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Abstract
This study addresses two limitations in the mate preferences literature. First, research all-too-often relies on single-item assessments of mate
preferences precluding more advanced statistical techniques like factor analysis. Second, when factor analysis could be done, it exclusively
has done for long-term mate preferences, at the exclusion of short-term mate preferences. In this study (N = 401), we subjected 20 items
designed to measure short- and long-term mate preferences to both principle components (n = 200) and confirmatory factor analysis (n =
201). In the long-term context, we replicated previous findings that there are three different categories of preferences: physical attractiveness,
interpersonal warmth, and social status. In the short-term context, physical attractiveness occupied two parts of the structure, social status
dropped out, and interpersonal warmth remained. Across short- and long-term contexts, there were slight changes in what defined the shared
dimensions (i.e., physical attractiveness and interpersonal warmth), suggesting prior work that applies the same inventory to each context
might be flawed. We also replicated sex differences and similarities in mate preferences and correlates with sociosexuality and mate value.
We adopt an evolutionary paradigm to understand our results.
Keywords: mate preferences, Confirmatory Factor Analysis, personality, sex differences

Interpersona, 2013, Vol. 7(2), 167–179, doi:10.5964/ijpr.v7i2.125
Received: 2013-06-02. Accepted: 2013-11-07. Published (VoR): 2013-12-20.
*Corresponding author at: School of Social Sciences and Psychology, University of Western Sydney, Milperra, NSW 2214, Australia. E-mail:
p.jonason@uws.edu.au
This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the
original work is properly cited.

What men and women want in mates has consumed poets and professors alike for years. Many magazines devote
much of their pages to discussing such issues and doling out advice. Movies, TV, and music content commonly
focuses on themes of love and sex. The “obsession” with this topic should be of little surprise; the most important
questions in life revolve around love and sex. These questions have received considerable attention from researchers (Buss, 1989; Eagly, 1987; Li, Bailey, Kenrick, & Linsenmeier, 2002; Sprecher, Sullivan, & Hatfield, 1994;
Wiederman & Dubois, 1998) because choosing mates has consequences in terms of reproductive fitness and
psychosocial outcomes (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; DeLamater, 1987). Despite this long history and important consequences, the research has been limited in some important psychometric and theoretical ways.
First, nearly all the research has used single-item measures. For instance, the vast majority of work on mate
preferences (e.g., Buss, 1989; Jonason, 2009; Sprecher, Sullivan, & Hatfield, 1994; except Buss & Barnes, 1986)
provided individuals with a list of adjectives or traits they might want in their mates. Analyses focused on examining
sex differences in each trait. Such analyses can be limited in reliability, validity, and generalizability. For instance,
asking about a mate’s “ambition” and “wealth” are treated as equivalent measures of preferences for social status,
but knowledge would be better served by focusing more on the “forest” and less on the “trees”. We would argue
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that mate preferences for individual items (i.e., the trees) are likely just (imperfect) indicators of a preference for
some latent trait (i.e., the forest). Even sophisticated methods like the budget-allocation technique (Jonason,
Valentine, Li, & Harbeson, 2011; Li et al., 2002; Li & Kenrick, 2006) rely on a handful (≈ 5) of traits chosen by the
authors, thus limiting their results despite the utility of ipsative scales (over normative ones) in revealing people’s
decision-making priorities. We contend that what is needed to better understand mate preferences is to use factor
analysis to understand the latent structure of mate preferences so that our knowledge (1) does not rely on intuitively
chosen items and (2) is not subject to the well-known limitations of single-item assessments.
Second, when factor analytic techniques have been done they tended to focus on long-term mate preferences
(Buss & Barnes, 1986; Campbell, Simpson, Kashy, & Fletcher, 2001; Fletcher, Simpson, Thomas, & Giles, 1999;
Fletcher, Tither, O’Loughlin, Friesen, & Overall, 2004). Short-term mating is just as paramount to understanding
mate preferences as long-term mate preferences (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Men and women should be similar in
their long-term mate preferences because both sexes invest heavily in each other whereas in the short-term, the
sexes should differ because they are in a competitive rather than a cooperative relationship (Li et al., 2002; Li &
Kenrick, 2006). For instance, both men and women value faces more than bodies in long-term mating contexts,
whereas the inverse is true in short-term mating contexts (Confer, Perilloux, & Buss, 2010; Jonason, Raulston, &
Rotolo, 2012); faces are considered a more stable trait that conveys important information about a person’s personality (i.e., long-term mate preference) whereas the body provides detail more related to genetic quality (i.e.,
short-term mate preferences). Therefore, by assessing the content of short-term and long-term mate preferences
separately, we might provide better detail about men and women’s mate preferences.
Structure × Temporal Context
What might we expect to find in terms of mate preferences in the short- and long-term context? According to work
on long-term mate preferences there should be three dimensions: physical attractiveness, interpersonal warmth,
and social status (Campbell et al., 2001; Fletcher et al., 1999, 2004). Physical attractiveness is valued more in
short-term contexts more than long-term contexts (Li et al., 2002; Li & Kenrick, 2006). Therefore, we expect
preferences for attractive mates should occupy a larger portion of the factor structure in the short-term context
than the long-term context.
Interpersonal warmth, or the personality of mates, has been measured many ways. For instance, it has been assessed with indicators of interest in kindness, generosity, and sense of humor (Bressler & Balshine, 2006; Stewart,
Stinnett, & Rosenfeld, 2000; Wiederman & Dubois, 1998). Preferences for such a mate should be important in
both mating contexts. Having desirable personality traits makes individuals appealing as a mate, especially in the
long-term (Buss, 1989). Such traits may provide prosocial and hedonic benefits, thereby leading to more enduring
relationships. For instance, a mate with a sense of humor is likely to be seen as a fun person one wants to be
around and, thus, increasing potential courtships as well as pairbonds. Similarly, being generous may create a
sort of social currency that also brings people around a person, therefore, increasing the odds of a mateship and
pairbond forming. Being high on prosocial personality traits may facilitate mating for both sexes and is likely instrumental in forming long-term bonds.
In contrast to the other two aspects of mate preferences, social status may be particularly important in the longterm context (Jonason, Li, & Madson, 2012). Social status likely conveys a long-term benefit over a short-term
one. Casual sex relationships are based mostly on physical attraction (Li & Kenrick, 2006). Prioritizing social
status in short-term mates may not be particularly valuable in any other context than a “for-pay” sexual encounter.
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The benefits of social status are likely to provide important tangible qualities (e.g., housing, traveling) but those
rewards are not immediately extractible or realized unlike the potential benefits derived from a genetically fit or
fecund mate.
Individual Differences
Not all people desire physical attractiveness, interpersonal warmth, and social status equally. Based on parental
investment theory (Trivers, 1972), men are expected to value physical attractiveness more than women do (Buss,
1989; Feingold, 1990; Greitemeyer, 2005), and this difference should be largest in the long-term context. Based
on sexual strategies theory (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) we predict that women should place a greater emphasis on
interpersonal warmth than men do (de Sousa Campos, Otta, & Siqueria, 2002; Feingold, 1992; Greitemeyer,
2005; Harrison & Saeed, 1977) and that this difference should be strongest in the short-term context. Women
should also want mates who have social status more than men do in long-term contexts (Bryan, Webster, & Mahaffey, 2011; Buss, 1985; Cameron, Oskamp, & Sparks, 1977; Lance, 1998; Pawlowski & Koziel, 2002; Townsend,
Kline, & Wasserman, 1995; Townsend & Levy, 1990; Townsend & Wasserman, 1998).
Beyond sex differences, we expect sociosexuality to inform mate preferences. Sociosexuality is a measure of
mating strategies describing individual differences in sexual attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors (Penke & Asendorpf,
2008; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; Webster & Bryan, 2007). Those who are unrestricted in sociosexuality tend
to be willing to engage in short-term mating. Unrestricted people are likely to prioritize traits related to physical
attractiveness because it tends to be highly sought in short-term encounters (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Gangestad
& Simpson, 2000; Jonason, Valentine, & Li, 2012; Li & Kenrick, 2006; Simpson & Gangestad, 1992). We expect
mate preferences to be positively correlated with preferences for physically attractive partners in general and to
be negatively linked to preferences for desirable personality traits in both contexts.
Those with higher mate value can afford to have higher standards (Buston & Emlen, 2003; Edlund & Sagarin,
2010; Kenrick, Groth, Trost, & Sadalla, 1993; Regan, 1998). Mate value reflects a composite of a number of
physical and psychological traits that individuals desire in their mates; individuals with high mate value are considered to be more desirable as mates than those with lower mate value. Based on economic models of mating
psychology (Kenrick et al., 1993; Li et al., 2002), we predict that (self-perceived) mate value will be correlated
with desire for all of the mate preference factors in the long-term context but just physical attractiveness in the
short-term mating context. This is because the greatest investment goes into long-term mate preferences for both
sexes (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Li et al., 2002) and short-term mating focuses on physical attractiveness (Buss &
Schmitt, 1993; Li & Kenrick, 2006). In other words, individuals use their value on the market to buy those traits
they value the most in long- and short-term mates. For long-term mates, there is a range of things individuals
want (Buss, 1989) and, therefore, one’s value should go towards buying access to a range of traits. In contrast,
physical attractiveness is the most important trait in the short-term mating context and, therefore, individuals
should use their mate value to buy this trait in their mates.
Mate preferences are a highly debated topic to this day (Schmitt et al., 2012). There are two main paradigms to
understand mate preferences. Sociocultural researchers contend that (1) sex differences in mate preferences are
a function of a division of labor throughout human history (i.e., thousands or even hundreds of years), (2) physical
attractiveness does not indicate anything meaningful about a person’s genes or fecundity, and (3) often are informed
by feminist, post-modernistic approaches to psychology (Eagly, 1987; Hill, 1945; Howard, Blumstein, & Schwartz,
1987; Hoyt & Hudson, 1981; Hudson & Henze, 1969). In contrast, evolutionary psychologists contend that (1) sex
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differences are a function of context-specific adaptations to sexual conflicts over evolutionary history (i.e., millions
of years), (2) physical attractiveness is a proxy for fitness and fecundity, and (3) are informed by well-tested assumptions from evolutionary biology (Perilloux, Webster, & Gaulin, 2010; Singh, 1993, 1995; Singh & Luis, 1995;
Symons, 1979; Thornhill & Gangestad, 1994; Thornhill & Möller, 1997). Although we do not concern ourselves
with the origin question here, we do find ourselves drawn to the evolutionary model given its a priori assumptions,
cross-cultural generality, content-rich predictions, and parsimony with biology. We adopt an evolutionary paradigm
in the design of this study to make sense of our results.

Method
Participants
We solicited volunteers to participate in an online study on romantic relationships through fliers posted at a campus
health center and in academic departments at a mid-sized university in the southwest United States. Participants
were 401 heterosexuals (69% female, 31% male) aged 18–52 years (M = 21.67, SD = 4.94) who completed an
online survey; 56% were in a committed romantic relationship. Only participants from unique IP addresses were
included in analyses.
Measures and Procedure
The first author and a research assistant created a list of 20 items to measure various aspects of mate preferences
(see Tables 1 and 3) drawn from prior studies (e.g., Buss, 1989; Jonason, Raulston, & Rotolo, 2012; Li et al.,
2002). We did not attempt to include every potential synonym of the words and traits we are interested in. Instead,
we sought a list that had heterogeneity. Participants were asked how much they valued each trait in a partner
using a 5-point scale (1 = not at all; 5 = a lot), and did so for both long- and short-term contexts. In the long-term
context, participants were told to “Assume that this is someone who you are committed to and might even consider
marrying.” In the short-term context, participants were told to “Assume that this is someone who you know only
superficially and are interested in them for sexual reasons.” Such definitions of these two mating contexts have
been used before (Li et al., 2002; Li & Kenrick, 2006).
We assessed mating strategy using the seven-item Sociosexuality Orientation Index (Simpson & Gangestad,
1991). Participants responded to questions like “With how many partners have you had sex on one and only one
occasion?” and “I can imagine myself being comfortable and enjoying casual sex with different partners.” Items
were standardized (z-scored) before averaging into an index (Cronbach’s α = .78; M = 0.00, SD = 0.60).
Participants’ own mate value was assessed using the 22-item Mate-Value Inventory (Kirsner, Figueredo, & Jacobs,
2003). A sample item asks agreement (1 = not at all; 7 = very much) with the statement: “I am a person with a
good sense of humor.” Items were averaged into an index of participants mate-value (α = .88; M = 5.60, SD =
1.11).

Results
First, we split the file in half maintaining the same ratio of men to women in the full sample (70% women; 30%
men). Using 200 of the participants, we examined the latent dimensions of long- and short-term mate preferences,
and then ran a series of separate principle components analyses (PCAs) for each. Table 1 contains the results
for long-term mates.
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Table 1
Principle Components Analyses With Oblique Rotations for Traits Desired in Long-Term Mates
Initial Solution

Secondary Solution

Tertiary Solution

Component

Component

Component

Trait

1

2

3

1

Their hips
Their waist size
Nice body
Their chest/breasts
Their nose
Facial beauty
Physical fitness
Weight
Their arms
Their eyes
Presence of hair
Height
Social status
Wealth
Education/intelligence
Job/employment
Ambition
Sense of humor
Kindness
Sincerity

.87
.76
.76
.75
.74
.74
.71
.70
.69
.65
.60
.56
.53
.51
.36
.30
.17
.12
.07
.04

-.43
-.36
-.05
-.19
-.03
-.05
.05
-.14
-.03
.01
-.08
.11
.22
.21
.41
.54
.48
.72
.83
.85

.07
.10
.27
-.05
.00
.23
.19
.22
-.13
.05
.13
-.17
-.71
-.76
-.07
-.71
-.02
.31
.25
.38

.79
.86
.81
.72
.70
.72
.75
.82

7.16
1.43

35.35
4.24

13.94
% Variance explained 35.05
7.01
2.79
Eigen Value
Note. Bolded items were retained for subsequent analyses.

2

3

1

2

3

.80
.84

.90

-.78
-.82

-.80
-.82

-.72

-.72

.71
.82
.84
18.66
2.24

.72
.83
.85
11.17
1.32

29.79
2.68

23.87
2.15

14.08
1.27

Initially, there appeared to be a three-factor solution. When we reran the analysis with only those items loading ≥
.70, we found a three-factor solution in the secondary solution. To ensure that each of the dimensions had an
equivalent number of items, we retained the three items that loaded the best for a tertiary PCA. The three factors
reflected preferences for physical attractiveness, interpersonal warmth, and social status. These labels were
chosen as they reflect prior work (Campbell et al., 2001; Fletcher et al., 1999, 2004). When the three-items were
averaged within their respective factors, they showed acceptable internal consistency, especially for three-item
scales (αs = .81, .73, and .69, respectively). Using the second half of the sample (N = 201), we conducted a
confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs). We compared one- and three-factor models for long-term mate preferences;
i
the three-factor model fit the data better than a one-factor model (Table 2).
Table 3 contains the same PCA for short-term mate preferences. In descending order, the three factors reflected
preferences for overall attractiveness, interpersonal warmth, and physical traits. When the 3-items were averaged
within their respective factors, they showed good internal consistency (αs = .93, .86, and .93, respectively). While
Factors 1 and 2 appeared for both long- and short-term contexts, they were composed of different items. For instance, the attractiveness dimension for long-term mates was composed of valuing the mates’ weight, body, and
waist size, whereas the same dimension for short-term mates was composed of valuing a nice body, facial beauty,
and physical fitness. Nevertheless, the three-factor model fit the data better than a one-factor model again.
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Table 2
Confirmatory Factor Analyses Verifying the Three Dimensional Structure of Long-Term and Short-Term Mate Preferences
2

Long-term mates
One factor model
Three factor model
Difference
Short-term mates
One factor model
Three factor model
Difference
**p < .01.

χ

df

NFI

CFI

RMSEA [90% CI]

569.57**
59.10**
510.47**

27
24
3

.47
.95

.48
.97

.22 [.21, .24]
.06 [.04, .08]

1,369.33**
94.90**
1,274.43**

27
24
3

.54
.97

.54
.98

.35 [.34, .37]
.09 [.07, .10]

Table 3
Principle Components Analyses With Oblique Rotations for Traits Desired in Short-Term Mates
Initial Solution

Secondary Solution

Tertiary Solution

Component

Component

Component

Trait

1

2

3

1

Nice body
Facial beauty
Physical fitness
Their arms
Their chest/breasts
Their nose
Their waist size
Weight
Their hips
Their eyes
Height
Presence of hair
Social status
Wealth
Job/employment
Education/intelligence
Sense of humor
Kindness
Ambition
Sincerity

.90
.90
.84
.82
.81
.81
.80
.79
.78
.78
.70
.70
.52
.50
.16
.15
.10
.03
.02
.01

-.12
-.06
.06
.05
-.21
-.03
-.23
-.20
-.20
.08
.06
-.08
.52
.70
.70
.75
.77
.88
.79
.87

-.37
-.40
-.36
.53
.70
.62
.70
-.30
.74
.48
-.27
.36
.23
.40
.27
.05
-.27
-.21
.13
-.12

.89
.91
.87
.79
.79
.79
.75
.75
.77
.75
.67
.66

6.63
1.33

40.35
4.44

21.10
% Variance explained 36.67
7.93
4.22
Eigen Value
Note. Bolded items were retained for subsequent analyses.

2

3

1

2

3

.90
.92
.91
.74

.83

.78

.93

.80

.97

.43
.79
.70
.68
.84
.84
.88
27.81
3.06

.87
.88
.91
10.06
1.11

47.79
4.30

26.52
2.34

11.11
1.00

In Table 4 we replicate and extend what we know about sex differences and similarities in mate preferences. Men
value physical attractiveness more than women do but this effect is strongest in the long-term context. Women
value interpersonal warmth more than men do but this effect is strongest in the short-term context. Together these
suggest women place a lesser value in physical attractiveness in long-term mates whereas men place a lesser
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value in interpersonal warmth in short-term mates. Women valued social status more than men did and men valued
physical characteristics more than women did.
Table 4
Descriptive Statistics and Sex Differences for the Mate Preferences Dimensions
M (SD)

Long-term mates
Physical attractiveness
Interpersonal warmth
Social Status
Short-term mates
Physical attractiveness
Interpersonal warmth
Physical traits
Note. d is Cohen’s d.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Overall

Women

Men

t

d

3.27 (0.94)
4.73 (0.46)
3.17 (0.91)

3.05 (0.92)
4.81 (0.38)
3.29 (0.90)

3.79 (0.78)
4.54 (0.56)
2.91 (0.88)

-7.70**
5.47**
3.96**

-0.77
0.55
0.40

3.94 (1.02)
3.76 (1.10)
3.22 (1.27)

3.86 (1.03)
4.04 (0.93)
2.90 (1.21)

4.13 (0.99)
3.12 (1.19)
3.94 (1.08)

-2.50*
8.34**
-8.19**

-0.25
0.84
-0.82

Last, we examined correlations among our six mate preference dimensions and measures of sociosexuality and
mate value. Unrestricted sociosexuality was positively associated with preferences for physical attractiveness in
the short-term (r(399) = .29, p < .01) and long-term context (r(399) = .14, p < .05); negatively correlated with interpersonal warmth in the short- (r(398) = -.12, p < .05) and long-term (r(399) = -.41, p < .01); and correlated with
preferences for physical traits in the short-term (r(398) = .26, p < .01). Higher levels of perceived mate value were
associated with greater value placed in having long-term mates who were attractive (r(399) = .16, p < .05), interpersonally warm (r(399) = .10, p < .05), and who had social status (r(398) = .10, p < .05). Mate value correlated
with preferences for a physically attractive mate (r(399) = .21, p < .01) and one who was interpersonally warm
(r(398) = .12, p < .05) in the short-term; mate value was not correlated with preferences for physical traits (r =
.09).

Discussion
Social-personality psychologists have studied mate preferences for decades (Buss, 1989; Eagly, 1987; Li et al.,
2002; Sprecher, Sullivan, & Hatfield, 1994; Wiederman & Dubois, 1998). Importantly, by making the distinction
between long- and short-term mating we provide some unique insights. By running separate factor analyses, we
were able to show that not only did the content of mate preferences differ by mating context, but that each context
has three primary dimensions. Prior attempts to factor analyze the latent structure of mate preferences has revealed
a 3-factor structure, but it concerned itself with long-term mate preferences (Campbell et al., 2001; Fletcher et al.,
1999, 2004). We extended this work by using the same data analysis technique, but examined the content and
structure of mate preferences across the fundamentally important distinction of temporal context (Buss & Schmitt,
1993). Therefore, we have provided the first (that we know of) factor analysis of short-term mate preferences and
the first comparison of the content of mate preferences in these two contexts instead of assuming the content and
structure are the same as appears to have been done. Additionally, we replicated sex differences/similarities and
individual difference correlations with sociosexuality and mate value as a means of testing the emergent dimensions
we uncovered in our factor analyses.
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Given the central role of physical attractiveness in casual sex (Li & Kenrick, 2006), we expected, and found, that
it occupies more (i.e., 2/3 of the dimensions) dimensional space. In contrast, physical attractiveness plays a less
central role in long-term relationships (Li et al., 2002) and, accordingly, occupies less space in the factor structure.
In as much as short-term mating is done for physical enjoyment through physical attraction, preferences for specific physical attributes may act as a separate component to just being physically attractive. In this context, individuals may have more elaborate preferences for the physical features of their mates than previously understood.
Preferences for physically attractive mates in the long-term may act as a threshold. That is, the mate simply needs
to have an adequate amount of physical appeal and, therefore, the physical preferences in the long-term are less
elaborate than in the short-term. Indeed, physical attractiveness is devalued in both sexes in the long-term context
(Buss, 1989; Li et al., 2002; Li & Kenrick, 2006). In addition, we found that social status drops out as an important
part of the mate preference structure in the short-term context. This may be a function of the delayed benefits
associated with social status (Jonason, Li, & Madson, 2012). Concurrently, social status remains important in
long-term mate preferences.
Consistent with parental investment theory (Trivers, 1972) and sexual strategies theory (Buss & Schmitt, 1993),
men expressed stronger preferences for physically attractive mates, especially in the long-term. This appears to
reflect women valuing this trait less in the long-term than in the short-term whereas men’s interest stays relatively
constant. This sex difference, however, is inconsistent with other work suggesting smaller sex differences as men
and women converge in their long-term mate preferences (Li et al., 2002). The variation of the physical feature
preference factor in the short-term mating context and the physical attractiveness factor in the long-term mating
context may explain this inconsistency. Past research may have overlooked this difference by failing to examine
the numerous factors within physical attractiveness.
We also examined the relationships among mating strategies and “value” on the mating market with these mate
preference dimensions. Those with a short-term mating strategy are often interested in attractive mates at the
exclusion of other traits (Li & Kenrick, 2006; Simpson & Gangestad, 1992). Sociosexuality scores were positively
correlated with preferences for physically attractive mates in both long- and short-term contexts, and physical
features in short-term mates. In addition, having more mate value should relate to increased preferences for all
traits (Buston & Emlen, 2003; Regan, 1998). For instance, women who are attractive are said to “want it all” (Buss
& Shackelford, 2008). Consistent with that prediction, we found that self-reported mate value was positively related
to all our mate preference dimensions.
Our results could be taken as an exercise in developing and validating a measure of mate preferences. Our goal
was not to do this and we feel far more work would be needed to validate any such measure. Despite this, a
standard, efficient measure of individual differences in mate preferences might be worth pursuing and we offer
ours as a tentative measure as a stand-in. A single measure would mean sociocultural and evolutionary researchers
are no longer comparing “apples and oranges” and, instead, will all be speaking the same “language”. This should
minimize arguments over minutia and enable comparisons between studies. However, developing a standard
measure might prove increasingly difficult if one endorses the idea that each relationship is a negotiated solution—and, thus, potentially infinite in variety—as opposed to fixed kinds (Jonason, Valentine, & Li, 2012).
Limitations and Conclusions
This study had a number of limitations. First, it was a single study and, thus, future research is needed to assess
the validity, replicability, and generalizability of the factor structures presented here. While the present factor
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structure might not hold up in future studies, we provide some unique insights into mate preferences in reference
to the latent structure and content of long- and short-term mate preferences.
Second, we used older, one-dimensional measures of mate value and sociosexuality. The mate value measure
we used does not consider the possibility that the qualities that grant people value in the mating market could
differ in the long- and short-term contexts (Li, Tan, Lewis, & Yong, 2013). In addition, it is merely a measure selfperceived mate value as opposed to a more objective measure like bilateral symmetry of the face, level of education,
or height. Similarly, modern conceptualizations of sociosexuality suggest there are at least three dimensions to
describe individual differences in mating strategies (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; see also Webster & Bryan, 2007).
By using these measures, we might find stronger correlations than we did when examining individual differences.
Nevertheless, the older, shorter measures are still in use today (Jonason & Buss, 2012).
Last, we may have imposed some experimenter bias. It is possible that the actual structure of men and women’s
mate preferences in the long-term and short-term contexts may differ themselves. This study had an insufficient
sample size to test whether the sex of the participant moderated the structure of mate preferences. Moreover, by
imposing the same list of traits on each mating context, we have failed to tap other aspects of the content of shortterm mate preferences hitherto unknown. Alternatively, we have assumed that individual’s preferences for mates
are either/or short- or long-term in nature; an assumption that may be flawed (Jonason, Li, & Cason, 2009). A
person could view target mates as sources of both short- and long-term mates as reflected in Strategic Pluralism
(Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). Future work might benefit from such tests.
Despite these limitations, we revealed some novel findings in relation to mate preferences, replicated prior work
on mate preferences (Campbell et al., 2001; Fletcher et al., 1999, 2004), and confirmed theoretical predictions
from evolutionary psychological models of mate preferences (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Kenrick et al., 1993; Li &
Kenrick, 2006). Past research has assumed the content of mate preferences are the same because identical inventories were used to assess mate preferences in each context. We have revealed this may be a mistaken assumption because (1) the content of the same latent dimensions did not have identical indicators, (2) preferences
for social status only emerged in the long-term context, and (3) a new dimension of preferences for physical features
of short-term mates emerged. Perhaps more psychometrically robust and theoretically-derived assessments of
mate preferences will better settle some of the arguments between sociocultural (e.g., Eagly, 1987) and evolutionary
psychologists (e.g., Buss, 1985).

Notes
i) We compared our three-dimensional models to one-dimensional models as parsimony tests. One should not invoke
complicated, multidimensional structures when simpler structures fit the data better. A one-dimensioanl model reflects simple,
gestalt preferences for mates with desirable qualities.
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