). They also found that participants who remained single during 
the follow-up had more stable preferences than those who initiated a relationship when 
correlating their ideal preference ratings between time 1 and time 2. On the other hand, 
their participants had stronger correlations between the initially reported ideal preference 
factors the 
participants of along the four factors 
were between r = 0.14 and r = 0.35 in the study of Gerlach and colleagues, and between 
r = -0.05 and r = 0.11 in the study of s 
between the ideal preferences reported while already being coupled and the partner 
assessments were 

ely). However, in the study of 
continuously-coupled participants were probably in a 
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longer relationship than the participants from the newly initiated relationships in the study 
of Gerlach and colleagues.  

The robustness of these findings, however, needs further investigation, such as a closer 
monitoring of the adjustment in the early phase of the relationship to capture the timing 
and context of the actual change and thus identify the potential underlying mechanisms, 
the pace of the adjustment, and individual differences in the level of adjustment. For 
example, although Gerlach and colleagues (2019) did not find supporting evidence that 
the level of adjustment was associated with self-perceived mate value, maybe some 
personality factors or age are better predictors of these adjustments. Further, the two 
prospective studies testing the adjustment of preferences (i.e., Gerlach et al., 2019 and 

ners in 
the same metric system. That is, 
to rate the characteristics according to how much they agreed with the following 

, whereas Gerlach and colleagues (2019) 
measured the importance of the characteristics in an ideal partner. Subsequently, both 
studies measured the level of said characteristics in the actual partners, therefore, the two 
measures are conceptually different and may be problematic to compare. Currently, we 
do not know how this methodological difference affected the results. Lastly, associations 
between relationship satisfaction and the observed change should allow a better 
understanding of the role and function of such adjustments. Until then, the currently 
available evidence propagates that such accommodation of preferences may be adaptive 
through easing relationship strains and conflicts (Campbell, Simpson, Kashy, & Fletcher, 
2001).  

1.3 Mate value 

Mate value may be one of the most important driving forces of mate choice. For example, 
a recent study using samples from 45 countries indeed found that higher mate value 
individuals have higher mating standards, higher mate choice power (i.e., higher potential 
to choose according to their preferences), and consequently, higher mate value partners 
(Conroy-Beam et al., 2019). Other studies also found evidence that higher self-perceived 

ek, 
Demetrovics, & Berkics, 2019; Regan, 1998; Wenzel & Emerson, 2009). However, 
interestingly, although a lot of evolutionary research operates with the concept of mate 
value and builds on the idea of the mating market, its conceptualization and 
operationalization is still rather inconclusive (e.g., Brase & Guy, 2004; Buss, 1989; Buss 
& Shackelford, 1997; Edlund & 
Sagarin, 2010; Edlund & Sagarin, 2014; Fisher, Cox, Bennett, & Gavric, 2008; Regan, 
1998; Singh, 2002; Symons, 1985). 

 Mating market operations 

Hammerstein, 1995). The economy works as pricing the goods at a certain point of time 
under certain conditions (such as the available supply and demand). A second-hand car-
shop, for example, is in a unique position to price its cars. Each car has specific 
conditions, both objective and subjective. The brand, model, and age of the car are easily 
quantified, and maybe more objective than the condition of the interior and the unknown 
effects of the history of a major car accident. Eventually, the price of the car will be 
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exactly how much the buyer will pay for it at the time of the transaction. Mating markets 
are more complicated with less objective measures. The transactions of mate choice, the 
offers and rejections are even more difficult to trace and map: individuals infer rejection 
or commence flirting based on minimal information obtained from subtle interactions, 
even multiple times a day.  

Nonetheless, humans are capable of evaluating their potential partners as well as 
themselves as a potential partner k & Berkics, 2017; Edlund & Sagarin, 
2014). According to some scholars, mate value is the fitness of the individuals as a 
potential partner that predicts their mating success (Kirsner, Figueredo, & Jacobs, 2003; 
Miller & Todd, 1998). They suggest the actual mate value cannot be measured directly, 
however, objective predictors can be observed as a proxy. On the other hand, others 
suggest that mate value  instead of fitness  is conceptualized as how much others desire 
someone as a potential partner (Fisher et al., 2008; Landolt et al., 1995). This mating 
desirability is then approximated by mating success and by performance on mate 
preference factors (Fisher et al., 2008). This assessment should consider factors which 
are important predictors of reproductive success: both in terms of the provided genetic 
and parenting quality, increasing the probability of successful survival and reproduction 
of their offspring (Waynforth, 2001). This evaluation functions on the mating market  as 
a market value, and, according to the assumptions, everybody is aware of the results of 
these assessments as potential mates. 
mating potential is conceptualized as self-perceived and others-perceived mate value, 
respectively. 

 Self-perceived mate value 

It is expected that humans  long adolescence period offers the opportunity to practice and 
learn the principle aspects of mate choice. They can learn, for example, their own mate 
value through the series of mating offers and rejections one experiences during this time 
(cf. Connolly et al., 2004; Fletcher et al., 1999; Simao & Todd, 2002; Todd & Miller, 
1999). This learning period of puberty is also the stage for the individuals to set their 
aspiration levels, or ideal expectations based on what is believed achievable for 
themselves (Todd & Miller, 1999). After the learning period, the individuals can make 
mating offers to everyone exceeding said aspiration levels or thresholds. As mentioned 
above (section 1.1), Fletcher and colleagues (1999) theorize that these set ideals are 
chronically accessible as mental representations to help the judgements of potential and 
actual partners.  

Perhaps the most iconic real-life simulation of the process of individuals learning their 
self-perceived mate value, as well as the matching phenomenon, was conducted by Ellis 
and Kelley (1999). The Pairing Game simulates in small scale on actual people 1) how 
individuals without knowing their own mate value pair up matching in their overall value 
even if looking for the highest value partner possible; and 2) how they can learn their 

this study, participants received a randomly assigned number on their forehead and their 
task was to pair with the highest possible value partner. Their choice had to be mutual. 

was 0.70. 
What is more important from the perspective of adolescence and the development of 
mating is that, on average, the participants guessed their own mate value fairly accurately 
(typical correlation of 0.65). 
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numbers on their forehead got frequently rejected and thus received a by and large 

a high mate value could therefore also set their standards high, 
while low mate value individuals had to relax their expectations. Some suggest that 
reviewing around 37% of the potential partners should provide enough insight to reliably 
set their aspiration level (cf. Ferguson, 1989). This study credibly simulates how 
interactions during adolescence are important for individuals in learning their own self-
perceived mate value, which will later be of crucial importance in (assortative) mating 
and how high the individuals set their ideal standards (e.g., Conroy-Beam et al., 2019). 

Even though there might be a motivation in the researcher to acquire an objective measure 
of mate value, self-perceived mate value may be a better predictor of the actual human 
behaviour (Arnocky, 2018). S belief in their own mate value may be more 
important in whom the person approaches and is successful with than their objective mate 
value. Although self-esteem and self-perceived mate value are conceptually different, 
they have similar characteristics. It was shown that self-perceived mate value  similarly 
to self-esteem  is sensitive to rejections and social comparison. Both self-esteem and 
self-perceived mate value showed decrease in manipulation studies where participants 
received mating-related derogatory comments or rejections (Campbell & Wilbur, 2009; 
Pass, Lindenberg, & Park, 2010; Zhang, Liu, Li, & Ruan, 2015). Nonetheless, while self-
esteem is an overall, subjective sense of self-worth, self-perceived mate value has 
objective domain-specific indicators such as the reproductive fitness. However, both self-
esteem and self-perceived mate value have s 
self-worth, based on how much the person thinks others value them.  

Social comparison has a strong effect in how someone perceives their success in relation 
to others (Festinger, 1954; Leary & Baumeister, 2000). It is no different in the mating 
context: the relative evaluation of our own success, or mate value, 
depends on who we compare ourselves with and with what goals in sight (cf. 

. Li and colleagues showed 
(2013) that when offering low vs high variation in potential speed-dating partners, the 
same level of characteristics can have varying functions, relative to the overall pool of 
potential partners in a scenario. That is, when everybody has an overall high objective 
level of status in the pool of potential partners, the individual calibrates the assessment of 
them accordingly, and even very little downward differences in status can jeopardize the 
overall evaluation of the potential partner. While when actually low-status versus high-
status potential partners are shown, the same little variation within the high-status partners 
does not have the same threat on the overall evaluation of said potential partner, as there 
are actually low-status people in the pool. Having larger variation in a pool of potential 
partners results in varying angles of perspective on the overall evaluation of the potential 
partners. Consequently, the nature and function of mate value may not be objective, by 
necessity. Rather, mate value is relative and subject to contextual factors (i.e., who, when, 
and where to compare with ourselves). Thus, perhaps, the idea to measure objective mate 
value is not realistic. 

On the conceptual part, as we have seen it in section 1.1.1, it is still under investigation 
to identify the important factors of mate preferences. Preferences refer to the most 
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as key indicators of mate value (Kirsner et al., 2003; Miller & Todd, 1998). Second, 
currently there is only very limited knowledge of how these factors are integrated into the 
overall mate value (Edlund & Sagarin, 2014). Is it a simple sum or is it penalized if one 
of the factors is exceptionally low? Are mate value evaluations consistent? Can we 
manipulate them with our interactions and seem better or make somebody look worse 
than how they are? What affects the difference between self-perceived and others-
perceived mate value? How do these two evaluations meet and interact? 



 

Table 3: Methodological approaches to measure mate value 
Approach Study Measures Length Sample items 

holistic/overall 
(self-perceived) 

Edlund & Sagarin, 
2014 

The Mate Value 
Scale  

4 items would you rate your level of desirability as 

Landolt, Lalumi re, 
& Quinsey, 1995 

Self-Perceived 
Mating Success 
Scale  

8 items self-

Sela, Mogilski, 
Shackelford, Zeigler-
Hill, & Fink, 2017 

self-perceived 
short-term mate 
value 

1 item for self,  
1 for partner 

How desirable are you for a short
relationship (e.g., a one-night stand)?
How desirable is your partner for a short

relationship (e.g., a one-night stand)?

in-between 
(self-perceived) 

Brase & Guy, 2004 single question 
of desirability 
with description 
of factors 

1 item 
potential marriage partners. Some common desirable traits 
include: Being socially exciting, age, being physically attractive, 
having a good sense of humor, having good 

good health, and liking children. Overall, how would you rate 
your level of desirability as a partner on a scale of 1
(1=Extremely desirable 9=Extremely

dimensional/ 
along factors 
(self-perceived) 

Fisher, Cox, Bennett, 
& Gavric, 2008 

Components of 
Mate Value 
Survey 

22 items 
loading on 7 
factors 

factors: Views of the opposite sex, Sociability, Parenting, 
Wealth, Looks, Relationship history, Fear of failure

Kirsner, Figueredo, & 
Jacobs, 2003 

Mate Value 
Inventory  

17 items, the 
ratings are 
summed up to 
an overall 
value 

ambitious, attractive face, attractive body, desires children, 
emotionally stable, enthusiastic about sex, faithful to partner, 
financially secure, generous, good sense of humour, healthy, 
independent, intelligent, kind and understanding, loyal, 
responsible, and sociable 



 

Berkics, 2017; Regan, 
1998 

using the same 
factors for ideal 
partner and self-
evaluation  

depends on the 
included N of 
factors  

(cf. Table 1) 

by a proxy  
(objective) 

Singh, 2002 waist-to-hip 
ratio 

(short)  

cf. Fisher, Cox, 
Bennett, & Gavric, 
2008 

N of past 
partners 

(short)  

Feinberg, 2008 Voice and facial 
features 

(can be costly)  

Katina, Holzleitner, & 
Grammar, 2012 

N of children 
during their 
lifespan 

(short, but can 
be costly) 

 

e.g., Montoya, 2008 physical 
attractiveness 
rated by 
independent 
raters  

(can be costly)  

 

 



35 
 

 Measurement of mate value 

As the conceptualization of mate value has some difficulties, its measurement will face 
some obstacles as well (Edlund & Sagarin, 2014). Self-perceived mate value can be 
measured by separate factors, or holistically, by one overall construct (e.g., Fisher et al., 
2008; Edlund & Sagarin, respectively; cf. Table 3). Some use reproductive success as a 
proxy of objective mate value 
2012). 
of the participants. Thus, they are also aiming to receive a proxy of the objective mate 
value (e.g., Montoya, 2008). Fisher and colleagues (2008) point out that every mate value 
estimate should account for past mating success as well, although their Components of 
Mate Value Survey measures it only very superficially. In their questionnaire, the items 
on the Views of the opposite sex factor (adopted from Landolt et al., 1995) measure the 
self-perceived attraction of others, but not the actual mating behaviour. Only these two 
items load 

s of the opposite sex have had crushes on me in the 
 As these questions do not cover the past relationship experience 

sufficiently, Fisher and colleagues (2008) used a separate measure: the number of past 
long- and short-term relationships. This is unfortunate because a questionnaire entirely 
covering the concept of mate value would be more practical. On the one hand, a truly 
objective mate value can be costly and impractical (e.g., asking a number of independent 

 after a lengthy face-to-face interview; 
or recording their number of children once their reproductive age is over). Although, as 
suggested above, it may not be as good an indicator of mating behaviour as the self-
perceived mate value (Arnocky, 2018), thus a costly measure of objective mate value may 
not be worth it from the perspective of the study. Eventually, we do not know what the 
factors of mate value are exactly, and how these factors are combined (see above). 
Therefore, any manipulation with them may introduce some bias.  

To overcome these problems, Edlund and Sagarin (2014) suggest to simply asking how 
ir assumption of mate value and 

mating market operations is that people have a by and large accurate notion of their own 
worth even if the researchers or they themselves cannot identify its underlying formula 
or processes (Brase & Guy, 2004; Edlund & Sagarin, 2014). So far, some studies have 
used holistic, i.e., overall mate value measures (Edlund & Sagarin, 2014; Landolt, 
Lalumi re, & Quinsey, 1995), and some have 
Berkics, 2017; Fisher et al., 2008; Kirsner, Figueredo, & Jacobs, 2003). In the end, 
researchers themselves have to decide which approach to use based on the aims and scope 
of the study (Table 3). It should be considered which factors the study focused on and 
which aspects of mate value are meaningful in the context. For example, if the study is 
testing how certain manipulations alter the dominance ratings of faces, and how the 

is effect, it is reasonable to employ a mate value 
Perhaps the most 

problematic that a researcher can do when employing the mate value concept is to not 
clarify the reasons in choosing either of the measures.  

 Correlates of mate value 

Evolutionary theories provide some predictions about the correlates of mate value. 
Physical attractiveness and access to resources are two of the most important sources of 
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mating quality in women and men, respectively. Thus, objective features predicting status 
and attractiveness should also correlate with mate value. For example, while ageing may 
correlate with career progress in the case of men, thus higher status, women are expected 
to lose their physical attractiveness over time, resulting in opposite directions in the 
change of mate value by ageing across the sexes (Brase & Guy, 2004). Higher status, 

, should also contribute to higher mate value (Mafra & Lopes, 
, signalling 

the person is worthy to be in a relationship with (Brase & Guy, 2004). However, 
dissatisfied relationships are associated with decreased self-esteem, and it may be worse 
to be in a bad relationship than not being in any (Shackelford, 2001). Relationship 

mate value. 

Some studies using smaller samples, i.e., maximally 200 participants, found associations 
as expected. Higher self-perceived mate value correlated with higher status and age in 
men (Brase & Guy; Mafra & Lopes, 2014). Higher self-perceived attractiveness was the 
strongest predictor of self-perceived mate value when measured as a holistic, overall mate 
value (cf. the Mate Value Scale of Edlund & Sagarin, 2014) in both men and women in a 
sample of more than 2,000 participants (section 3.1: . 
Interestingly, alth
self-perceived status, its effect on their mate value was only about 24% of their 

showed 
even weaker effects (section 3.3: 
Education, even though frequently considered as a proxy of status, had only very small 
association with self-perceived mate value in both and 
0.026). Age, contrary to the expectations, also had only weak associations with mate value 
both in men (r = -0.050) and women (r = -0.081). Socioeconomic status had a more 

-
similar effect siz
the expectations, such as, being single with close to zero sexual experience meant the 
lowest self-perceived mate value, however, divorcees had the same level of mate value 
as married and dating participants. Additionally, relationship satisfaction had a positive 
relationship with mate value, as expected, meaning that being single with at least more 
than 10 past sexual partners was even better than being in a bad relationship.  

All in all, these results imply that individuals are somewhat sensitive to the objective 
predictors of their mate value, potentially independently from how we measure mate 
value (i.e., holistically, or along separate factors). Nonetheless, studies having sufficient 
statistical power showed that participants are not as sensitive to the objective predictors 
of their mate value as evolutionary theories would expect them. That is, women in their 
40s consider themselves almost as attractive as women in their 20s 
Demetrovics, & Berkics, 2019). There is no problem with this; these results highlight how 
important the distinction between self-perceived and others-perceived mate value is. 
Moreover, one needs to clarify further contextual factors, such as the overall pool of the 
potential partners to compare with, which make these evaluations so relative. Results also 
underscore the importance to consider social comparison and subjective goals when 
testing mate value (cf. Festinger, 1954; Leary & Baumeister, 2000). The platform of these 

Therefore, on a general note, research investigating or using mate 
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value as a measure should emphasize conceptual and contextual clarity in targeting either 
aspect of mate value. As any other topic, mate value needs thorough and careful 
considerations when used or studied.  

Future research, consequently, should further clarify the nature of this relative evaluation 
of mate value. For example, a better description would be needed of how it changes over 
time, not only on absolute levels, but also in terms of the content of self-perceived and 
others-perceived mate value. That is, we can assume that the most important factors as 
the source of /holistic mate value  
relationship goals and life stages. Further, there is only little research yet on how these 
factors combine into the overall evaluation (cf. the subsequent Part II), neither do we 
know if an overall, holistic measure is comparable in accuracy to a more dimensional, 
factorial measure. It can be expected that as research investigating the integration of mate 
choice factors will be in a more advanced stage, mate value research will see a boost as 
well. We also know only little of how the sense of self-perceived and others-perceived 
mate value develops. How do they react in the long run with individual experiences, such 
as rejection, trauma, or relationship with parents and siblings? We do not know yet how 
important factors these individual differences are, however, we may infer that they are 
key in such social comparisons. 
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 Part II: Mate Choice Models 
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2.1 The integration of mate preferences 

The last decades have been fairly productive in identifying the most important dimensions 
of mate choice, and how these factors are associated with sex, age, socioeconomic status, 
and other predictors of mate preferences. Nonetheless, knowing the components of such 
decisions is not enough in making powerful predictions of human mate choice. As Edlund 
and Sagarin (2014) argued for a holistic approach of mate value, we do not know how an 
overall evaluation is formed based on such individual factors. The perceived factors of 
mate preferences interact within the individual bearing them as well as in the eye of the 
perceiver. Let us take as an example the prediction of relationship satisfaction by the 

by seven factors 

2017). Two thirds of the variance of relationship satisfaction are explained by this 
predictive model. We do not know, however, how these factors combine or dominate each 
other. The seven measured factors all correlate with relationship satisfaction on varying 
levels and the factors also correlate with each other. Assumedly, a lot of other information 
was not measured or entered into the prediction, as at least one third of the variance is 
due to unaccounted variables. Of course, the example here predicts relationship 
satisfaction, and not directly mate choice. However, the analogy would work similarly in 
predicting the desirability of the potential partners knowing their characteristics. This type 
of predictive analysis is an example of the Additive models, i.e., the factors are treated 
independently, no interaction is truly accounted for, and its underlying assumption is that 
the higher the evaluation, the better the partner is. We can assume, however, there are 
other models to conceive. 

2.2 Additive versus Threshold models of mate choice 

 

Figure 1. Hypothetical evaluation of two potential partners 

The implicit assumption of an underlying Additive model behind mate choice dates back 
to the beginning of research investigating human partner preferences. The very idea of 
rating a list of traits infers that each additional trait means additive qualities as a potential 
partner (e.g., Buss, 1989; Fletcher et al., 1999). Further, the overall sum of the 
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desirable. As an illustration, Figure 1 shows the ratings of two individuals, Tim and 
Andrew on four dimensions (Warmth, Attractiveness, Status, and Intellect). According to 
the Additive model, Andrew is more desirable than Tim as he has a higher overall sum of 
characteristics.  

We may see something conspicuous in the ratings of these two gentlemen. Andrew has a 
very low evaluation on Warmth, while Tim showed a more balanced assessment. Another 
model of mate choice predicts that individuals should reach at least a minimum level in 
each characteristic in order to be even considered as a potential partner. Kenrick, Sadalla, 
Growth, and Trost (1990), for example, showed that individuals have minimal and 

earnings, or intelligence. These minimal goals in a partner differed between the two sexes 
as well as between different relationship contexts. Others also showed that participants 
using dating websites set up searching filters, or aspirational levels of their future partners 
(Hitsch, , & Arieli, 2010). In their speed-dating study, Beckage, Todd, Penke, 
and Asendorpf (2009) also found that using thresholds in the search for a partner 
functioned as good heuristics. They suggested that these heuristics account for the 

 as well as the pool of the available potential partners. 
This way, the estimation based on the available information allows realistic standards to 
set up maximizing the outcomes of the partner search (cf. Todd & Miller, 1999). Thus, in 
our specific example of Andrew and Tim, the Threshold model predicts the opposite of 
the Additive model. Despite the higher overall score of Andrew, Tim should be more 
desirable than Andrew, due to his better performance in exceeding all the thresholds of 
mate choice.  

Csajb see in section 3.4; under review) developed a method to 
compare the predictions of these differential models. In a form of manipulated vignettes 
(similar to Andrew and Tim, Figure 1), they asked participants to rate the desirability of 
potential partners for a long-term relationship. These short descriptions either had one 
characteristic which was low among three others which were high or had one high 
characteristic with three other mediocre ones. For example, the Additive model would 
predict that the participants prefer the person who is more intelligent, warm, and rich than 
average, and is less attractive than average. According to the Threshold model, the 
participants would prefer the descriptions of someone averagely warm, intelligent, and 
rich, but more attractive than average. Four-four vignettes were allocated to each model. 
Each of the vignettes was predicted to be desirable only according to one of the models, 
but not to the other. That is, the vignettes either had a higher overall sum of their 
characteristics but one low characteristic; or a lower overall sum of the characteristics, 
but no low characteristic  which may be considered as a violation of the thresholds.  

The participants, both men and women, preferred, on average, the descriptions which did 
not violate any preference threshold. Interestingly, though, the most desirable vignette 
was an Additive one, which was high in warmth, attractiveness, and intellect, but low in 
status. Nonetheless, the Threshold vignettes still outperformed the Additive ones. The 
study was replicated on more than 1700 participants with various levels of the 
characteristics, denoted with a different number of stars. Four variants of the study used 
1-2-3 stars, 1-3-5 stars, 2-3-4 stars, and 3-4-5 stars. The results were comparable to the 
first study, and the participants on average preferred the vignettes with no violation of 
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thresholds over those which had a higher overall sum of the characteristics but had one 
low characteristic.  

As already mentioned, the Additive vignette low in Status and high in Warmth, 
Attractiveness, and Intellect was the most desirable, even though the Threshold vignettes 
overall were rated higher. Looking at the importance ratings of the characteristics in the 
par

Attractiveness, Passion, Status, Intellect, and Dominance). This suggests that the relative 
importance of the characteristics plays a crucial role in how the overall assessment is 
formulated. For example, it clearly suggests that the Additive model is oversimplifying 
with its underlying assumption that each characteristic should weigh in the final 
evaluation similarly. A Weighted Additive model might have a better predictive 
performance than the simple Additive model and should be compared with other models. 
A recent study indeed found that the Weighted Additive model had the best predictive 
power of mate choice (Brandner, Brase, & Huxman, in press). Second, as it was shown, 
the less important characteristics may have thresholds set at different levels than the more 
important ones. Thus, further research testing the Threshold model could benefit from a 
more sensitive, perhaps more individualistic approach. Such an approach would be, for 

ividually. 

In general, these results supporting the Threshold model are in line with the 
aforementioned error management theory (cf. section 1.1.2, Haselton & Buss, 2000). The 
offered vignettes could bear with any desirable characteristics, the lack of one outweighs 
them, just like the theory suggests. From this perspective, being low in one characteristic 
probably functions as a dealbreaker. Nonetheless, there is one important difference 
between the dealbreakers and the violations of the thresholds in these manipulated 

 by definition. The participants rated the desirability of the 
vignettes on a 0 to 10 Likert-type scale, as well as indicated whether they would consider 
a long-term relationship with such a person (section 3.4: 
under review). The desirability ratings allowed us to monitor more closely how the 
participants perceived these vignettes. Desirability was clearly lower when the threshold 
of an important characteristic was violated in the vignettes. Similarly, a significantly 

average desirability of the vignettes did not reach the lowest possible score. That is, the 
In contrast, 

the results suggest a non-linear desirability assessment of the vignettes with a more 
moderate slope before reaching the threshold level. At the threshold level, a break-point 
is followed by a steeper slope as the association between the level of the characteristic 
and the desirability rating strengthens (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Hypothetical desirability evaluation of a potential partner according to the 
-  

2.3 Further integrational models 

Other models were also proposed about how mate preference factors may be integrated. 

between the ideal and the actual partners (i.e., sum of the absolute differences between 
their factors) in order to express profile differences between them. Conroy-Beam and 
Buss (2016) tested altogether seven models of mate choice integration algorithm with 
simulated agents: Aspiration, Euclidean, Polynomial regression, Random, Simple 
regression, Threshold Euclidean, and Threshold Regression models. The study allocated 
a mate choice model to each agent which then reproduced, as their fitness allowed them, 
after a costly period of mate search. Further, the agents passed forward their mate 
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preference integration algorithm to their offspring. Each agent started mate search with 
assigned personal traits and preferences. The Aspiration model allocated an acceptable 
range to each trait (i.e., the agents got assigned acceptable minimum and maximum levels 
for each trait). The Euclidean model determine
the straight- s 
and the potential mates. The Random model allocated random attraction to each of the 
potential mates. The Simple regression and Polynomial regression models got their 
preference scores assigned as an intercept and slope for the function of their attraction, 
also allowing them in the Polynomial regression model to construct a cubic function of 
preference. The Threshold regression model calculated the attraction score with the 
simple regression method, only if all the thresholds were met in the potential mate. The 
Threshold Euclidean model assigned an attraction value to a mate only after each 
threshold was fulfilled (the attraction value was similarly calculated as in the Euclidean 
model, i.e., the inverse of the Euclidean distance in the multidimensional space). The 
agents were run for 200 generations altogether 50 times. Every model run resulted in a 
population dominated by the agents following the Euclidean algorithm. Moreover, the 
Random, Regression, Threshold Euclidean, and Threshold regression models went 

fulfilment was found best described by the Euclidean method (i.e., the straight-line 
distance of the actual partner from the preferred partner in the multidimensional space). 

attraction to potential mate profiles (Conroy-Beam & Buss, 2017). Here, the Euclidean 
model was tested against two other multidimensional space-distance measures, the 
Manhattan and Chebysev distances (i.e., the maximum absolute difference between the 

acteristics), as well as against Profile correlations, Profile 
valence, and Traditional regression approach. The Profile correlations are frequently used 
techniques in predicting profile similarity between two targets which were measured on 
several factors (cf. Kenny, 2006). The profile similarity in this approach is expressed by 
calculating the correlation between the ratings given to the factors for the two targets 
within a participant. The Profile valence was identical to the Additive model in the study 

the overall profile value. Lastly, the Traditional regression model regressed the profile 
attractiveness on the interactions between the ideal partner preference and the profile 

- and short-term setting, 
the Euclidean model had the best predictive power and fit against the data, however, the 
Manhattan distance measure gave results very close to the Euclidean solution. 
Subsequently, Conroy-Beam found the Euclidean distance the best fitting model in a 
multi-study paper in 2018, and across 45 cultures in 2019 (Conroy-Beam, 2018; Conroy-
Beam et al., 2019).  

Overall, the presented models are computationally complex, such as using assigned 
intercepts and slopes to formulate the attraction between agents. Further, the agents were 
programmed for multiple aspects of their life cycles, including fitness loss, population 
cap (inducing genetic drift), and mate preference integration algorithms. However, from 
a phenomenological point of view, this computation-heavy approach is not exactly 
realistic. Several adjusting aspects of childhood and life experiences, natural 
consequences of life events cannot be implemented in such models. Some might say that 
this is exactly the advantage of such simulated experiments which are free from the noise 
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of ecologically more valid observations. Simulations are maybe even clearer of such noise 
than how much a laboratory-clean environment could achieve. On the other hand, such 
models rely on the assumption that every aspect of life can be described and quantified. 
While the preference integration algorithms or mate choice models are highly influential 
and interpretative segments of mate choice research, such calculations behind real-life 
mate choice decisions are improbable, therefore, maybe too artificial to entirely capture 
mate choice.  

For research purposes though, these models are incredibly profitable to formulate new 
theories of mate preference. For example, as mentioned above, a recent study found the 
best performing the Weighted Additive model (i.e., additive mate value weighted by the 
importance of the characteristics) when compared with several other models (Brandner, 
Brase, & Huxman, in press). All in all, this shows that research testing mate choice 
integration algorithms have a long history ahead. As the presented studies show, a lot 
depends on the study design and the comparable models in finding either of the models 
as the best fitting. 

ecological validity with a less thorough inspection of the potentially varying threshold 
levels. Future research should concentrate more on identifying further integration 
algorithms, such as, for example, the Weighted Euclidean model, which weights the 
partner characteristics in the multidimensional space by the importance of the 
characteristics (Conroy-Beam & Buss, 2017). Other models are also plausible, such as 
expecting the individuals to apply multiple models in a stepwise fashion. A stepwise 
strategy would be, for example, first expecting the potential partner to pass all thresholds, 
and subsequently choosing the partner with the highest overall sum of characteristics (cf. 

-
integrational models suggest that mate choice seems very complex, a lot more than a 
simple regression model can predict. Research attempting to describe it, however, may 
bring us closer to understanding mate choice, if only at least partially. In section 2.5, more 
research will be reviewed on the measurement and phenomenology of the integrational 
models. 

2.4 Assortative mating 

Perhaps the most well-studied mate choice model is assortative mating. In contrast to the 
previously discussed models (e.g., Additive, Aspiration, Euclidean), assortative mating is 
not a directly computational model (though testing the theory may require computational 
developments, cf. later in section 2.5.2). Assortative mate choice refers to the active or 
passive assortment of similar people from the beginning of the relationship. Therefore, it 
is important to differentiate assortat
implies both the initial similarity between partners and a potential later development of 
resemblance as the relationship evolves. The term active or passive assortative mating 
refers to both intentional (i.e., active preference for similarity) and circumstantial 

e marriage of 
similar people is often referred to as homogamy (Luo, 2017). 

reviewed, the strongest associations are observed in demographics, but medium size 
correlations can be observed from attitudes to abilities, mental health, lifestyle, physical 
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characteristics, and personality traits (e.g., Feng & Baker, 1994; George et al., 2015; Luo, 
2009; Maes et al., 1998; Mathews & Reus, 2001; Pearson, 1903; Randler & Kretz, 2011; 

prominent similarities between partners are age, ethnicity, religion, education, and 
socioeconomic status with correlations ranging between 0.40 to 0.90 (e.g., Frimmel, 

; George et al., 2015; Hur, 2016; Schwartz & Graf, 2009; 
Sweeney & Cancian, 2004). 

 Mechanisms of assortative mating 

Interestingly, though, there is no conclusive evidence yet about the exact mechanisms for 

literature (Luo, 2017). 1) Active, initial assortment would predict that the individuals 
prefer mating someone similar to them (e.g., Watson, Beer, & McDade-Montez, 2014). 
In contrast, a passive assortment could indicate two processes. It could be 2) the 
consequence of market operations, such as we have seen in section 1.3 the development 
of self-perceived mate value and mate preferences. The rationale behind is that even if 
people aim for the best possible partners, they end up with someone similar, as lower or 
higher mate value partners would be otherwise costly mistakes (see later in this section 
and cf. section 1.3). The other passive mechanism that may result in partner similarity is 
3) social homogamy, referring to the marriage of people coming from a similar 
background. For example, two people both attending university, or both working in the 
same business, have higher chance to get to know each other and develop a romantic 
relationship than two people coming from very diverse backgrounds. Consequently, the 
shared background will lead to similarity in other characteristics as well, such as in 
socioeconomic status, health, and intelligence. Lastly, 4) convergence within a 
relationship can also be a mechanism resulting in the observed similarity between partners 
in established relationships (e.g., Caspi & Herbener, 1993).  

The evidence so far suggests that 1) humans are probably evolved to prefer partners 
similar to themselves (e.g., Hitsch, Hortascu, Ariely, 2010; Little, Burt, & Perrett, 2006). 
People also find their relationship more successful, intimate, and understanding when 
they are more similar to their partners thus allowing the relationship to be more stable 
(e.g., Bereczkei & Csanaky, 1996; Heaton & Pratt, 1990; Little, Burt & Perrett, 2006).  

It has also been demonstrated by mathematical models that 2) some mating market forces 
other than individual preferences may influence couples towards assortative mating 
(Fisher et al., 2014; Kalick & Hamilton, 1986; Xie, Cheng, & Zhou, 2015). As shown in 
section 1.3.2 as well, the pairing game of Ellis and Kelley (1999) simulated the process 
of assortative mate choice with actual participants. The typical correlation between the 
numbers of the participants was around 0.70, even though the task was specifically to 
search for the best possible partner. Second, those having low values will be rejected by 
those having a sense of higher mate value, as the participants having higher numbers 
expect to have better options. Those pairing with someone having a higher mate value 

them for someone better. Interestingly, evidence seems to support this mechanism. People 
tend to feel higher jealousy if 
often show mate-retention behaviour (e.g., Sela, Mogilski, Sheckelford, Zeigler-Hill, & 
Fink, 2017; Sidelinger & Booth-Butterfield, 2007).  
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As Luo (2017) pointed it out, it is not clear yet how the overall mate value similarity can 
be translated into similarity along different factors. For example, some authors showed 
evidence for the potentials-attract hypothesis (e.g., Bereczkei, Voros, Gal, & Bernath, 
2010; Buston & Emlen, 2003; He et al., 2013; Todd, Penke, Fasolo, & Lenton, 2007). 
That suggests pairing up along different characteristics which are exchanged as equal 
worth offered into the relationship. Such a trade would be the attractiveness offered by 
women exchanged for the wealth offered by men as a fair bargain (cf. social exchange 
theory, Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). Second, apart from the classical traits holding a 
consensually high evolutionary value (such as attractiveness) there are other 
characteristics which might hold a relative importance for the individual (such as 
hobbies). According to Luo (2017), the factors holding absolute consensual importance 
are probably responsible for the market ruling, and the characteristics of relative 
importance are the assortment factors of active choice. However, further research is 
needed to clarify this distinction.  

Social homogamy as 3) explaining mechanism operates with the availability of similar 
potential partners around us (cf. Epstein & Guttman, 1984). According to this idea, 

y is coming from social and geographical proximity that is increasing 
the availability of self-similar potential partners. However, when controlling for the social 
background, similarity in other factors remain robust (e.g., Botwin, Buss, & Shackelford, 
1997; Mascie-Taylor & Vandenberg, 1988; Watson et al., 2004). On the other hand, 
globalization may offer us some opportunity to gather more evidence. It was found that 
in more ethnically diverse neighbourhoods and schools, interracial dating was more 
frequent (e.g., Fujino, 1997; Levin, et al., 2007; Yancey, 2002). Due to the easier and 
more frequent encounters of different nationalities, more and more intercultural couples 
emerged (e.g., McFadden & Moore, 2001; Wilczek-Watson, 2017). Nevertheless, online 
dating studies found that the participants still preferred similar-background partners in 
race and education, though the prevalence of inter-racial couples increased in the US 
(Hwang, 2013; Skopek, Schulz, & Blossfeld, 2011). Therefore, the evidence is mixed.  

The consequences of social homogamy are in line with the theory suggesting better 
understanding in more similar couples. For example, intercultural couples have been 
reported to face specific culture-related stressors in their relationship (Bustamante, 
Nelson, Henriksen, & Monakes, 2011). Interestingly, though, this drawback is considered 
as easing on intercultural couples as mixed relationships are becoming more accepted, 

ives. 
Also, more frequent and positive representations in the media help to empower inter-
cultural couples instead of overemphasizing the cultural differences which can have 
debilitating effects on the couples (Wilczek-Watson, 2017). All in all, there is only limited 
and inconclusive evidence yet supporting the theory of social homogamy. It is not certain 
to what extent the observed positive assortative mating is due to social proximity. 
However, observing the effects of social and global migration suggests that social 
proximity may indeed have had an impact on assortative mating when migration was less 
achievable.  

Lastly, 4) convergence have been hypothesized as being responsible for finding already 
established couples to be similar. Couples may have some 
physical fitness, and other more plastic characteristics over time but the similarity may 
be coming from the shared living experiences and circumstances as well (Caspi, 
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Herbener, Ozer, 1992; Luo, 2017). Relationship length has only weak associations with 
the degree of similarity between partners in IQ, attitudes, and personality (Caspi & 
Herbener, 1993; Gonzaga, Carter, & Buckwalter, 2010; Mascie-Taylor, 1989; Watson et 
al., 2004). Physical appearance showed a stronger similarity between partners being 
together for decades than between newlyweds (Zajonc, Adelmann, Murphy, & 
Niendenthal, 1987), however, others did not find convergence in physical appearance 
(Caspi & Herbener, 1993; Griffiths & Kunz, 1973; Hinsz, 1989). Depressive symptoms 
and physical limitations in the activities of daily living also showed correlated change 

happened in tandem; Hoppmann, Gerstorf, & Hibbert, 2011).  

A survival effect of the relationships probably introduces a bias in these similarity results, 
just like it was seen in the change of partner preferences in section 1.2.1 (Schwartz, 2010a, 
2010b). Probably, convergence may be more easily observed in characteristics which 
show some level of plasticity, in contrast to personality, for example (Luo, 2017). Also, 
study design can be responsible for the lack of observed convergence, considering that a 
closer monitoring of the initial phase of the relationships would be necessary to accurately 
capture the survival effect. Cross-sectional studies controlling for relationship length, or 
longitudinal studies following the couples only once the relationship was established may 
also introduce the survival bias. This may also be the reason for only limited evidence 

Negative assortative mating 

complementarity would be opposites attract in complementing characteristics, such as 

to be shorter if the partners complemented each other (Felmlee, 2001). Even those 
individuals who believed they are attracted to opposite characteristics ended up choosing 
someone similar to them (Dijkstra & Barelds, 2008). Thus, it is very likely that the study 
of solely established relationships introduces bias in the research of assortative mating, 
and henceforth relationships which are not homogamous are not well documented. 

 Consequences of assortative mating 

The genetic consequence of assortative mating is that the offspring is more similar to the 
parents. That is, according to Thiessen and Gregg (1980), assortative mate choice is 
advantageous because 
parents share some of the characteristics. This can be advantageous in a stable 
environment where it is beneficial to inherit the genetic adaptations to the current 
circumstances (Figueredo & Wolf, 2009). On a social level, assortment in socioeconomic 
characteristics, such as education and resources, increases the gap between different 

chological 
health, homogamy in the main demographic characteristics has a relationship stabilizing 
effect (e.g., Blackwell & Lichter, 2004; Frimmel, Halla, & Winter-Ebmer, 2013; 
Goldstein & Harknett, 2006). Although the mere level of similarity in demographic 
variables is not linked with relationship satisfaction, similarity in personality and attitudes 
was in moderate positive association with relationship satisfaction (e.g., Keizer & 
Komter, 2015; Luo & Klohnen, 2005). Overall, though, these results strongly vary by the 
applied analytical approach (see Edwards, 2001; Luo, 2017; e.g., Dyrenforth, Kashy, 
Donnellan, & Lucas, 2010; Furler, Gomez, & Grob, 2013). This question will be 
discussed more in depth in section 2.5.2. 
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As a mate choice model, homogamy is incredibly powerful and robust, and assortative 
mating is a suitable pivotal principle in making predictions of mate choice. From the 

conceptualize. As it seems, the 
lowers the risk of marital dissolution. All in all, homogamy very parsimoniously describes 
mate choice, it is well-replicated and very useful in theorizing about relationship 
initiation, maintenance, and satisfaction. Learning which ones of the proposed 
mechanisms lead to assortative mate choice (or to what extent they do) will be influential 
in understanding relationship formation. 

2.5 Synthesis of preferences: Lessons learned from the predictive 
validity of mate preferences 

After the careful investigation of which are the important characteristics of mate choice 

important to examine the robustness and predictive validity of such measures. 
Consequently, we will explore how the integration processes and the interaction of these 
preferences and preference fulfilment in a potential partner can alter the predictive 
validity of mate preferences.  

-analysis 
physical attractiveness and earning prospects are as high as d = 0.5-0.7, as theories 
suggested (e.g., Buss & Schmitt, 1993). A more recent study conducted in 45 countries 
also confirmed these sex differences (Walter et al., 2020). A common hypothesis is to 
expect these sex differences to decrease by closing the gap in gender inequality, providing 
equal opportunities for men and women to acquire resources. While the age gap between 
the couples was found to be decreasing in the case of higher gender equality, they did not 
find any robust association between gender equality and sex differences either in other 
preferences, or in pathogen exposure in contrast to previous studies (Eagly & Wood, 
1999; -analysis did 
not find a 
evaluation (e.g., desirability) and physical attractiveness or earning prospects (Eastwick, 

0.53 and 0.50 with physical attractiveness, and at 0.27 and 0.28 with earning prospects, 
respectively. The relationship stage was found to be a moderator. Overall, the predictive 
power of preferences was stronger in the initial attraction phase of the relationship than 
in the courtship phase, but they increased again in the established relationships.  

Perhaps, the two sexes have different abstract pictures of attractiveness and status in their 
minds when building a cognitive representation of the ideal opposite sex partner (cf. Buss 
et al., 2020). For example, for women, an attractive man might be muscular, while for 
men, an attractive woman might be curvy. It is plausible that in the context of rating an 
ideal man versus ideal woman, status also has a different overall cognitive constellation 
leading to the equal correlations with romantic evaluation across men and women. 
Second, as the social exchange theory implies, the most important characteristics can be 

Thibaut, 1978). Meta-analyses even suggest that some characteristics, such as physical 
attractiveness, correlate very high with successfulness in life. The individual may 
extrapolate from knowing only one characteristic (e.g., attractiveness) to imply further 



49 
 

positive future prospects of the potential partner (cf. Langlois et al., 2000). Perhaps this 
is the way, how Eastwick and colleagues (2014) received the unexpected equal 
correlations of men and women between the romantic evaluations of both attractiveness 

 = 0.53 and 
0.50 in men and women, respectively; and at r = 0.27 and 0.28 with status, in men and 
women, respectively).  

 Differential evaluations of abstract versus gut feelings 

The lower predictive validity of mate preferences in the initial dating phase (e.g., 
courtship) of a relationship is a more complex question that have been heavily debated 
over the last years (e.g., Campbell & Stanton, 2014; Conroy-Beam & Buss, 2017; Li et 

relationships offers an overview of the qualitatively distinct periods of pair relatedness. 
The first stage, awareness, covers the phase of hypothetical evaluation of each other as 
impression formation. The surface contact phase involves the first shared interactions and 
potential attraction. The mutual phase shares closeness, information of each other, and a 
declared relationship. These three phases may be investigated with different 
methodologies, for example the impression formation phase is usually tested with an 
abstract rating task, the surface contact phase with speed dating, or first dates, chatting, 
and the mutuality phase with testing established relationships. Eastwick and colleagues 
(2014) found that mate preferences had a stronger predictive validity in the awareness 
and mutuality phases than the surface phase.  

The reasons as Eastwick and colleagues explain (2014) might be the following. The 
construal-level theory offers a perspective on the cognitive representation of these 
evaluated objects in Levinger and Snoek
Lieberman, 2010). The theory holds that the psychologically distant, hypothetical events 

These are also referred to as high- and low-level construals. 
That is, when testing the ideal romantic partners, the participants use their high-level 
mindset to rate the abstract picture of their ideal partner schemas. The ideal partner 
representations often include traits and stable characteristics which typically need high-
level judgements. In contrast to these hypothetical partners, an actual date heavily 
involves attributions, behavioural observation, concrete, observable characteristics. A 
different mindset is employed to these events, the low-level construals, which are able to 

stages, the hypothetical awareness phase accesses high-level construals to evaluate a 
potential partner, or even a picture of someone on a dating app. The first dates usually 
strongly emphasize low-level procedures with strong attention to details and gut feelings. 
Interestingly, in established relationships it would be too exhausting and costly to 
constantly maintain such efforts. Thus, the low-level construals are employed only in 
pivotal relationship events such as during the evaluation of a moving-in or before 
engagement and marriage. Otherwise, an established relationship returns to the high-level 
construals, and the evaluation of the partner is performed only on the abstract level, 
maintaining only an abstract picture of the partner and the relationship with them.  

 
profitable as an interpreting framework for partner evaluation. He demonstrated that traits 
have different meanings according to the context in which they are shown to the 
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participants. That is, an individual hypothetical trait of a potential partner in a survey can 
be reinterpreted in a real person either negatively or positively, depending on all the 
available contextual information. Contextual information refers here to the intraindividual 

For example, the live constellation of a blind-
ambition will be worrisome if the person is a cold-hearted hangman but heart-warming if 
the date is a humorous paediatrician. Additionally, the change-of-meaning hypothesis 
(Hamilton & Zanna, 1974) predicts that connotative meanings will be adjusted according 
to the overall negative or positive evaluation of said person (e.g., conforming may mean 
cooperative or weak; persistent may mean diligent or uncompromising, depending on the 
intraindividual context of the other traits of said person, e.g., happy and intelligent, versus 
boring and rude). Thus, referring back to the different stages of relatedness (Levinger & 
Snoek, 1972), the abstract construal personal theories will be adjusted according to the 
impression that the individual forms during the first date (Eastwick, Finkel, & Eagly, 
2011). It is not expected, therefore, that the ideal partner preferences will be strongly 
associated with the evaluation of a surface contact person during speed-dating. The 
different construal levels employed in a date are not in line with the abstraction level of 
rating an ideal partner schema for a questionnaire.  

To rigorously test the predictive validity of mate preferences in the speed-dating context 
as well, Li and colleagues (2013) raised some concerns about the lack of variance in status 
and attractiveness in the typical speed-dating events. The general attendance of such 
events is rather homogenous with middle to high level professionals, especially if 
organised among college students or based on other themes that enhance homogeneity. 
Overly unattractive and highly attractive people are also less likely to attend such events 
either because of the fear of rejection, or because they need it less (Li et al., 2013; 
Montoya, 2008). Further, numerous group perception processes may introduce bias in the 
perception of a date. Among college students, people tend to perceive the variation within 
their group higher than they would among the average population (cf. heterogeneity and 
homogeneity bias, Mullen & Hu, 1989 and Simon, 1992, respectively). Introducing a 
broader demographic context into the speed-dating event could help to decrease this 
intergroup bias (Messick & Mackie, 1989). Li and colleagues (2013) provided evidence 
successfully supporting these concerns with introducing their participants truly low-level 
versus moderate-level status or attractiveness. Not surprisingly, the participants rejected 

under review). 

It is also possible that Western cultures are more biased by gut-level feelings or low-level 
construals about a potential partner than individuals from Eastern populations (e.g., 
Eastwick et al., 2014; Li et al., 2013; Simpson, Campbell, & Berscheid, 1986). That 
would explain why the evidence from Eastern cultures suggested a stronger predictive 
validity of preferences in relationship satisfaction and potential partner desirability than 
in Western cultures (e.g., Eastwick et al., 2014; Eastwick, Finkel, & Eagly, 2011; Li et 
al., 2013; Todd, Penke, Fasolo, & Lenton, 2007). The speed-dating context also 
introduces considerable ambiguity about the expected mating duration. Whether the event 
is held in a bar or a classroom, the participants may feel more inspired to pursue a short- 
or long-term relationship, respectively (Kurzban & Weeden, 2007; Li et al., 2013). It was 
indeed found that in the speed-dating study conducted in a bar, both sexes highly 
appreciated physical attractiveness that is more associated with the short-term than long-
term mating context (Kurzban & Weeden, 2005). Maybe that is the reason why there was 
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no sex difference found in the predictive validity of physical attractiveness in the speed-
dating context. Anyhow, the available time is also very short to deeply get to know each 
other in such events, 
salient stimuli, e.g., physical attractiveness (Kurzban & Weeden, 2007). Participants were 
also shown to be more afraid to hurt the feelings of a potential partner when they thought 
the scenario was real as opposed to when they thought the scenario was hypothetical, thus 
leading to a lower predictive validity in the courtship phase (Joel, Teper, & McDonald, 
2014). They may also 
potentially even if their preferences changed (Gunaydin et al., 2017). The halo effect can 
also change the rating of even unobservable traits because of one salient, appealing trait, 
thus conspicuous traits may also shift the desirability ratings (Li et al., 2013; Nisbett & 
Wilson, 1977). It was also shown that the individuals adjust their ideals closer to their 
partner in order to decrease their dissonance, thus it is not suspicious that at the very 
moment of the speed-dating, the preferences have a lower predictive validity than 
afterwards (cf. section 1.2.1  

 Methodological approaches in predicting desirability 

2.5.2.1 Explicit difference measures 
As mentioned in the discussion of homogamy measures, calculating the correspondence 
between ideal and actual partner (just like as between the self and actual partner) is a 
complicated problem with various solutions. Perhaps the most straightforward approach 
is to explicitly ask the participants to indicate the difference between the two targets (i.e., 
how much their partner differs from their ideal partner). It has the advantage that the 
participant directly estimates the relative difference between the two targets. That is an 
easier task than accurately assessing the actual level of the two targets separately in an 

et al., 2014). However, the approach is not recommended by statisticians because these 
items combine the ratings of two separate targets into one score and hence are double-
barrelled (Edwards, 2001). It is also probable that the explicit difference items measure a 
distinct concept, which 
(cf. Edwards, 2001; Rice et al., 1989). Studies using the approach found strong 
association concerning the directly estimated discrepancy between the ideal and actual 
partners and relationship outcomes (e.g., Campbell et al., 2001; Fletcher, Kerr, Li, & 
Valentine, 2014; Lackenbauer & Campbell, 2012; Overall et al., 2006).  

2.5.2.2 Profile correlations 
The other procedures operate with the calculation of the discrepancy of the preference 
fulfilment between the ideal and the actual partner (or the self and the actual partner in 
the case of testing homogamy) and some form of evaluation of the relationship. The 
profile correlation, or pattern metric is the correlation between the items rated of the two 

way, every dyad (ideal vs actual partner; husband vs wife) will have one single (profile) 
correlation score for the overall correlation between their characteristics instead of 
multiple difference scores for each characteristic. Similarly to the directly estimated 
discrepancy, this approach is also beneficial in the 
related within the participant, which is an easier task than to interpret the ratings in 
absolute measures (e.g., how rich is someone 6 out of 10 in reality?). In general, this 
pattern metric gives a good prediction of relationship satisfaction (e.g., Eastwick & Neff, 



52 
 

2012; Fletcher et al., 1999, Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000; Murray et al., 1996; 
Zentner, 2005). The corrected pattern metric is similarly performed, but only after the 
ratings are corrected for the stereotype accuracy, or consensual desirability (e.g., Lam et 
al., 2016). That is, if something is rated highly only because of high consensus in its 
desirability (e.g., nobody likes a liver taste ice-cream), then similarity between couples in 
this regard does not predict much of their overall similarity (cf. Kenny et al., 2006).  

2.5.2.3 Moderation analysis 
The moderation model expects that the relationship outcome (e.g., relationship 
satisfaction) is significantly predicted by the interaction between the ideal partner 

and the ideal partner ratings). In case of multiple factors rated, grand mean centering of 
each partner and ideal partner factor is necessary to avoid very high multicollinearity 
when all terms are entered into the model simultaneously. The revealed preference model 
is similar to the moderation model, except that in this procedure, the association between 
the partner and the satisfaction is saved (e.g., the regression coefficient), and further 
associated with the ideal partner preference (e.g., correlated). Both of these methods tend 
to give mixed results of the predictive validity of mate preferences (e.g., Eastwick, Finkel, 
& Eagly, 2011; Flegr et al., 2018; Li et al., 2013; Wood & Brumbaugh, 2009). Perhaps 
the evidence is inconclusive because these equations are not able to reliably capture the 
effect of congruence of the two predictors on the outcome (Edwards, 2001, cf. section 
2.5.2.7).  

2.5.2.4 Distance measures  
A newly introduced, highly influential analytical strategy which proved to be 
exceptionally effective among the mate preference integration models is the Euclidean 
(straight-line) distance, or in general the distance measures in the multidimensional space 
(cf. section 2.3; and Conroy-Beam, 2018; Conroy-

multiple methods. It gives a holistic outcome, but employs all the measured traits, and 
provides the possibility to integrate the weight of the individual traits as well. It is 
believed that the interactions between the traits act in the overall model in a way that the 
Euclidean model penalizes the decrease in one trait by a consequential decrease in all the 
traits by mere geometric necessity (Conroy-Beam, 2018). That may depict well the 
process of how a less advantageous trait affects the overall evaluation. However, the 
Euclidean distance has not been tested yet in mate choice research against actual 
congruence analysis (i.e., response surface analysis), which would be needed to confirm 
that there is no information loss using the Euclidean integration algorithm (cf. Edwards, 
2001). The most commonly applied analysis using Euclidean distance measures is to 
express the distance between the ideal and the actual partner, or the actual partner and the 
average ideal partner in the overall sample (Conroy-Beam, 2018; Conroy-Beam et al., 
2019). The purpose of comparing the actual partner with the average overall sample 
preferences is to calculate this way a mate value of the partner in relation to the population 
ideal (cf. others-perceived mate value). 

However, it is also possible to define the overall mate value as the distance from the origin 
(i.e., 0,0 coordinate). It has the benefit that it does not rely on the sample average, which 
is especially advantageous if the sample size, thus the generalizability, is low. Supposing 
the researcher chooses to define mate value as the distance from the origin, the Manhattan 
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identical results to two targets which have (5,5) and (7,3) coordinates (both of their 
distances are 10). Meanwhile, the Euclidean distance does not (i.e., their distances from 
the origin are 7.07 and 7.62, respectively). This may seem illogical in certain cases, 
especially if the additive model is more adequate to the study design (cf. the varying mate 
value assumptions, section 1.3). Further, the Manhattan distance does not penalize the 
decrease in one trait with decrease in other traits, which may be beneficial if the change 
in one trait is expected to be independent from the change in another trait (e.g., in case of 
orthogonal personality factors). Overall, the distance measures are incredibly intuitive 
and useful if the researcher wants to orient in a multidimensional space, however, one has 
to confirm the distance measure reliably tests the congruence effect (see section 2.5.2.7 
below).  

2.5.2.5 Implicit measures 

potentially poor predictive validity of mate preferences. The implicit measures assess the 
implicit association between the partner and the measurable traits. The implicit 
association can be measured, for example, by go/no go test (Nosek & Banaji, 2001). The 
test measures by reaction time how strong the implicit importance of physical 
attractiveness is for the participants. For example, if the participants move faster to 
compatible blocks (e.g., attractive ice cream) than incompatible blocks (e.g., attractive 
dumpster), it is implied that the participant has stronger unconscious associations between 
physical attractiveness and positive objects (ice cream) than negative objects (dumpster). 
Meanwhile, the participants also have to refrain from reacting to other traits than the 
synonyms of physical attractiveness. The associations measured implicitly are usually 
only weakly associated with explicit measures and their use needs careful planning and 
precision (Greenwald et al., 2009; Williams & Kaufman, 2012). Thus, these results are 
not unambiguous and need thorough consideration. Research found that while the explicit 
measures predicted only the abstract scenario of interest in photographs, the implicit 
measures did predict the interest in speed-dating partners (Eastwick, Eagly, et al., 2011). 
Another approach we may rightfully categorize as implicit is to take neuroimaging 
measures, e.g., fMRI, combined with implicit and explicit measures in assessing the 
preference for attractive faces (e.g., Aharon et al., 2001). Other physiological measures, 
such as electrodermal activity, blood pressure, pulse, or respiration can also be considered 
when choosing unconscious measures.  

2.5.2.6 Difference scores 
Difference scores seem an obvious interest when testing how relationship satisfaction is 
associated with the difference between the ideal and actual partners (or the difference 
between the male and female scores if testing the effect of homogamy on relationship 

give an intuitively straightforward picture of the discrepancy between the two constructs, 
in fact, the difference does not necessarily tell everything about their congruence 
(Edwards, 2001). For example, the difference score does not control for the original levels 
of the components. Using difference score functions as only expecting an effect of the 
absolute difference. Meanwhile, in reality, small discrepancy might have different 
implications if both have high original scores versus if both have low original scores. That 
is, for example, if both partners have low status versus both of them have high status, both 
of these scenarios result in low discrepancy scores not accounting for the level differences 
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between these two couples. Meanwhile, our intuition would suggest these two couples 
have differential relationship outcomes. Hence, using difference scores without 
establishing evidence that it does not constrain the model into a shape that is not 
confirmed (e.g., linear) is advised against (Edwards, 2001, cf. section 2.5.2.7). 

2.5.2.7 Response surface analysis 
Finally, response surface analysis is an alternative method of simple difference scores (cf. 
Humberg, Nestler, & Back, 2019). Response surface analysis controls for the problems 
of difference scores and offers an easy to interpret analytical approach to investigate 
whether a similarity effect can be observed. That is, the relationship outcome is the 
highest if, and only if, there is perfect similarity between the couples (or between the ideal 
and actual partner ratings). Neither of the other options suggests a congruence effect. 
Thus, one first needs to investigate whether the calculation of simple discrepancy (or 
Euclidean distance) does not lead to information loss with first conducting response 
surface analysis (Edwards, 2001). In practice, response surface analysis is the prediction 
of a relationship outcome with at least two components (e.g., ideal and actual partner; or 
male and female partner in a couple) whose congruence effect we are interested in. An 

polynomials (e.g., squared, but could also be cubic). The equation will thus be: 
relationship satisfaction = intercept + b1*ideal partner + b2*actual partner + 
b3*ideal*actual partner + b4*ideal*ideal partner + b5*actual*actual partner. With visual 
illustration and statistical assessment of the regression coefficients, it is possible to infer 
the congruence effect. That is, when there is congruence, the relationship outcome 
increases if the ideal and actual partner ratings are closer to each other (i.e., similarity 
effect). For a detailed guide of the interpretation of the various kinds of response surfaces 
possible to receive, see Humberg, Nestler, and Back (2019). See as an example Lee and 
colleagues (2014) predicting the perceived attractiveness of manipulated online dating 
profiles by facial attractiveness, facial masculinity/femininity, and perceived intelligence 
using response surface analysis.  

A special marriage of response surface analysis and actor-partner interdependence model 
g, & Nestler, 2018). With this 

improvement, while testing the congruence effect, it is possible to simultaneously predict 

as opposed to 
Overall, the response surface analysis has numerous advantages over any of the previous 

tends to become complex with the inclusion of the multiple terms in the equation. This 
may cause problems of low statistical power (Edwards, 1993).  

Lastly, as mentioned in section 1.1.3, during the planning of the study, one has to make 
sure to measure the desired constructs to be able to perform certain analyses. For example, 
to compare the ideal and the actual partner in the multidimensional space, the ideal level 
of the characteristic should be recorded instead of the importance of the characteristic in 
an ideal partner. The importance measure, however, could be used for the interaction 
studies, or the Weighted (e.g., Additive or Euclidean) models. Perhaps the most 
conservative strategy is to measure the ideal level, as it can be used for both purposes. On 
a general note, it is important to conclude here that all the above listed approaches have 
their advantages and disadvantages. It is not possible in every study to perform all these 
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tests. For example, the approach will differ if there is only one comparable characteristic 
as opposed to when there is a complete profile to compare the ideal and actual partners 

, though, to be aware of the options 
before conducting the study, as well as their potential flaws. When possible, it is desirable 
to report results with multiple approaches for transparency. Further, as is it presented, 
there is a large variation in the approaches, both in predicting relationship satisfaction by 

his is one of the sources of the 
inconclusive results. Researchers need to discuss and keep in mind the drawbacks of each 
approach as statistical analyses evolve. The future of psychological science is to conduct 
rigorous meta-analyses, learn from previous research, and synthetize the growing amount 
of knowledge that scientists gather.  

Future directions  

The above reviewed research offers numerous important questions in studying human 
mate choice which have remained open. The first part of the above introduction mainly 
focused on the mate preference factors while the second part concentrated on the synthesis 
of these factors into mate choice. Human mating is one great success story of evolutionary 
psychology (Goetz, Pillsworth, Buss, & Conroy-Beam, 2019; Miller & Todd, 1998). 
Interestingly, though, while evolutionary scientists have studied it since the 1980s, we 
still cannot predict mate choice with certainty. Future research solving some of the 
following knowledge gaps will help us closer to understand human mating. 

A pivotal part of mate choice research is the measurement of mate preferences. Without 
proper measures and a well-considered approach, researchers may never be sure how to 
interpret their findings. Unfortunately, there are a lot of ambiguous measures of mate 

Berkics, 2017). The field needs new scales which are more generalizable, especially 
across cultures. Some results suggest that individuals in the Eastern cultures have a 
different approach to mate choice than Western individuals, however, as we have seen, 
there are many non-universal factors in mate choice which are very difficult to compare 

F actor 
structure that could function as an international standard  analogous to Big Five.  

Perhaps this would be of help to measure mate value more adequately as well. Mate 
choice research desperately needs a reliable understanding of mate value. So far even a 
true insight into its components is missing, in addition, other conceptual ambiguities even 
complicate its usage. Researchers should be aware of the differential approaches to mate 
value measurement, such as holistic versus dimensional, as well as self-perceived versus 
others-perceived. This conceptual clarity would make great advancement in research 
using mate value; however, theoretical development is also much needed in better 
defining and structuring the concept of mate value.  

Further, the ontogeny of mate preferences offers various potentials for future research. 
Currently, we know only little about which preferences emerge when during human 
maturation. Neither do we have evidence yet about the development of self-perceived 
mate value, even though many theories suggest it develops during adolescence. Testing 
more of the underlying theories might help us relate and predict adult mate choice. For 
example, some imprinting-like effects were shown in humans, too, which indicate parent-
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similar mate prefe Another mechanism involved 
might be the heritability of mate preferences as an adaptive strategy (e.g., Zietsch, 
Verweij, & Burri, 2012). Meanwhile, parental influence, long time studied in Eastern 
cultures but less understood in Western societies, should complement future research 
(e.g., Apostolou, 2010). Surprisingly, though, these effects received only little attention 
yet. 

Perhaps one of the most mysterious topics of human mating is the actual act of mate 
choice, the decision itself emerging in the human mind. Speed-dating studies aim to 
capture this moment, however, they may perhaps be too artificial and have somewhat low 
success rates (e.g., 4-7% in Asendorpf, Penke, & Back, 2011). To overcome this, Sparks 
and colleagues 

-construal level 
process of the dating procedure, hence they did not find sufficient predictive validity of 
the pre-recorded preferences (Sparks et al., in press). As Eastwick and colleagues 
suggested (2014), the ideal partner rating beforehand is produced on the abstract level, 
but the individuals probably switch to a different work mode during the date. Thus, data 
collected in this mental state would give incredibly valuable insight into this mental 
process. I propose that intensive longitudinal methods should be applied to complement 
speed dating studies. For example, regular logging of the various aspects of the mate 
choice decision before, during, and after the speed dating until the decision is made should 
help to identify the actual partner characteristics which were considered in the decision. 
The initial phase of the relationship would also need closer monitoring. As it was shown, 
individuals seem to change their mate preferences in the early phase of the relationship, 
but we are yet to know more about this mechanism. At least the first month would be 
crucial in such an intensive follow-up, preferably from both parties of the emerging 
relationship. 

Further, advancements in implicit measurements should improve our knowledge on 
human mate choice. Neuroimaging studies have yet to be directly included in mate 
preference theories, however, there are multiple studies already published to consider. 
The neurological background of the perception of attractiveness and trustworthiness 
offers a promising opportunity to formulate new hypotheses. Future research could 
investigate, for example, why certain brain areas are active or overlapping during these 
tests, and how we can translate these into our findings with traditional questionnaire 
techniques (e.g., Aharon et al., 2001; Anders et al., 2016; Bzdok et al., 2011).  

Additionally, testing mate choice models has become the new focus of mate choice 
research. One of the most well-studied mate choice models is assortative mate choice and 
it still has multiple open questions. Perhaps its most important question is no longer 
whether there is homogamy, instead, which mechanisms are leading to it. Probably more 
than one process is involved and soon we will see an integrative model that incorporates 

out the absolute value factors in similarity which are traded 
between the partners. If there are indeed absolute values in the mate choice process, such 

well, such as mate value research. There are yet to be more studies directly addressing 
s-

013).  
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Lastly, mate choice integration models are perhaps the most prolific advances in mate 
choice research. Still, a lot is unknown. Multiple integration algorithms are imaginable 
and yet to be tested, as well as further replication studies and ecologically valid, 
prospective study designs are very much needed. Apart from the mathematical models, 
theoretical advancements explaining the underlying mental procedure of the overall 
partner perception and evaluation are also missing from the field. While the 
phenomenological approach and Gestalt psychology are well-established perspectives, 
mate choice psychology have not yet incorporated these theoretical angles. Currently, 
only few attempts have been published which directly theorize on how the mental 
synthesis of the overall partner perception is performed (e.g., Ledgerwood et al., 2018). 
It can be suspected that mate choice integration algorithms will need a theoretical 
background of the mental processes involved. Once, this may well be the most complex 
and awaited result of mate choice research. 

Conclusions 

In summary, the evolutionary perspective on human mate choice offers an incredibly 
profitable approach for scientists. Theories on the sex differences in parental investment 
and sexual strategies ever since their publication are still applicable guidelines of mate 
choice research. Studies investigating mate preferences give supporting evidence of the 
above theories. When studying the most important negative and positive traits of the 
potential partners, humans have adaptive preferences to guide their mate choice. 
However, there is still surprisingly a lot of ambiguity around the most important factors 
of mate preferences and how they are affected by cultural and methodological variation 
(see our published research paper in sec
the dealbreakers, i.e., the avoidable traits of mate preferences, are an especially 
understudied field in mate choice research. We do not know much either about how the 
positive and negative traits complement each other in the mate choice context. Although 
some experience from social psychology suggests that negative traits weigh 
disproportionally stronger when compared to the positive ones. Stability of mate 
preferences across different age groups and retest measurements was also considered. 
Evidence suggests some stability of preferences over time but conducting more 
prospective studies is much needed to have a more detailed and accurate picture. Most 
importantly, however, preferences seem to be adjusted after the individuals enter a 
relationship. They do so, according to the Ideal Standards Model, to decrease cognitive 
dissonance stemming from the mate choice decision (see our published research paper in 

.  

Theories on differentiating self-perceived and others-perceived mate value were also 
discussed. Most importantly, the experiences during adolescence are hypothesized to be 
essential in learning the relative mate value. Mating offers and rejections teach the 
individuals their own desirability while helping to set achievable ideal standards. 
Research showed evidence that this self-perception of their own mate value does not 
entirely reflect the objective value on the mating market, it rather depends on social 
comparison and self-esteem. Interestingly, though, there is still only little known about 
the concept of mate value or how to measure it. Future research would greatly benefit 
from a structured mate value concept, but until then, researchers should attentively plan 
the use and measurement of mate value. Most importantly, self-perceived and others-
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perceived mate value should be clearly differentiated, and the decision to use either 
holistic or distinct dimensional measures should also be discussed before applying them 

Berkics, 2019). 

The second part of the above introduction reviews how the integration of mate preferences 
is expected by recent studies. Perhaps the most influential approach currently is the 
Euclidean distance measure, which has several times been shown to be the best model 
describing mate choice. However, studies also showed that humans prefer to avoid 
partners not reaching certain minimal thresholds of their preferences, which is not 
incorporated in the Euclidean model (see our research paper under review in section 3.4: 

tested to have unambiguous results. Perhaps the most well-studied mate choice model is 
assortative mate choice, which, interestingly, has multiple open questions about the most 
plausible explanatory mechanisms. For example, it is unknown, whether and how much 

 much the couples converge to 
similarity over time. Unequivocal results would also be needed in understanding how 

investigating the predictive validity of mate preferences proposed that the differential 
relationship stages need differential study approach. That is, during mate preference 
studies, predominantly abstract, conceptual personal theories are measured, however, 
these are difficult to translate into the gut level, emotionally intensive actual mate choice 
decisions. Nevertheless, this field also showed considerable variation in the testing 
approach, similarly to studies testing assortative mating. It is imaginable that this large 
methodological diversity leads to ambiguous results, thus researchers should be more 
aware of the benefits and disadvantages of each approach.  

Finally, mate choice integration algorithms received a lot of attention recently, and it can 
be expected that due to this, multiple advances will be introduced to mate choice research. 
We can hope that this innovative approach will revolutionize mate choice research, and 
it will better the study designs which are currently used in the field. Apart from the 
introduction of new mathematical integration methods, however, some theoretical 
advancements are also needed to understand the mental synthesis of mate preferences. 
We still know very little about how mate preferences, together with all the individual 
experiences and gut feelings, are translated in the human mind into the actual mate choice. 
Understanding this procedure will be the most prosperous advancement in the 
psychological research of human mate choice. 
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4.2 Appendix 2 

 

 



Supplementary material 
Coupled individuals adjust their ideal mate preferences according to their actual partner 

Supplementary Table 1 
Results of Principal Components Analysis of the 42 characteristics 

Characteristic 
Status/ 
Resources 

Warmth/ 
Trustworthiness 

Vitality 
Physical 
Attractiveness 

Ambitious .696    
Professionally successful .686  .383  
Well-educated .646    
Practical .632    
Assertive .618  .316  
Intelligent .600    
Self-confident .557    
Healthy .497   .327 
Active .495    
Hardworking .495  .417  
Emotionally stable .486   .310 
Outgoing .452  .327  
Hygienic .445   .364 
Responsible .444 .417   
Well-organized .435    
Likes kids .342   .335 
Empathic  .771   
Perceptive  .735   
Understands me well  .729   
Kind  .698   
Open-minded  .681   
Has good sense of humor  .582   
Honest  .565  .360 
Relaxed  .538   
Cooperative  .522   
Devoted to me  .511  .385 
Creative  .492   
Generous .310 .483 .394  
Calm under pressure .472 .477   
Guilt free  .446  .392 
Physically strong   .749  
Physically able to protect me   .716  
Future earning potential .471  .653  
Able to take charge of a group .453  .568  
Athletic   .459 .307 
Bold .402 .409 .459  
Efficient .399 .405 .443  
Loyal    .688 
Sexually appealing    .590 
Physically attractive   .310 .576 
In love with me    .565 
Faithful (religiously)     

Note. Characteristics in bold are submitted to the prospective studies. Factor loadings greater 
than .4 are shown in bold. Factor loadings smaller than .3 are suppressed. 
  



Supplementary Table 2 
 

  Status/ 
Resources 

Warmth/ 
Trustworthiness 

Vitality 
Physical 
Attractiveness 

Study 1 Ideal partner: Czech-
speaking sample (singles) 

.704 .769 .754 .817 

Study 2 Ideal partner: English-
speaking sample (singles) 

.770 .829 .755 .826 

 Ideal partner: English-
speaking sample (coupled) 

.770 .847 .797 .831 

 Actual partner: English-
speaking sample (coupled) 

.805 .757 .750 .901 
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1. A full description of analyses in Study 1 with psychometric details 

 

1.a. Instruments: 

The Mate Value Scale (MVS; Edlund & Sagarin, 2014) was translated into Hungarian. 

material). The scale consists of four items (all measuring in a single direction) which are 
rated on an anchored Likert scale from 1 to 7. Internal consistency of the scale in our 

 

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965; Hungarian version: Sallay, 

which are reverse-scored. This scale has an excellent internal consistency (in our sample, 

with one general factor and two methodological factors for the straight and reversed items, 
respectively (Hyland, Boduszek, Dhingra, Shevlin, & Egan, 2014; McKay, Boduszek, & 

 

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; 
-item Likert 

scale. All the items are straight and rated from 1 to 7. In our sample, this instrument had 
good internal  

The short version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (ULS; Peplau & Cutrona, 1980; 
- -item, 4-point Likert 

scale with two reversed items and excellent internal consistency  

The revised Sociosexual Orientation Scale (SOI-R; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; Hungarian 

and desires regarding casual sex. The scale consists of nine items in three correlated 
factors, all of which had a good internal consistency in our sample. Three items measure 

ms measure the desire for, like fantasising 
 

 

1.b. Data analysis 

First, only the four Mate Value Scale items (Partial Model 1), then the Mate Value Scale 
and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale items together (Partial Model 2), and finally all of 
the items of the instruments above (Full Model) were entered into CFA models of 
increasing complexity in Mplus 7 as indicators, while the measured constructs functioned 
as latent variables or factors on which their respective indicators loaded. For the Mate 
Value Scale, the Satisfaction with Life Scale, and the short version of the UCLA 
Loneliness Scale this was fairly straightforward, since these instruments measure one-
dimensional constructs in a simple way. For the revised Sociosexual Orientation Scale, 
three latent variables represented the three factors: two with three items each, the third 
(factor Behaviour) with just two items because item 2 was omitted due to a strong inter-
item correlation (r > .80). For the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, the abovementioned 
bifactorial structure was specified: all ten items loaded on a general self-esteem factor 
which was allowed to correlate with all other constructs. At the same time, however, the 
items also loaded on either of the two methodological factors (one for the five positively 



worded items, the other for the five negatively worded ones). These methodological 
factors were constrained so as to be uncorrelated to each other and to all other constructs.  

All models were fitted to the whole sample. Subsequently, measurement invariance was 
tested across sex. For Partial Models 1 and 2 (MVS only, and MVS+ Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale, respectively) a Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimator was used. Due to a 
non-normal distribution of some of the Sociosexual Orientation Scale items, Maximum 
Likelihood Robust (MLR) estimator was used for the Full Model. Of the fit indices, CFI 
was considered to be the most important, because TLI and especially RMSEA are 
sensitive to model parsimony, imposing a penalty on models with a low df (see Brown, 
2006, pp. 83 86). However, for the sake of comparing configural, metric, and scalar 
models, these indices are also included. Models and loadings in Figure 1 (in the article). 

 

1.c. Results 

In the pooled model, the fit of Partial Model 1, i.e. the four MVS items only, was less than 
desirable (see the fit indices in Table A1). However, when measurement invariance was 
tested across sex, the metric model had an acceptable fit to the data, except for the 
RMSEA. The scalar model still had an acceptable CFI and TLI, but the drop in CFI was, 
compared to the metric model, way beyond the recommended cut-off value of -.010 
(Chen, 2007) would members of the 

partial scalar invariance could be established. In this case, the intercept was somewhat 
higher for females (4.793) than for males (4.381). Such a minor bias in this single item 
does not, however, have a major effect on sex differences in Mate Value Scale, because 
females tend to score higher on the other three items as well (cf. Study 2). 

Table A1  
Model fit and invariance of the Partial Models 1 and 2, and the Full Model 
Model 2 (df) CFI TLI RMSEA [90% CI] 2 (df)    

Partial Model 1 with sex invariance (only MVS items) 

Pooled 114.422(2) .947 .842 .223 [.189-.259]     

Configural 109.481(4) .951 .854 .216 [.182-.252]     

Metric (loadings) 112.226(7) .952 .917 .163 [.137-.190] 2.745(3) .001 .063 -.053 

Scalar (intercepts) 178.394(10) .922 .907 .173 [.151-.195] 66.167(3) -.030 -.010 .010 

Scalar (partial)1 129.224(9) .945 .926 .154 [.131-.178] 16.998(2) -.007 .009 -.009 

Partial Model 2 with sex invariance (Rosenberg and MVS scales) 

Pooled 433.066(66) .960 .945 .070 [.064-.076]     

Configural 479.680(132) .962 .948 .068 [.062-.075]     

Metric (loadings) 519.488(152) .960 .952 .065 [.059-.072] 39.808(20) -.002 .004 -.003 

Scalar (intercepts) 633.458(162) .949 .943 .072 [.066-.078] 113.970(10) -.011 -.009 .007 

Scalar (partial) 1 583.483(161) .954 .948 .068 [.062-.074] 63.995(9) -.006 -.004 .003 

Full Model with sex invariance 

Pooled 1733.037(529) .940 .933 .045 [.043-.047]     

Configural 2218.085(1058) .942 .935 .044 [.041-.147]     

Metric (loadings) 2293.237(1094) .940 .935 .044 [.042-.047] 75.169(36) -.002 .000 .000 

Scalar (intercepts) 2514.515(1120) .930 .926 .047 [.044-.049] 230.646(26) -.010 -.009 .003 

Scalar (partial) 1 2466.782(1119) .933 .929 .046 [.044-.049] 173.545(25) -.007 -.006 .002 

Note 1. Partial scalar invariance was assessed by relaxing the intercept of one item (MVS2). 



Partial Model 2 included the ten items of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale as well as the 
four MVS items, thus removing the penalty imposed by the RMSEA formula. This made 
this fit index more relevant for model evaluation. Partial Model 2 had acceptable fit for 
the pooled sample as well as the configural and metric models when invariance across sex 
was tested. Scalar invariance, on the other hand, could again be established only partially, 
by relaxing the intercept of the aforementioned item 2 of the Mate Value Scale. The 
intercept was again higher for females (4.793) than for the males (4.368). In this model, 
mate value and self-esteem correlated at r = .657. 

Finally, the Full Model included all the scales listed in the Measures section (i.e., MVS, 
SWLS, SOI-R, Loneliness, and RSES). Since items 2 and 3 in the SOI-R had a correlation 

data acceptably in the pooled sample and had scalar invariance across sex because the 
decrease in fit indices did not exceed the recommended cut-off values (Chen, 2007). 
However, the partially invariant model was also tested, relaxing the intercept of MVS item 
2, which was again higher for the female participants (4.793) than for the males (4.371). 

Despite the minor bias in item 2 of the Mate Value Scale, inter-factor correlations for 
convergent and discriminant validity were tested across sex on the full scalar model (i.e., 
without relaxing item 2), because differences in results comparing the relaxed and 
unrelaxed models were negligible. As seen from Table A2, the latent variable for MVS 
had a medium to strong correlation with self-esteem, life satisfaction, and loneliness (in 
this ascending order) in both the male and female subsample. Mate value had only a weak, 
if any, correlation with sociosexual orientation, the strongest being the link between mate 
value and the behavioural factor of the SOI-R. The means of the latent variables differed 
between the sexes in self-esteem and two of the SOI-R factors: males had a somewhat 
higher self-esteem (M = .159), a much more positive attitude about casual sex (M = .853), 
and a much higher level of desire for casual sex (M = .926; all male means are 
standardised values with female means set at zero). The two sexes did not differ 
significantly in the latent mean of the Mate Value Scale items (male M = -.093). Albeit 
still minor, this was the only notable difference between the partial and full scalar models: 
when the intercept of Mate Value Scale item 2 was relaxed, the latent Mate Value Scale 
means of the two sexes became practically identical (male M = .005). 

Table 2 (from the article) 

Inter-factor correlations and mean differences 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. Male mean 

1. MVS  .651*** .513*** -.391*** .183*** .164*** -.022 -.093 

2. RSES .631***  .671*** -.605*** .105* .104* -.121** .159* 

3. SWLS .549*** .688***  -.593*** -.004 .063 -.181*** -.029 

4. Loneliness -.502*** -.647*** -.633***  -.064 .003 .300*** -.116 

5. SOI behaviour .308*** .209*** .138** -.200***  .653*** .355*** .060 

6. SOI attitude .123 .123 .040 -.016 .399***  .486*** .853*** 

7. SOI desire -.103 -.140* -.121* .234*** .105 .440***  .926*** 

Note. All variables are latent variables of the full scalar model tested in Mplus 7. Correlations in the female 
subsample are above the diagonal, correlations for males below it. The means for all factors in the female 
subsample are standardised to zero, male means are standardised values.  

*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 



2. A full description of the CFAs in Study 2 with psychometric details 

 

2.a. Instruments 

A full description is given in the article. 

 

2.b. Data analysis 

First, only the four MVS items (Simple Model), and then the four MVS as well as the 23 
minimum standards items (Full Model) were entered into CFA models in Mplus 7 as 
indicators. The measured constructs were latent variables or factors on which their 
respective indicators loaded: one factor for the MVS items, and seven factors for the 
minimum standards items. The seven factors of minimum standards were warmth, 
emotional stability, physical appearance, sexual passion, social status, intellect, and 

 

First, both models were fitted to the whole sample. Then measurement invariance in the 
Simple Model was tested across the demographic variables used for comparisons. First, 
we tested invariance across sex and sexual orientations. Then, for heterosexual 
participants only, invariance was tested across age groups, education, socioeconomic 
status (SES), and relationship status. For the Simple Model (MVS only) ML estimator was 
used. Similarly, as in Study 1, CFI was considered to be the most important of the fit 
indices, but TLI and RMSEA are also included for the sake of comparing configural, 
metric, and scalar models (cf., our discussion of the topic in Study 1). Due to a non-
normal distribution of some of the minimum standards items, MLR estimator was used for 
the Full Model. In this model, invariance was tested across sex only, because the purpose 
of adding the minimum standards items was to analyse the Mate Value Scale in a more 
complex model with better RMSEAs. In the Full Model, only heterosexual participants 
were included because in some of the non-heterosexual groups the sample sizes were low. 
Models and loadings in Figure 2 (in the article). 

 

2.c. Results: model fit and invariance 

The Simple Model with the four Mate Value Scale items fits the data in the pooled sample 
well (see Table 3 in the article) with the exception of a poor RMSEA, which is, however, 
known to perform badly in very simple models (for a model consisting of four indicators 
loading on one factor, just like in our case, see Kenny, Kaniskan, & McCoach, 2015). 
Scalar invariance was established across all but one of the demographic variables, since 
drops in the CFI were within the recommended cut-off value of -.010 (Chen, 2007), while 
TLI and RMSEA had even improved. Mate Value Scale means can therefore be compared 
across sex and sexual orientation, age, education, and relationship status. For 
socioeconomic status, partial scalar invariance was established after relaxing the intercept 

participants with a low socioeconomic status (4.409), followed by that of the average 
(4.553), above-average (4.720), and way-above-average socioeconomic status (4.891).  

The Full Model also had an acceptable fit to data, although scalar equivalence across sex 
could not be established, and in order to establish partial scalar invariance, we had to relax 

he opposite sex 



relaxed also in Study 1; for female participants, the intercept was higher (4.698) than for 
males (4.490), just as in Study 1. Fit indices and invariance in Table 3 (in the article). 

 

3. Statistical details about MVS scores and demographics not included in the article 

3.1. Mean mate value results on the first three items across age and SES (Tables and 
Figures are across sex) 

 
Table A2 
Mean mate value results on the first three items among males across age and SES 
Sex Age Grouping SES N Mean SD 

Male 

18-20 years 

Lower than average 40 4.26 1.30 

Average 236 4.39 1.32 

Somewhat better than average 369 4.69 1.15 

Better than average 216 5.02 1.28 

21-25 years 

Lower than average 161 3.77 1.45 

Average 709 4.28 1.28 

Somewhat better than average 1223 4.61 1.17 

Better than average 608 4.99 1.06 

26-30 years 

Lower than average 137 3.70 1.38 

Average 598 4.42 1.13 

Somewhat better than average 1255 4.61 1.13 

Better than average 651 4.93 1.14 

31-35 years 

Lower than average 90 3.74 1.20 

Average 403 4.19 1.12 

Somewhat better than average 920 4.54 1.14 

Better than average 647 4.90 1.10 

36-40 years 

Lower than average 89 3.40 1.39 

Average 433 4.29 1.06 

Somewhat better than average 838 4.54 1.06 

Better than average 636 4.96 1.02 

41-45 years 

Lower than average 64 3.89 1.21 

Average 327 4.24 1.00 

Somewhat better than average 651 4.57 1.07 

Better than average 578 4.89 1.07 

46-50 years 

Lower than average 51 4.01 1.04 

Average 244 4.26 1.05 

Somewhat better than average 397 4.47 1.08 

Better than average 317 4.87 .96 

older than 51 
years 

Lower than average 109 4.02 1.13 

Average 382 4.30 0.97 

Somewhat better than average 632 4.54 0.98 

Better than average 430 4.81 0.98 



Table A3 
Mean mate value results on the first three items among females across age and SES 
Sex Age Grouping SES N Mean SD 

Female 

18-20 years 

Lower than average 31 4.12 1.38 
Average 194 4.69 1.14 

Somewhat better than average 279 4.95 1.14 

Better than average 139 5.04 1.14 

21-25 years 

Lower than average 104 4.58 1.17 

Average 637 4.79 1.08 

Somewhat better than average 932 5.07 1.03 

Better than average 422 5.19 1.00 

26-30 years 

Lower than average 59 4.49 1.33 

Average 448 4.67 1.16 

Somewhat better than average 699 5.10 1.05 

Better than average 389 5.34 1.15 

31-35 years 

Lower than average 27 4.60 1.48 

Average 222 4.64 1.12 

Somewhat better than average 364 5.01 1.02 

Better than average 239 5.44 0.93 

36-40 years 

Lower than average 17 3.65 1.06 

Average 173 4.66 1.12 

Somewhat better than average 263 4.92 1.07 

Better than average 154 5.19 1.00 

41-45 years 

Lower than average 22 4.05 1.61 

Average 123 4.59 1.13 

Somewhat better than average 174 4.89 1.10 

Better than average 154 5.15 1.09 

46-50 years 

Lower than average 16 4.04 1.23 

Average 95 4.54 1.19 

Somewhat better than average 113 4.82 1.15 

Better than average 69 4.74 1.12 

older than 51 
years 

Lower than average 11 4.09 1.17 

Average 94 4.57 1.18 

Somewhat better than average 125 4.82 1.02 

Better than average 59 4.76 1.25 

 



 

 

 

 

  



3.2. Mean mate value results across sex, relationship status and satisfaction (singles 
analysed across number of sexual partners), with estimated results of ANCOVA on age 

Table A4 
Mean mate value results across sex, relationship status and satisfaction (singles 
analysed across number of sexual partners), with estimated results of ANCOVA on 
age 

Relationship status / 
Satisfaction 

Sex N 
Observed 
Mean 

SD 
Estimated 
Meana 

Std. 
Error 

Single, Sex partners: 0 
Male 388 3.35 1.46 3.23 0.05 
Female 72 3.65 1.34 3.53 0.12 

Single, Sex partners: 1-4 
Male 991 4.02 1.25 3.92 0.03 
Female 295 4.69 1.11 4.58 0.06 

Single, Sex partners: 5-10 
Male 758 4.52 1.12 4.46 0.04 
Female 361 4.96 1.03 4.88 0.05 

Single, Sex partners: 11+ 
Male 907 4.95 1.02 4.93 0.03 
Female 382 5.09 1.03 5.07 0.05 

In a relationship / Bad 
Male 637 4.42 1.03 4.51 0.04 
Female 178 4.58 1.20 4.63 0.07 

In a relationship / Average 
Male 1422 4.64 0.97 4.69 0.03 
Female 495 4.90 1.08 4.89 0.04 

In a relationship / Good 
Male 3833 4.85 0.89 4.90 0.02 
Female 1322 5.09 0.98 5.05 0.03 

In a relationship / Happy 
Male 3271 5.04 0.91 5.05 0.02 
Female 1802 5.25 0.93 5.20 0.02 

Divorced 
Male 369 4.65 1.13 4.82 0.05 
Female 167 5.14 0.94 5.27 0.08 

a. Age as a covariate appearing in the model is evaluated at the age of 33.93 years. 

 

 

  



3.3. Predictive (regression) models of mate value across sex 

Table A5 
Dependent variable: self-perceived mate value (MVS mean) 

Sex  

Unstandardized Standardized 

t Sig. 

Correlations 

 
Std. 

error  
Zero-
order Partial Part 

Male (Constant) 5.296 .035  151.743 .000    

Age -.013 .001 -.147 -16.312 .000 -.050 -.143 -.129 

SES Lower than average -.580 .041 -.118 -14.293 .000 -.161 -.125 -.113 

SES Average -.260 .022 -.103 -11.772 .000 -.155 -.104 -.093 

SES Better than average .334 .021 .141 16.294 .000 .219 .143 .129 

Edu. Primary .081 .052 .013 1.570 .116 -.019 .014 .012 

Edu. Vocational -.040 .038 -.009 -1.069 .285 -.046 -.009 -.008 

Edu. Higher education .038 .020 .018 1.962 .050 .082 .017 .016 

Single, Sex partners: 0 -1.558 .052 -.251 -29.856 .000 -.229 -.255 -.237 

Single, Sex partners: 1-4 -.905 .035 -.227 -25.741 .000 -.192 -.222 -.204 

Single, Sex partners: 5-10 -.368 .038 -.082 -9.580 .000 -.048 -.084 -.076 

Single, Sex partners: 11+ .048 .035 .012 1.366 .172 .058 .012 .011 

In a relationship / Bad -.357 .041 -.073 -8.750 .000 -.066 -.077 -.069 

In a relationship / Average -.164 .029 -.048 -5.564 .000 -.028 -.049 -.044 

In a relationship / Happy .144 .023 .059 6.361 .000 .173 .056 .050 

Divorced .009 .053 .001 .178 .859 -.011 .002 .001 

Female (Constant) 5.532 .056  99.243 .000    

Age -.013 .002 -.123 -8.164 .000 -.082 -.113 -.107 

SES Lower than average -.632 .072 -.119 -8.800 .000 -.121 -.121 -.115 

SES Average -.300 .033 -.132 -9.157 .000 -.156 -.126 -.120 

SES Better than average .197 .034 .082 5.740 .000 .155 .080 .075 

Edu. Primary -.121 .078 -.021 -1.545 .122 -.008 -.021 -.020 

Edu. Vocational .063 .094 .009 .673 .501 -.011 .009 .009 

Edu. Higher education .039 .032 .018 1.228 .220 .024 .017 .016 

Single, Sex partners: 0 -1.454 .118 -.165 -12.305 .000 -.162 -.169 -.161 

Single, Sex partners: 1-4 -.455 .063 -.102 -7.223 .000 -.088 -.100 -.095 

Single, Sex partners: 5-10 -.167 .058 -.041 -2.894 .004 -.026 -.040 -.038 

Single, Sex partners: 11+ .006 .056 .001 .104 .917 .010 .001 .001 

In a relationship / Bad -.393 .078 -.069 -5.045 .000 -.087 -.070 -.066 

In a relationship / Average -.147 .051 -.042 -2.897 .004 -.049 -.040 -.038 

In a relationship / Happy .111 .035 .051 3.210 .001 .137 .045 .042 

Divorced .243 .082 .042 2.963 .003 .014 .041 .039 

Note. SES = socioeconomic status; Edu = Education 



4. The Hungarian version of the Mate Value Scale 

The 
University (ELTE), then the translation was thoroughly reviewed by the last author of the 
paper. Finally, two former students already holding an MA in psychology but not 
specialising in the topic and not knowing the original version translated it back to 
English. 

1. 
 

  

2. 
 

  

3. 
 

4. 

 



170 
 

 

 

 

 

4.4 Appendix 4 

 

 




































