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ABSTRACT 

Clinically it is well known that negative affect influences the quality of human 

social, romantic, and sexual relationships. Conversely, it is well accepted that the quality 

of these relationships influences both positive and negative affect in humans. Few 

studies, however, have attempted to formally characterize - or to examine the clinical 

implications - of this phenomenon. Hence, the present study used a Structural Equations 

Model (SEM) approach to examine relations among self-reported Negative Affect, Mate 

Values, and Mate Retention Behaviors. Multiple measures of these latent constructs were 

taken from 238 undergraduates males (N=99) and females (N=139). An extant model 

(Kirsner, Figueredo, & Jacobs, 2003) was used to generate a priori predictions upon 

which an initial SEM was based. The fit of the initial model to the data was compared to 

that of seven alternative theory-driven models using Chi-squared difference tests and 

practical indices of fit. These comparisons were used to eliminate the least parsimonious 

of the models. Among the models eliminated were the original model, which claimed 

both indkect (Kirsner et al, 2003) and direct effects of negative affect (e.g., anxiety and 

depression) on mate retention behaviors, those claiming only indirect effects among the 

latent variables, and those claiming that negative affect have a 'general suppressive 

effect' on the outcome variables (e.g.. Beck, 1967). The model that explained the data 

pattern most parsimoniously claimed that negative affect directly increases mate retention 

behaviors, decreases personal mate value, and indirectly, by way of personal mate value, 

decreases partner mate values. This model is useful at two levels. Theoretically, the 

model provides a basis for an ultimate (fiinctional) explanation for causal relations 
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between negative affect and reproductive behavior in humans. CUnically, the model 

predicts the occurrence of a rich pattern of specific mate retention behaviors, including 

retention behaviors that may disrupt ongoing social function, in response to spontaneous 

or clinically induced changes in negative affect. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Relationships play a central role in human behavior. Evidence from sources as 

diverse as classical literature, theater, visual arts, poetry and music, as well as the various 

social sciences make it clear that affect plays an important role in human relationships. 

The purpose of the present study is to examine a tightly circumscribed aspect of this 

phenomenon: The role of negative affect in a biologically important set of species-typical 

behaviors, that of mate retention. 

Mate Retention Strategy 

Relationships and affect are of particular interest in the realm of evolutionary 

psychology, wherein one attempts to uncover not only proximate but also ultimate 

explanations for behavior (see e.g., Alcock, 2001). Toward this end, evolutionary 

psychologists often examine groups of behaviors that appear to be coordinated for a 

particular purpose or fiinction (Tooby and Cosmides, 1990). One such group of 

behaviors is called mating strategy. Mating strategy refers to the constellation of 

behaviors relevant to selecting, attracting, and retaining sexual partners (e.g.. Buss & 

Schmitt, 1993). 

A strategy is a coherent set of coordinated behaviors that in the past solved an 

identifiable adaptive problem (e.g., Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1970). Mating strategy refers to those 

behaviors that in the past solved the adaptive problems of mating; selecting, attracting, 

and retaining one or more sexual partners, or mates (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). 

Selecting mates consists of locating and evaluating prospective mates for 

suitability as sexual partners. The stringency of the criteria for mate selection is sexually 
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dimorphic for short-term mating, but quite similar for males and females seeking long-

term mates (Kenrick, Sadalla, Groth, & Trost, 1990). 

Attracting mates requires that one display indicators of one's own suitability as a 

sexual partner. If one is interested in a short-term relationship, mating efforts may be 

disproportionately allocated to mate attraction (e.g.. Buss, 2003). 

Retaining mates consists of enacting behaviors designed to induce a partner to 

remain in the relationship, and to deter rivals from enticing the partner away from the 

relationship. If one is interested in a long-term relationship, mating efforts may be 

disproportionately allocated to mate selection, particularly evaluation, and to mate 

retention. Clearly, obtaining a high-quality mate requires considerable mate attraction 

efforts, but these will be limited to fewer prospective partners over time than for an 

individual pursuing a short-term mating strategy (e.g., Schmitt & Buss, 1996). 

Assortative mating on overall mate value 

Assortative mating is the pairing of mates on the basis of shared attributes. 

Previous research suggests that mates may select each other on the basis of correlated 

characteristics, such as intelligence (Mascie-Taylor, 1989), personality (Feng & Baker, 

1994), or affective disorders (Merikangas, 1982). Until recently, most research on 

assortative mating focused on specific traits; more recent work considers assortative 

mating on overall mate value (e.g.. Miller, 2000). 

This theory/explanation of assortative mating is based on the evolutionary 

economic recognition that relationship partners exchange valued resources, and that the 

overall perceived value of these resources must be relatively similar for each party to 
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remain in the relationship. Thus, evolutionary theory suggests the economic perspective 

that partner or friend choice in sexual and social relationships constitutes a form of social 

exchange (Cosmides and Tooby, 1992; Thibaut and Kelley, 1959). According to this 

model, access to the resources of one individual is bartered for access to those of another 

in the context of a reciprocal relationship. Barter refers to trade of goods or services 

without the exchange of money. The concept of barter is thus applied to the exchange of 

resources: the mate value of potential (attainable) partners is influenced by one's own 

mate value (e.g., Gangestad and Simpson, 2000; Buss and Schmitt, 1993; Kenrick et al, 

1990). 

In this view, the only reason that people appear to assortatively mate on specific 

traits is that they are indicators of overall mate value which are predicted to co-occur (at 

least above random chance) in people with similar mate value. Furthermore, assortative 

mating on overall mate value implies that low levels of one fitness indicator may be 

offset by higher levels of other fitness indicators in an overall assessment of mate value. 

This suggests that paired individuals may be well matched on total mate value without 

necessarily sharing specific traits. Just as economic barter may involve disparate 

commodities, as in trading food for labor, social exchange between sexual partners may 

involve such disparate resources as a female's fertility and health (signaled, for example, 

by her waist-to-hip ratio and skin texture) for a male's command of resources and 

willingness to commit them (signaled, for example, by his possessions, attentiveness, and 

generosity). 
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The attributes partners bring to a mating relationship cannot match one-for-one 

because males and females can not provide identical resources at the most basic level, 

that of producing offspring. Thus, the evolved mechanisms for mate choice should 

accommodate the divergent resources males and females bring to the table at the same 

time the value of those resources is equalized. 

Mate value reflects, but may not be identical to, genetic quality. Humans often 

deceive potential partners about their genetic fitness by altering features such as body 

shape, skin tone, observable behavior and so on, so as to maximize their apparent fitness. 

Because true mate value, or genetic fitness, cannot be observed directly, humans and 

other species estimate genetic quality based on relevant observable characteristics, or 

fitness indicators (e.g., Miller, 2000; Gangestad and Simpson, 2000; Singh, 1995; 

Johnston and Franklin, 1993; Perusse, 1993). This estimate provides a measure of 

perceived mate value, or apparent fitness. A cost-benefit analysis is performed to obtain 

this estimate, likely outside of awareness. Individuals evaluate each fitness indicator, 

weight them appropriately and combine them to obtain an overall estimate of apparent 

fitness. On the basis of this estimate, people make decisions about which potential mates 

to attempt to attract and retain (Miller, 2000). 

Estimating Personal Mate Value 

Barter is designed for the exchange of resources of equivalent value. Therefore, 

one must know not only the value of the resources one seeks to obtain, but also the value 

of the resources one possesses and can offer in return. Thus, in exchanging desirable 
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social and sexual attributes, it is necessary to make an assessment of one's own mate 

value as well as that of potential partners (Kenrick et al., 1990). 

For a measure of one's own mate value to be usefial in estimating one's 

bargaining power in the mating marketplace, self-perceived personal mate value should 

reflect the value conspecifics place on particular attributes. Biases, whatever their source, 

however, could skew the estimation of one's own mate value such that an individual does 

not select an acceptable mate (as described below). Biases toward underestimating one's 

own mate value, for example, could lead to accepting relationship partners of mate value 

lower than the individual could obtain using unbiased estimates, while biases toward 

overestimating one's own mate value could preclude formation of relationships with 

partners whose mate value is within what would be an acceptable range in the absence of 

such bias (Kirsner et al, 2003). 

The range of acceptable mates 

Matching on overall mate value does not imply perfect rank-order matching, 

which would only be theoretically possible given perfect information about all possible 

choices. Instead it implies matching within an acceptable range above and below the level 

of one's own mate value. The acceptable range may vary depending upon several factors: 

(1) the absolute level of the mate value of the individual seeking a mate, (2) the mate 

values of intrasexual (same sex) competitors seeking a mate from the same pool of 

potential mates, and (3) the mate values of the potential mates themselves. The first factor 

would only be relevant if there were a non-linear effect of one's own mate value on the 

size of the range of potentially acceptable mates' mate values. The other two factors 
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reflect the fact that the value of one's mating-relevant attributes must be considered in the 

context of the value of the mating-relevant attributes of available others. It is analogous 

to offermg a house for sale. The price one will accept for the house depends not only on 

its apparent attributes (equivalent to the individual's own mate value), but also on the 

value of other houses for sale in the community (equivalent to the mate value of 

competitors) and on the ability of potential buyers to afford the house (equivalent to the 

mate value of potential mates). 

Setting the minimum threshold for partner mate value too high may increase the 

likelihood of rejecting a mate who would be acceptable to you if you had perfect 

information. This could occur if you overestimated your own mate value, if you 

underestimated the mate value of your competition, or if you overestimated the mate 

value of any potential mates. Setting the response threshold too low may increase the 

likelihood of accepting a substandard mate. This could occur if you underestimated your 

own mate value, if you overestimated the mate value of your competition, or if you 

imderestimated the mate value of any potential mates. 

The value of one's own sexual or social attributes should influence the mate value 

of different types of acceptable social exchange partners to different degrees. Compared 

to attracting and retaining short-term sexual partners of equivalent mate value, attracting 

and retaining long-term sexual partners is more costly, although the differentials might be 

sexually dimorphic (Kenrick et al., 1990). This is presumably because long-term 

romantic partners, by definition, require more investment than do short-term romantic 

partners. 
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Thus, an individual's perceived mate value, with adjustments for the mate values 

of available mates and competitors, could serve as a "template" against which the 

perceived mate value of another is compared. If the mate value of the other falls within 

some predetermined range of tolerance, then there is some probability of implementing 

mate attraction tactics. If the mate value of the other is outside the range of tolerance, 

then no such tactics will likely be executed. A potential partner with a mate value below 

the range of tolerance is, by defmition, not an acceptable long-term choice, whereas one 

with too great a mate value might not be attainable or retainable as a long-term mate. The 

image of the "ideal" partner should therefore correspond closely to that of an "attainable" 

partner (Kirsner et al., 2003). 

A probability distribution for the chance of retaining mates of varying levels of 

mate value probably underlies the unconscious calculations as to how wide the range of 

acceptable mate values should be. The choice of cutoffs for the upper and lower limits of 

the range may depend upon the acceptability of risk to the individual. The more risk-

averse a person is, the less willing she may be to extend the upper limits of the range into 

those regions where mate retention becomes relatively unlikely. If one seeks a long-term 

relationship, concern for being able to retain one's mate will probably have a non-linear 

effect on one's mate choices within the range of mate values of acceptable mates. The 

likelihood of mate retention is probably high enough for all but the most risk-averse 

people when partner mate value is lower than one's own mate value. As a person moves 

into the part of the range where partner mate value is approximately equal to or a little 

higher than one's own, the risk of losing the partner slowly increases. But only those who 
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are relatively risk-prone will prefer to select partners at the high end of the range of 

acceptable mate values. This is because there is an increase in the risk of very high mate 

value partners defecting from the relationship (Buss, 2000). 

Rational choices 

From an economic perspective, it is irrational to remain in a relationship in which 

one was providing vastly greater resources than one was receiving in return (Colman, 

2003)\ Humans, however, are presumed to have evolved to choose the best among 

available alternatives. One is not expected to reject a partner only because the mate 

possesses significantly lower mate value than oneself If no alternatives were available, 

such uniform rules would be unwise. If circumstances changed, however, such that a 

potential partner of more similar mate value to one's own became available, evolutionary 

theory suggests that the latter would typically supplant the former. Likewise, according to 

evolutionary theory, one should prefer a partner with the highest possible mate value who 

is both attainable and, if one's goals are long-term, retainable. On average, those who 

were not disposed to make such choices would have been relatively less successful 

reproductively, and would not have preserved their line of descent over the long term. 

Opportunitv Cost 

The social exchange view of mating (Converse & Foa, 1993; Huston & Burgess, 

1979; Kelly & Thibaut, 1978) incorporates the economic concept of opportunity cost into 

the dynamics of relationships. Opportunity cost refers to the value of the best alternative 

use of one's resources that is not being pursued because it is precluded by their current 
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use. Opportunity cost reflects the inherent constraints on an individual's resources, 

including time and energy. It is self-evident that investuig time in one activity typically 

precludes the use of that time in other activities. Likewise, mvesting a consumable 

resource (e.g., food) in one individual typically precludes allocating that resource to 

another. By the same token, the time and attention one must provide when attracting or 

retaining a mate precludes investing that time and attention in other potential mates. 

Hence, allocation of tangible resources (e.g., food) to one reproductive partner effectively 

depletes those resources, whereas allocation of intangible resources (e.g., time or 

attention) at least temporarily monopolizes those resources. Time, attention, energy, and 

other resources expended in attracting or retaining a mate have been collectively referred 

to as mating effort (Rowe, Vaszonyi, & Figueredo, 1997). 

The value of genetic fitness 

The value of a tangible resource can be estimated in terms of the resources one 

can obtain in exchange for it (whether monetary or otherwise). Likewise, the value of the 

time and energy investment committed to one's sexual partner can be estimated based on 

the mate value of the individual who is doing the investing, because these partly 

determine the mate value of the partner the investor can expect, and hence, the 

opportunity cost of any investment he does make. According to fitness indicator theory 

(e.g.. Miller, 2000) these sexually desirable traits provide estimates of heritable fitness. 

When you get high quality resources and time from someone, those resources and time 

serve two functions as indicators of the genetic fitness of potential sexual partners. You 

Obvious caveats include (1) the fact that humans often deviate from rational choice in their decisions, and 
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both (1) receive the direct benefits of the resources and time directed toward you and (2) 

can use the partner's possession of and ability to expend these resources and time as 

indicators of genetic quality that will be passed on to your offspring. 

The value of investments of time and attention from any given partner depends on 

that partner's genetic fitness. Each unit of time from a high-quality mate is worth more 

than the same unit (or perhaps many such units) of time from a low-quality mate. The 

only way for a mate of lower genetic fitness to compete with one of higher fitness is to 

increase the amount of effort expended by such a ratio as to equalize the multiplicative 

product of quality (mate value) and quantity (mating effort). 

Trading off mate value and mating effort 

The implication is that if both partners are allocating equal mating effort to each 

other, then their perceived mate values (based on personal estimates of the heritable 

fitness of the self and of the partner) must also be roughly equivalent if they are going to 

remain in the relationship. Any imbalance in one component (mate value) must be 

compensated by a contrary asymmetry in the other component (mating effort). 

The mathematics of opportunity cost in mating effort 

The opportunity cost of a given action depends upon the value of alternative uses 

of resources (Mill, 1848). By this view, the relative value of efforts to retain a mate will 

rise as a fiinction of several factors: (1) the higher the genetic fitness of the mate, (2) the 

lower the expected effort required to retain the mate, (3) the higher the expected 

probability that efforts to retain the mate will be successfiil, (4) the lower the genetic 

(2) exchange of resources is often not simultaneous, but may follow any number of time courses. 
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fitness of available alternative niate(s), (5) the higher the expected effort required to 

obtain available alternative mate(s), and (6) the lower the expected probability that efforts 

to obtain available alternative mate(s) will be successfiil. 

Examining the choice of expending effort to retain a current mate versus effort to 

attract an alternative mate can be simplified by assuming equal genetic fitness of both 

mates. Thus, traits and states that impact one's perception of the effort required to retain 

or to attract a mate, and one's estimates of the likelihood of success in these endeavors, 

are factors relevant to an assessment of the opportunity cost of pursuing one or the other 

goal. 

How does negative affect impact mating behavior? 

Researchers have examined many aspects of human mating strategy (see e.g., 

Gangestad & Simpson, 2000, for a review), but until recently largely neglected the study 

of its relations to negative affective states and traits such as depression and anxiety. 

Although recent studies examine this relationship (e.g., Kirsner et al., 2003), they have 

not examined relations between common negative affective experience and the behavior 

of humans in the realm of mating. 

Negative affect 

According to a model proposed by Watson et al. (1995), depressive and anxious 

s5anptoms fall into three categories, one of which is a general distress factor they call 

Negative Affect. It is these symptoms, often reported both by those experiencing 

depression and those experiencing anxiety, that seem to account for the high correlations 

observed between scores on measures of the two constructs. 
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Depression is characterized by a wide variety of signs and symptoms that can 

appear in many different combinations. Among the most common are sadness, anhedonia 

(the loss of pleasure in doing activities that used to be enjoyable), eating more or less 

than usual, sleeping more or less than usual, psychomotor retardation or agitation, loss of 

energy, feelings of worthlessness, difficulty concentrating or making decisions, and 

suicidal thoughts (American Psychiatric Press, 1994). 

Evolutionary theorists (Gilbert &Allan, 1998; Price, Sloman, Gardner, Gilbert & 

Rhode, 1994) have suggested that depression may function as an involuntary subordinate 

strategy. This explains depression as a signaling device to permit an individual engaging 

in combat to disengage rather than die fighting. In this context, depression would prompt 

the loser's withdrawal as well as lack of desire to return to battle even in the face of 

provocation. It would signal to the opponent that the mdividual posed no further threat 

and to allies of the individual that he was unable to re-engage even though they might 

prefer for him to do so. 

Anxiety is the fearfiil anticipation of events one perceives as threatening (Davis & 

Lang, 2003; LeDoux, 1996). Like depression, anxiety manifests in a number of different 

signs and symptoms. Somatic manifestations of anxiety range from sweating, shaking, 

difficulty breathing and nausea to dizziness, chest pain, hot or cold flashes, and 

numbness. Cognitive aspects of anxiety include worry, fear of losing control, going 

crazy, or dying, as well as feelings of unreality or of being detached from oneself. Efforts 

to alleviate the unpleasant sensations and cognitions that accompany anxiety often 

include strenuous attempts to avoid stimuli associated with the threatening event. Threats 
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that commonly evoke anxiety are those that were faced regularly among our ancestors, 

including predators, falls from significant heights, and loss of important relationships 

(American Psychiatric Press, 1994). In the context of the present study, the latter threat is 

of particular interest. 

Evolutionary theorists view anxiety as a psychological mechanism for the 

avoidance of dangerous situations to which one might be exposed in the future. In other 

words, anxiety flinctions to prevent rather than react to danger (e.g.. Barlow, 1998; 

Wakefield, 1992). 

Negative Affect and Mate Retention Behavior 

Mate retention refers to attempts to keep an existing mate from leaving the 

relationship (Buss, 1988; Buss & Shackelford, 1997). There are several reasons to expect 

one's level of negative affect to influence one's efforts toward mate retention. These 

include the possibility that negative affect may have an impact on; (1) increased desire to 

have a mate, (2) decreased confidence in one's ability to attract alternative mates, (3) 

decreased desire to accept risks, and (4) decreased estimates of one's own personal mate 

value. 

First, negative affect may make one want a partner more than the average person 

does. This increased desire might follow from a belief that a relationship would alleviate, 

or at least lessen, one's negative affect (McNeill, Rienzi, Butler & Doty, 1996). 

Second, negative affect may reduce one's confidence in the ability to attain a new 

partner if the current one were to leave. For instance, depressive symptoms often include 

loss of confidence in one's capabilities. Anxiety symptoms often interfere with the ability 
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to meet and interact with new people. In the domain of mating, depressed individuals 

may believe their options for obtaining alternative partners are limited, thereby reducing 

the value of efforts to attract a new mate^ and making mate retention efforts relatively 

more valuable. A depressive attribution style would include external attributions for 

success in having attracted one's current mate (e.g., luck), but internal attributions for the 

inability to attract new partners (e.g., "I am not worthy"). 

Third, negative affect may influence an individual's willingness to take risks. In a 

large number of experiments, Kahneman and Tversky (1984) have demonstrated a 

tendency of many individxials to prefer to accept or retain a known quantity instead of 

taking a risk to improve upon that known quantity. This tendency toward the avoidance 

of risk has been labeled risk-aversion. Kahneman and Tversky demonstrated that people 

prefer to stick with an $800 prize rather than risk an outcome of higher expected value 

(85% chance of wirming $1000). This suggests a preference for what is certain over a 

greater, but less certain, payoff. Risk aversion in mating strategy might be observed in the 

process of deciding whether to seek a new mating partner or to stay with a current one. A 

current partner represents a known quantity. According to evolutionary theory, an 

individual will typically consider leaving a current partner for a potential new partner 

who exhibits sufficient apparent superiority to the current partner. That apparent 

superiority must, however, be discounted based on the likelihood that the new mate will 

turn out actually to be as good as he appears. That discounting process might operate 

differently in those with higher levels of negative affect. 

^ If the probability of attracting a new mate is estimated as lower for a given quantity of effort, the total 
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Negative affect may be associated with above-average risk-avoidant behavior. For 

instance, in a recent study (Yuen & Lee, 2003), the willingness to take risks declined in 

those in whom depressed mood was induced. Depression could act to increase risk 

aversion through its effects on difficulty making decisions, on energy levels, or by 

dampening one's experience of pleasure in situations that the individual would otherwise 

enjoy. Almost by definition, anxiety should be expected to induce risk aversion. Most 

forms of anxiety involve active avoidance of feared events or stimuli. Loss of one's 

partner is an event to which evolutionary consequences have made a large proportion of 

men and women extremely sensitive. The loss of the actual or potential parent of one's 

offspring could have devastating consequences for one's reproductive success. Concern 

to prevent such an event is therefore expectable to some extent in the average person. 

Higher overall levels of anxiety would naturally heighten such concern, and enhance the 

efforts of anxious individuals to avoid loss. Thus, in the event that one is faced with a 

choice between a partner of a given quality and an alternative of presumed equal fitness, 

being risk averse would, by definition, tip the scales in favor of the known partner and 

away from the unknown partner. Although it is equally possible that an alternative whose 

mean fitness is expected to be equal to the current partner might be better or might be 

worse, risk aversion is described mathematically by greater aversion to downside risk 

than attraction to upside potential. Thus, although the risk-seeking individual might focus 

on the opportunities in the unknown, the risk-averse individual focuses on the potential 

value of that effort is reduced (value = effort * probability of success). 
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negative outcomes. In other words, gains and losses are not given equivalent weight in 

the minds of risk-averse and risk-seeking individuals. 

Fourth, in accordance with social exchange theory (Converse & Foa, 1993; 

Huston & Burgess, 1979; Kelly 8c Thibaut, 1978), ongoing relationships typically require 

equalization of the product of mate value and mating effort between partners. We can, 

therefore, expect that if an individual perceives his mate value as low, he will view the 

effort required to attract or retain a high-quality partner as correspondingly greater. To 

the extent that negative affect reduces a person's perceived mate value, that individual 

should, therefore, be expected to increase his mate retention efforts. It has already been 

demonstrated that depression is associated with lower cross-sectional estimates of one's 

own mate value (Kirsner et al., 2003). 

How does negative affect influence mate value estimates? 

The present study reflects the theory that negative affect (e.g., depression) 

preferentially lowers one's estimates of one's own value as a mate (Kirsner et al., 2003). 

In keeping with social exchange theory, estimates of one's own mate value will influence 

the expectations one has for the mate value of partners. An alternative hypothesis derives 

from Beck's (1967) cognitive theory of depression. According to Beck, depression is 

associated with a generalized negativity bias regarding the "the self, the world, and the 

future" (Beck, 1967, p. 255-256), in which most, if not all, evaluations of the self and 

others are slanted in a negative direction. As such, the negative appraisals would apply 

not just to oneself, but to all others, including real and potential mating partners. 



26 

Both views of the effect of depression on mate value estimates suggest that 

depressed individuals estimate their personal mate value using negative biases^, yielding 

a self-perceived mate value lower than the true (genetic) mate value as estimated by 

others. The primary difference lies in the explanation for the expectations of depressed 

individuals that the mate value of their partners will be lower. Beck's cognitive theory 

presumes a direct effect of depression whereby the mate value of others will be biased 

downward. In contrast, the present model presumes an indirect effect via reduced 

Personal Mate Value and the impact that will have on one's value as a partner in social 

exchange. 

Previous research has demonstrated that the indirect effect of depression on the 

expected mate value of short-term and long-term partners is not uniform (Kirsner et al, 

2003). Short-term partners and long-term partners generally expect different levels of 

commitment and reciprocity. The indirect effect of depression parallels these 

expectations, such that a lower estimate of personal mate value is required to attract a 

short-term partner of a given estimated mate value than to attract a long-term partner of 

similar estimated mate value. 

A second alternative hypothesis follows from the idea that having low mate value 

would generate negative affect. One might experience more rejection and loss the lower 

one's mate value. However, this may not be a necessary consequence of low mate value, 

as one's probability of rejection or loss should more closely track how close to one's own 

mate value a person sets his sights. An individual with low mate value should be no more 

Depression may well lower one's actual mate value, but the negativity bias is expected to exaggerate this 
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likely to be rejected by a potential mate with similarly low mate value than an individual 

with high mate value. There may be an unpact on one's perception of rejection and loss, 

however, if low mate value is seen as precluding most people from one's mating pool at 

the outset. 

Measuring the influence of negative affect on overall mate value 

To test the influence of negative affect within the evolutionary-economic 

framework of assortative mating on overall mate value, Kirsner et al. (2003) created the 

Mate Value Inventory (MVT), a measure of overall value encompassing the range of 

attributes which evolutionary theory suggests are valuable in a mate. 

The Mate Value Inventory 

Two studies were conducted to create and refme the Mate Value Inventory. The 

form of the MVI used in the first study consists of 17 items. Participants initially 

responded to the items on an 11-point scale from 0 (low on this attribute) to 10 (high on 

this attribute). The scaling was changed for the second study, however, because 

respondents in the first study seldom used the first five points on the 11-point scale. The 

form of the MVI used in the second study, consists of 17 items to which participants 

respond on a scale ranging from -3 (extremely low on this trait) to +3 (extremely high on 

this trait). The MVI was presented in multiple forms measuring the respondents' own 

mate value as they perceived it themselves (first termed Self Rating, and later. Personal 

Mate Value) and as they thought someone who knew them well would rate it {Perceived 

Peer Rating) and the mate value of their reaUstic or ideal partners. Additional forms were 

loss further in self-perception than in the perception of others. 
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designed for the second study to discriminate between short-term versus long-term 

partners and between partners and friends. MVI scores are computed as unit-weighted 

factor scores, meaning that items are equally weighted. Cronbach's alphas ranged from 

.88 to .98 in Study 1 and from .86 to .93 in Study 2. 

The results Kirsner et al. (2003) report suggest that individuals assortatively mate 

on overall value as a partner. In Study 1, females showed correlations of .56 and .66 

between self-rated mate value and the mate value of an attainable and of an ideal long-

term partner, respectively. Males showed correlations of .49 and .50, respectively. 

Correlations between self-rated MVI scores and those of one's anticipated short-term 

partners and friends ranged from .27 to .36. That these correlations were much lower than 

those for long-term partners reflects the relative investment of effort and resources made 

by each type of social exchange partner. The cost of this investment would make 

worthwhile the added effort of obtaining the overall best long-term partner one could 

attract given his or her own attributes. In the case of short-term mating, the duration of 

the relationship does not warrant as much choosiness, nor concern for the eventual loss 

that might be expected if the partner were of higher mate value overall. Friends tend to 

fall between short-term and long-term partners in terms of the duration and level of 

commitment associated with the relationship. 

Of most direct relevance to the present study of negative affect and mating 

strategy, Kirsner et al. (2003) presented two studies demonstrating that the presence of 

depressive symptoms is inversely correlated with self-assessed mate value and with the 

anticipated mate value of one's short-term and long-term partners. Depressive symptoms 
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were measured using the Beck Depression Inventory {BDI) in Study 1 and the BDI-II 

(Beck, Steer, & Brown, 1996) in Study 2. Both studies used structural equations 

modeling to analyze relations between depressive symptoms and mate value. In both 

studies, cross-sample equality constraiats were applied to the female and male samples. 

These constraints did not interfere with fit of the model in either study, thus showing that 

the model worked identically for males and females in each study. 

Figure 1 illustrates the results of the final multisample factor analytic structural 

equations model for Study 1. The structural and measurement parameters illustrated in 

Figure 1 are the standardized estimates obtained for women. Although the standardized 

estimates obtained for men vary slightly, any differences are artifacts of differing sample 

variances. 

Figure 1. Study 1 Structural Equations Model 
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The measurement model for Study 1 is also shown in Figure 1. Two indicator 

variables, Self Rating and Perceived Peer Rating, converged on the latent variable 

Personal Mate Value. Both indicator variables had large and statistically significant 

factor loadings on Personal Mate Value. Two other indicator variables, Ideal Long-Term 

Partner and Attainable Long-Term Partner ratings, converged on the latent variable 

called Long-Term Partner {LTP) Mate Value. Both of these indicator variables also had 

large and statistically significant factor loadings on LTP Mate Value. The standardized 

factor loadings of the indicator variables on Personal Mate Value were 0.90 for the Self 

Rating, and 0.94 for the Perceived Peer Rating. The standardized factor loadings of the 

LTP Mate Value were 0.84 for the Ideal LTP ratings and 0.85 for the Attainable LTP 

ratings. 

Figure 1 also illustrates the two structural parameters estimated in this model. In 

the language of structural equations modeling, the first was the effect of Depressive 

Symptoms on Personal Mate Value. This was statistically significant and negative in 

value (beta = - 0.24). The second structural parameter was the effect of Personal Mate 

Value on LTP Mate Value, which was statistically significant and positive in value (beta 

= 0.76). There was no direct effect of Depressive Symptoms on LTP Mate Value. The 

combination of the effect of (1) Depressive Symptoms on Personal Mate Value and the 

effect of (2) Personal Mate Value on LTP Mate Value indicates (3) an indirect and 

negative effect of Depressive Symptoms on LTP Mate Value, mediated through Personal 

Mate Value. The estimated magnitude of this effect is equal to -0.18 by the multiplication 

of the two successive pathways. 
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Figure 2 illustrates the results of Study 2 reported in Kirsner et al. (2003). Like 

Study 1, this study reports the results of a multisample factor analytic structural equations 

model with cross-sample equality constraints imposed. The structural and measurement 

parameters displayed in Figure 2 are the standardized estimates obtained for women. 

Figure 2: Study 2 Structural Equations Model 
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The measurement model presented in Figure 2 shows that each pair of indicator 

variables had large and statistically significant factor loadings on their respective factors: 

STP Mate Value, Best Friend Mate Value, and LTP Mate Value. Hence, the two indicator 

variables for each latent construct, Attainable/Real and Ideal ratings, converged well on 
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each of the three factors. The standardized estimates obtained for women are shown in 

Figure 2. As was the case in Study 1, any differences in the standardized estimates for 

males are due to differences in sample standard deviations between the females and the 

males. The standardized factor loadings of the two indicator variables that converged on 

the latent variable, STP Mate Value, were 0.66 for the ratings of the Attainable STP, and 

0.77 for the ratings of the Ideal STP. The standardized factor loadings of the two 

indicator variables that converged on the latent variable, Best Friend Mate Value, were 

0.63 for the ratings of the Real Friend, and 0.76 for the ratings of the Ideal Friend. The 

standardized factor loadings of the two indicator variables that converged on the latent 

variable, LTP Mate Value, were 0.83 for the ratings of the Attainable LTP, and 0.85 for 

the ratings of the Ideal LTP. 

Figure 2 also illustrates the four structural parameters estimated in this model. 

The &st structural parameter was the effect of Depressive Symptoms on Personal Mate 

Value. This parameter was statistically significant and negative (beta = -0.39). The 

second structural parameter was the effect of Personal Mate Value on STP Mate Value 

for both females and males. This parameter was statistically significant and positive (beta 

= 0.40). The third structural parameter was the effect of Personal Mate Value on Best 

Friend Mate Value. This parameter was statistically significant and positive (beta = 0.46). 

The fourth structural parameter was the effect of Personal Mate Value on LTP Mate 

Value. This parameter was statistically significant and positive (beta = 0.66). In this 

model there was no direct effect of Depressive Symptoms on STP Mate Value, Best 

Friend Mate Value, or LTP Mate Value. 
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The combination of the effect of (i) Depressive Symptoms on Personal Mate 

Value and the effect of (ii) Personal Mate Value on all three common factors {STP Mate 

Value, Best Friend Mate Value, and LTP Mate Value) indicates indirect and negative 

effects of (iii) Depressive Symptoms on STP Mate Value, Best Friend Mate Value, and 

LTP Mate Value, each mediated through Personal Mate Value. The estimated magnitudes 

of these effects (obtained by the multiplication of the successive pathways) are equal to -

0.16 for STP Mate Value, -0.18 for Best Friend Mate Value, and -0.26 for LTP Mate 

Value. 

The authors suggest that these findings (in which there is no direct effect of 

Depressive Symptoms on the mate value of friends, short-term partners or long-term 

partners) argue against a generalized negativity bias as an alternative explanation of the 

effect of depressive symptoms on mate value of friends and partners. Instead, since the 

effect is shown to be fully mediated through the direct effect of Depressive Symptoms on 

Personal Mate Value, the authors argue that the impact of depression on friend and 

partner mate values is a reflection of the different rates of social exchange associated with 

different types of social (and sexual) exchange partners. 

Rationale for the Present Study 

Because Kirsner et al.(2003) presented preliminary studies in a new area of 

research, it is not surprising that these studies suffered several important limitations. 

Perhaps most important was that respondents assessed their beliefs about their own and 

potential partners' mate value, but they were not asked to describe any actual behavior. 
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Thvis it was not possible to determine the direct statistical relation between depression 

and mating behaviors. 

Another limitation was the exclusive focus on depressive symptomatology. 

Although clinical depression is prevalent and sub-clinical manifestations of depressive 

symptoms even more so, there is no reason to believe that depression is the only variable 

with an impact on mating strategy. Other negative affective states might also have 

predictive relations with mating strategy. 

To address these shortcomings, the study reported here expands the models 

previously described in two ways. First, several aspects of self-reported mating behavior 

were measured. Second, the influence of anxious, in addition to depressive, symptoms 

was assessed. Together, these additional measures expand our theoretical specifications 

of the relations among negative affective states and self-reported mating strategies. The 

following are the multiple working hypotheses that were tested in both the primary model 

and the alternative models. 

Hypotheses for the Primary Model 

The Measurement Model: 

1. Depression and Anxiety will both positively indicate a single latent construct 

called Negative Affect, 

2. Cumulative Sexual Frequency will positively indicate a latent construct called 

Mate Retention Behaviors (MRB), because frequent sex might be used 

instrumentally to retain a mate; 



35 

3. Sexual Threshold, the frequency of having sex in a variety of circumstances, some 

of which mclude instrumental use of sex to retain a mate, will positively indicate 

MRB; 

4. Mate Retention Scale scores, direct measures of the use of mate retention tactics, 

will positively indicate MRB. 

The Structural Model: 

1. Negative Affect may be significantly correlated with respondent sex, due to the 

higher prevalence of its indicators in females; 

2. Negative Affect will negatively influence Personal Mate Value, as documented 

previously; 

3. Personal Mate Value will positively influence both Long-term Partner Mate 

Value and Short-term Partner Mate Value, as a result of assortative mating on 

overall mate value; 

4. Personal Mate Value will more strongly influence Long-term Partner Mate Value 

than Short-term Partner Mate Value, due to a higher level of commitment in the 

long-term relationship; 

5. Respondent Sex (where females are coded 1 and males coded 0) will positively 

influence Long-term Partner Mate Value and Short-term Partner Mate Value, 

because females are choosier, and because they are less likely to be shut out of 

reproduction altogether females can afford to be choosier; 



6. Both Long-term Partner Mate Value and Short-term Partner Mate Value will 

positively influence Mate Retention Behaviors, because the better one's partner, 

the more one would presumably do to retain him; 

7. Negative Affect will positively influence Mate Retention Behaviors, for the 

various reasons explained above; 

Additional Hypotheses for the Alternative Negativity Bias Model: 

8. Additional pathway by which Negative Affect negatively influences both Long-

term Partner Mate Value and Short-term Partner Mate Value, because negative 

affect directly lowers evaluations of others, not just oneself, according to Beck's 

theory of depression. 

Alternative Hypotheses for the Alternative Model whereby Personal Mate Value affects 

Negative Affect: 

1. Removed pathway correlating Negative Affect with Sex', 

2. Personal Mate Value will negatively influence Negative Affect, because low 

perceived fitness may generate negative affect due to experiences of failure and 

loss. 
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METHOD 

Participants 

The participants were 238 undergraduates, 99 males and 139 females, enrolled in 

introductory-level Psychology courses at the University of Arizona. All participants were 

at least 18 years old at the time of participation in the study. The study was completed 

during the 2000-2001 school year. 

Measures 

Mate Value 

Multiple forms of the Mate Value Inventory (MVl), a multidimensional rating 

scale assessing attributes relevant to individuals' value as a romantic/sexual partner, were 

given to measure self-reported mate value of the participant {Personal Mate Value), and 

both realistically attainable (Attainable) and idealized (Ideal) Short-term Partner Mate 

Value and Long-term Partner Mate Value. Additional forms measured the self-reported 

mate value of the participant's actual and idealized best friends, and a current (or if not 

applicable, the most recent) romantic partner. The latter data were not included in the 

model reported here. 

Each participant was asked to indicated how the relevant person would compare 

to the participant's peers on the listed characteristics, using a scale from -3 (extremely 

low on this characteristic) through 0 (don't care/average on this characteristic) to +3 

(extremely high on this characteristic). See Appendix A for the specific wording of the 

MVI forms. 
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Depression 

The Beck Depression Inventory-II {BDI-U; Beck, Steer, & Brown, 1996), 

designed to measure severity of depression, was used to obtain a self-reported estimate of 

the severity of current depressive symptoms. The psychometric properties of the BDI-II 

are sound and quite similar to those of the BDI (Beck, Steer, & Brown, 1996; Beck, 

Ward, Mendelsohn, Mock & Erlbaugh, 1961). 

Anxietv 

The Trait form of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAl; Spielberger, Gorsuch 

& Lushene, 1979), designed to measure severity of trait anxiety, was used to obtain a 

self-reported estimate of the severity of chronic symptoms of anxiety. Although both the 

state and trait anxiety forms were administered during the data collection procedure, only 

the trait anxiety data were used in the present model. This is because of a theoretical 

interest in the relation between chronic affective states and mating strategy. 

Sexual Threshold 

The Sexual Threshold Scale was designed to measure the frequency with which 

respondents have used various sexual strategies during the past year. These strategies 

include, for example having sex in an attempt to attract or retain a mate, while decision

making ability was impaired, out of a sense of obligation, or in an attempt to regulate 

mood. 

Sexual Frequency 

The Cumulative Sexual Frequency scale was designed to measure how many 

times a participant has "had sex" with male and with female partners in his or her 
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lifetime. Because the range of ages of participants is very limited, the study did not 

control for current age of the participant. The ages at which participants first "had sex" 

was more variable, but earlier onset of sexual activity as captured by likely higher 

cumulative frequency, is itself expected to be a measure of mate retention behaviors (the 

latent factor of which Cumulative Sexual Frequency is an indicator). 

Mate Retention 

The Mate Retention Scale {MRS) was designed to measure the frequency with 

which the participant engaged in various behaviors that might be construed as attempts to 

keep a partner from leaving an existing relationship. The items in the MRS were derived 

in part from David Buss' taxonomy of mate retention tactics (Buss, 1988) and were 

supplemented by additional items designed to measure tactics of emotional manipulation. 

The items include providing resources, promising commitment, mate guarding, 

derogation of competitors, and threats to harm self or partner if the partner leaves. 

Reports were obtained for experiences during the past year and prior to the past year; the 

figures reported for these two time frames were averaged after determining they were 

highly correlated. 

Other Measures 

The participants completed eleven other measures, measuring variables such as 

attachment style, personality, and self esteem, which were not included in the present 

data analysis. These variables were of interest in the context of hypotheses not 

considered in this study. 
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Procedures 

While completing a set of questionnaires during class time, students were asked to 

indicate if they would be interested in participating in a study that involved questions 

about romantic relationships and sexual behavior. They also completed screening 

instruments to permit over-sampling of respondents with high scores on the Beck 

Depression Inventory. Those who expressed an interest were contacted by phone to 

arrange appointments to participate. Potential participants with relatively high BDI scores 

were contacted before potential participants with lower BDI scores were contacted. 

During their appointments participants were seated in a room alone. After each 

participant completed informed consent procedures, he or she completed a packet of 

questionnaires anonymously. The questionnaires were returned to a box after completion 

to maintain anonymity. 

Statistical Anafy^ses 

Scale Construction 

All data management and scale construction were conducted using the Statistical 

Analysis System (SAS), version 8.0 (&45'Institute, 1999). Using the means of the item 

scores for all nonmissing items in each scale (Figueredo et al., 2000), SAS procedures 

(PROC STANDARD and DATA) were used to compute unit-weighted factor scores for 

each scale that was constructed. Unit-weighted factor scores entail using means of 

unweighted (equally weighted) items rather than differentially weighted items, but 

generally correlate .95 with differentially-weighted factor scores (Gorsuch, 1983). SAS 
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procedures (PROC CORR) were also used to compute Cronbach's alphas and covariance 

matrices of the scales. 

Multivariate Analyses 

These scaled data were then analyzed using EQS 6.0 (Bentler, 2002). They were 

subjected to multivariate causal analysis by factor analytic structural equations modeling 

procedures. The factor analytic structural equations model consisted of two major 

components: (1) a "measurement" model, and (2) a "structural" model. 

A "measurement" model is a confirmatory factor analysis, in which a number of 

directly measured variables ("manifest" variables or "indicators") are related to a smaller 

set of hypothetical constructs ("latent" variables or "common factors") inferred to be 

causing the correlations among the indicators. Confirmatory factor analysis permits 

theoretical specification of latent variables as a priori hypotheses to be tested against the 

correlational data, thereby permitting theoretical specifications to be disconfirmed. By the 

exclusive prior assignment of each indicator to the theoretically specified latent variable, 

confirmatory factor analysis also reduces the number of parameters estimated in the 

model and so enhances the efficiency of parameter estimation. 

The "structural" component of the model is a path analysis among the latent 

variables detected by the factor analysis. Structural equations modeling consists of 

imposing a restricted set of potentially causal pathways, also specified a priori, and 

testing them against the correlations among the latent variables. Hence, structural 

equations modeling permits modeling of the correlations among these factors by a 

theoretically driven model. This model may include any combination of direct effects. 
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indirect effects, spurious effects, and residual effects'^ (James, Mulaik & Brett, 1982). The 

use of an SEM produces a quantitative theoretical model that generates predictions that 

may be tested using either correlational or experimental designs. 

The obtained values from all scales were entered as indicators for a multivariate 

causal analysis, including (a) the confirmatory factor analysis, and (b) the structural 

equation model. Both confirmatory factor modeling and structural equation modeling was 

performed by EQS (Bentler, 2002). Scales were theoretically assigned to higher-order 

constructs and tested for convergent validity by examining both the statistical 

significance and magnitude of the common factor loadings. Structural equation modeling 

between these constructs then provided a multivariate causal analysis of the structural 

relations between them. No post hoc fitting of additional model parameters was done. 

Chi-squared is an index of the extent to which a structural equations model 

replicates the observed relations among variables (i.e., covariances in the data collected). 

A significant Chi-squared indicates that the model did not reproduce the observed 

correlations in the data to within an acceptable margin of sampling error. A non

significant Chi-squared indicates that a model succeeds in perfectly reproducing the 

relations among the variables. An acceptable margin for sampling error is conventionally 

defined as a 95% confidence interval around a discrepancy of zero between the observed 

covariances and those predicted by the model. 

^ Briefly, a direct effect exists when A directly causes B or B directly causes A. An indirect effect exists 
between A and C when A causes B and then B, in turn, causes C. B is then referred to as "mediating" the 
causal relationship between A and C. A spurious effect exists between A and B when C causes both A and 
B in common, but there is no direct causal relation between A and B. A residual effect is a correlation 
which is unexplained because the causal relation which generated it remains unknown. 
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Like Chi-squared, practical fit indices provide guidance regarding how 

successfully a model describes observed relations among measured variables. Whereas 

Chi-squared statistically compares an estimated model to a completely "saturated" model, 

which reproduces the observed correlations perfectly, the practical indices of fit compare 

the estimated model to a complete "independence" model, which does not reproduce any 

of the observed covariances. In other words, Chi-squared tells you how much less than 

perfect your model is, while the practical fit indices tell you how much better than 

nothing your model performs. The difference between the NFI and the CFI is that the CFI 

is adjusted for the parsimony of your model. Otherwise they function identically. 

In addition to its use in describing the acceptability of a model on its own, Chi-

squared is also used to compare related models, using a technique known as Nested 

Model Comparisons (NMC). In this context, one compares models with the goal of 

finding the most parsimonious yet complete explanation of the observed data. Using 

NMC, one can compare any two models with hierarchically nested relations. In other 

words, the models are identical with the exception of the pathways whose necessity is 

being examined. It is not possible to use this technique to compare models in which one 

includes a path from A to B, while the other includes a path in the opposite direction, 

from B to A, because their Chi-squareds will be the same (James, Mulaik & Brett, 1982). 

When conducting a NMC, we make tradeoffs. If we proposed a "saturated" 

model, with paths between every possible pair of variables, the model will explain 100% 

of the observed relations among the measured variables. Such a model would be of no 

practical use because, in effect, it says that everything directly affects everything else and 
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merely restates the data contained in the covariance matrix. Instead, the value in creating 

models is to find what variables provide the greatest explanatory power. Because perfect 

prediction of behavior would be infinitely costly, we attempt to get the most value out of 

the smallest possible number of structural pathways. Thus, as researchers, we are 

generally only interested in including those pathways (relations between pairs of 

variables) that surpass a threshold level of explanatory power. If we can eliminate a 

particular pathway without losing significant explanatory power, we do so. It is important 

to keep in mind, however, that the observed covariance among measured variables 

includes error specific to the particular sample being measured. Therefore, parsimony 

may suggest that a particular pathway did not provide enough additional explanatory 

power to warrant its inclusion in the model, but a priori theory may lead one to question 

whether the pathway is urmecessary, or only appears to be unnecessary due to sampling 

error. 

Procedurally, NMC involves three steps. We compare two models, one of which 

has fewer error degrees of freedom (i.e., more model degrees of freedom representing 

pathways) and a lower Chi-squared than the other. First, the smaller number of degrees of 

freedom is subtracted from the larger number; second, the smaller Chi-squared is 

subtracted from the larger Chi-squared. Third, the resulting Difference Chi-Squared 

figures are found in a Chi-squared table, where significance is determined. If the resulting 

Difference Chi-Squared is significant, this means that by dropping the pathway(s) found 

in the less parsimonious model, the more parsimonious model suffers a significant loss of 

explanatory power. In other words, it is better to put those pathways back. If the resulting 
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DCS is not significant, this means that dropping the pathway produces no significant loss 

of explanatory power. Hence, the more parsimonious model should be preferred over the 

less parsimonious model. 
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RESULTS 

Descriptive Statistics 

Mate Value Inventory 

Two previous studies have established the psychometric properties of the Mate 

Value Inventory (MVT), a new measure of perceived mate value (Kirsner et al, 2003). Of 

the five versions of the MF7 reported in this study (see Table 1) the Cronbach's alphas 

and the standard deviations are comparable to those reported in Study 2 of Kirsner et al. 

(2003). 

Table 1. Psychometric Properties of the Mate Value Inventory 

MVI Form Mean Score 
(Std. Dev.) 

N Cronbach 's 
Alpha 

Personal 1.71 (0.69) 237 .83 

Attainable STP 1.40 (0.91) 236 .92 

Ideal STP 1.67 (0.80) 229 .90 

Attainable LTP 2.07 (0.71) 238 .93 

Ideal LTP 2.37 (0.56) 236 .91 

Table 2 displays the frequency distributions of BDI-II scores for both females and 

males. A large proportion of both sexes exceeded thresholds generally accepted as 

indicating the presence of depression^. In a random sample of depressed individuals, we 

expect approximately one and one-half to two times as many females as males to report 

^ By research convention, a BDl score greater than nine indicates the presence of depression (Beck et al., 
1988), which translates into a BDI-II score of greater than thirteen (Beck, 1996). 
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substantial depressive symptoms (Kessler, McGonagle, Swartz & Blazer, 1993), as was 

obtained in this sample. 

Table 2. Frequency Distribution of BDI-II Scores by Sex 

BDI-II Score 0-13 14-19 20-28 29-63 

Females 60 

(42.6%) 

42 

(29.8%) 

23 

(16.3%) 

16 

(11.4%) 

Males 60 

(60.0%) 

17 

(17.0%) 

13 

(13.0%) 

10 

(10.0%) 

Multivariate Analyses 

The study examines relations among depressive and anxious symptoms, mate 

values, and mate retention behaviors using structural equations modeling. This enabled a 

determination of the most parsimonious description of the extant relations among BDI 

and STAI scores, scores on each of the MF/ forms, and scores on the several scales 

measuring mating behavior. The next section reviews the differences between each 

alternative model and assesses each model for relative goodness of fit. The following 

section provides an extended description of the most parsimonious of these models. 

Goodness of fit of the alternative models 

Both the statistical and practical goodness-of-fit indices for all the alternative 

models tested are displayed in Table 3. The Nested Model Comparisons (NMCs) 

between them are displayed in Table 4. 
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Table 3. Structural Equations Models 

Code Model Chi-
Squared 

DF p(Ho) NFI CFI 

A Original Model 22.818 21 .354 .973 .998 

B Negativity Bias 18.822 19 .468 .978 1.00 

C Indirect Only 33.933 22 .050 .959 .985 

D Direct Only 27.251 23 .245 .967 .995 

E Reversal of Negative Affect 
and Personal Mate Value 

25.322 21 .233 .970 .991 

F Negativity Bias combined 
with Reversal 

21.433 19 .313 .974 .997 

G Reversal combined with 
Indirect Only 

36.305 22 .028 .957 .982 

H Reversal combined with 
Direct Only 

29.731 23 .157 .965 .992 

Table 4. Hierarchically Nested Model Comparisons 

Code Model Chi-
Squared 

DF p(Ho) 

A-B Original Model vs. 
Negativity Bias 

3.996 2 .1377 

D-A Direct Only vs. Original 
Model 

4.433 2 .1090 

C-A Indirect Only vs. Original 
Model 

11.115 1 .0009 

E-F Reversal vs. Negativity Bias 
with Reversal 

3.889 2 .1431 

H-E Reversal combined with 
Direct Only vs. Reversal 

4.409 2 .1103 

G-E Reversal combined with 
Indirect Only vs. Reversal 

10.983 1 .0009 

Is the more 
restricted 

model 
acceptable? 
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Model A 

The Chi-square value for the model in Figure 3 was not statistically significant, 

indicating this model (Model A) predicts all the observed covariances. In addition, both 

the Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index (NFl) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), 

practical indices of fit, were acceptable.^ 

Figure 3. Model A 
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® Indices of fit exceeding .90 are generally considered acceptable for practical purposes (Bentler & Bonett 
1980; Bentler 1995), although there is no absolute rule for these cutoffs (cf., Bollen 1989). 
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Model A, however, is not the only possible model that explains the data well. 

With this in mind, several alternative models were considered as alternative explanations 

of the observed correlations among the variables. 

Though previous findings provide some evidence that generalized negativity bias 

does not account for the relation between depressive symptoms and the mate value of 

one's friends and partners, the present data were examined in light of the negativity bias 

hypothesis. This model (Model B), displayed in Figure 4, considers the impact of adding 

two structural pathways. These are the direct pathways from Negative Affect to both 

Long-term Partner Mate Value and Short-term Partner Mate Value. 

Figure 4. Model B 
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Model B 

The Chi-squared value for Model B (Figure 4) was not statistically signficant and 

the NFI and CFI were both acceptable. Therefore, like Model A, Model B describes the 

observed relationships among the variables well. As shown in the first row of Table 4, 

however, the difference Chi-squared for Models A and B is non-significant (X^ = 3.996, 2 

d.f), indicating that adding additional pathways from Negative Affect directly to Long-

term Partner Mate Value and Short-term Partner Mate Value provides no significant gain 

in explanatory power. Thus, parsimony favors Model A. This finding provides additional 

evidence that the relation between Negative Affect and the self-reported mate value of 

one's mating partners is not attributable to negativity bias^. 

Figure 5. Model C 
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^ If the relations between Negative Affect and Short- or Long-term Partner Mate Value were indeed 
spurious, the mediation by Personal Mate Value would have been eliminated, which it was not. 
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Model C 

This model (see Figure 5) examines the possibility that the indirect pathways 

mediated by Personal Mate Value, Long-term Partner Mate Value, and Short-term 

Partner Mate Value might more parsimoniously explain the relationship between 

Negative Affect and Mate Retention Behaviors. Model C gains one degree of freedom by 

dropping the direct pathway from Negative Affect to Mate Retention Behaviors. The 

resulting Model C, however, has a significant Chi-squared, indicating that it failed to 

account for the observed covariances well. In addition, the difference Chi-squared for the 

comparison of Models C and A was significant {X^ = 11.115, 1 d.f), indicating that 

dropping this direct pathways produces a significant loss of explanatory power. Thus, 

Model C should be rejected as an adequate explanation of the data. 

Figure 6. Model D 
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Model D 

This model (see Figure 6) examined the possibility that a direct pathway between 

Negative Affect and Mate Retention Behaviors might more parsimoniously explain the 

relation between these two factors. Model D gained two degrees of freedom by 

eliminating the indirect pathways from Negative Affect to Mate Retention Behaviors 

mediated by Personal Mate Value, Long-term Partner Mate Value and Short-term 

Partner Mate Value. Dropping the direct paths from Long-term Partner Mate Value and 

Short-term Partner Mate Value to Mate Retention Behaviors eliminates this indirect 

pathway. The difference Chi-squared for the comparison of Models D and A was non

significant {X^ = 4.433, 2 d.f), indicating no loss of explanatory power when the indirect 

pathways were dropped. Hence, Model D is preferred because it is as powerful as, but 

more parsimonious than. Model A. 

Figure 7. Model E 
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Model E 

Whereas the direction of the pathway in Model A suggested that the experience of 

Negative Affect leads to lower self-ratings of one's own mate value. Model E (shown in 

Figure 7) examines the alternative possibility that instead. Personal Mate Value affects 

the degree to which one experiences Negative Affect. In other words, Model E examines 

the possibility that the relations among the variables in the model are better explained by 

reversing the direction of the pathway between Negative Affect and Personal Mate Value. 

Because reversing a single arrow has no effect on the degrees of freedom in the model, 

and because changing the direction of any arrows means that the models are not 

hierarchically nested, it was not possible to compare the resulting with the original model 

by means of Chi-squared. However, like Model A, the Chi-squared for Model E was non

significant and the fit indices of Models A and E are comparable, suggesting that Models 

A and E are equally acceptable (see Table 3). 

Model F 

This model (see Figure 8) examined the possibility that negativity bias accounts 

for the relationship between Personal Mate Value and the mate value of both short-term 

and long-term partners. Model F incorporated he premises of both Model E, in which the 

direction of the pathway between Negative Affect and Personal Mate Value was reversed, 

and of Model B. A difference Chi-squared to compare Model F to Model E indicated no 

significant loss of explanatory power when the direct pathways from Negative Affect to 

both Long-term Partner Mate Value and Short-term Partner Mate Value are eliminated 

= 3.889, 2 d.f). This finding again suggests that relations among Negative Affect and 
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the self-reported mate value of one's mating partners is not attributable to negativity bias 

and that this is true regardless of the direction of the causal arrow between Negative 

Affect and Personal Mate Value. 

Figure 8. Model F 
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Model G 

This model (see Figure 9) incorporates the premises of both Model E, in which 

the direction of the pathway between Negative Affect and Personal Mate Value is 

reversed, and of Model C. Model G retains the indirect pathways between Negative 

Affect and Mate Retention Behaviors, mediated by Long-term Partner Mate Value and 

Short-term Partner Mate Value but drops the direct pathway. 
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Figure 9. Model G 
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The diflference Chi-squared for the comparison of Models G and E was significant (X^ = 

10.983, 1 d.f.). This indicates that dropping the direct pathway between Negative Affect 

and Mate Retention Behaviors loses significant explanatory power no matter what the 

direction of the causal arrow between Negative Affect and Personal Mate Value. 

Model H 

This model (Figure 10) incorporates the premises of both Model E, which 

reversed the direction of the pathway between Negative Affect and Personal Mate Value, 

and of Model D, which simultaneously maintained the direct pathway between Negative 

Affect and Mate Retention Behaviors and eliminated the pathways from Long-term 

Partner Mate Value and Short-term Partner Mate Value to Mate Retention Behaviors. 

The difference Chi-squared for the comparison of Models H and E was non-significant 
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(X  ̂= 4.409, 2 d.f.), indicating no loss of explanatory power when indirect pathways were 

dropped. Therefore, Model H is the most parsimonious yet explanatory among the 

models in which the direction of the pathway between Negative Affect and Personal Mate 

Value is reversed. 

Figure 10. Model H 

Negative 
Affect 

Anxiety Depression 
Personal 

Mate 
Value 

Long-term 
Partner 

Mate Value 

.16 .51 

Short-term 
Partner Mate 

Value 
Sex 

Short-term 
Partner Mate 

Value 
Sex 

.22 

Short-term 
Partner Mate 

Value .22 

Short-term 
Partner Mate 

Value 

Mate 
Retention 
Behaviors 

Cumulative 
Sexual 

Frequency 

Sexual 
Threshold 

.79 

r 

Mate 
Retention 

Scale 

Structural Equations Model D 

Figure 6 illustrated the factor analytic structural equations model described as 

Model D. Model D is the most parsimonious yet explanatory of the four models in which 

the pathway between Negative Affect and Personal Mate Value extends from the former 

to the latter. The path coefficients shown are the Maximum Likelihood standardized 

regression weights. The description below begins by listing the direct effects upon each 
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construct in the hypothesized causal sequence and then lists the indirect pathways by 

which each variable is influenced. 

The Measurement Model 

The measurement model presented in Figure 6 was simple. Two indicator 

variables. Anxiety and Depression, converged on the latent variable Negative Affect. Both 

indicator variables had large and statistically significant factor loadings on Negative 

Affect. Three other indicator variables, Cumulative Sexual Frequency, Sexual Threshold, 

and the Mate Retention Scale, converged on the latent variable Mate Retention Behaviors. 

All three of these indicator variables also had large and statistically significant factor 

loadings on Mate Retention Behaviors. 

The standardized factor loadings of the indicator variables on Negative Affect 

were 0.94 fox Anxiety and 0.84 for Depression. The standardized factor loadings of the 

Mate Retention Behaviors were 0.62 for Cumulative Sexual Frequency, 0.97 for the 

Sexual Threshold and 0.80 for the Mate Retention Scale. 

At this time, the MVI is the only available scale for measuring mate value. For 

this reason, the variables Personal MVI, LTP MVI and STP MVI were all entered as 

manifest variables. In our model, however, these variables were used as single indicators 

of the respective mate values for oneself, for long-term partners, and for short-term 

partners. These variables therefore fiinction in the present model as if they were latent 

variables rather than as manifest variables (i.e, indicators). 

The Structural Model 

Figure 6 illustrates the six structural parameters estimated in Model D. 
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Effects on Personal Mate Value 

The first structural parameter was the effect of Negative Affect on Personal Mate 

Value. As in previous studies (Kirsner et al., 2003), which differed from this one in that 

depressive symptoms were the only measure of negative affect, the effect of Negative 

Affect on Personal Mate Value was statistically significant and negative in value (beta = -

0.48). 

Effects on Long-term Partner Mate Value 

The second structural parameter was the effect of Personal Mate Value on Long-

term Partner Mate Value. As before, the beta-weight for this structural relationship, 

being statistically significant and positive in value (beta - 0.71), was similar to that 

reported in earlier studies (Kirsner et al., 2003). The third structural parameter was the 

effect of Sex on Long-term Partner Mate Value. This eflect was significant and positive 

in value (beta = 0.16). 

The combination of the effect of (i) Negative Affect on Personal Mate Value, and 

the effect of (ii) Personal Mate Value on Long-term Partner Mate Value, indicates (iii) 

an indirect and negative effect of Negative Affect on Long-term Partner Mate Value, 

mediated through Personal Mate Value. The estimated magnitude of this effect is equal 

to -0.34 by the multiplication of the two successive pathways. 

Effects on Short-term Partner Mate Value 

The fourth structural parameter was the effect of Personal Mate Value on Long-

term Partner Mate Value. The beta-weight for this structural relationship was statistically 

significant and positive in value (beta = 0.51), similar to that found in earlier studies 
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(Kirsner et al., 2003). The fifth structural parameter was the effect of Sex on Short-term 

Partner Mate Value. This effect was significant and positive in value (beta = 0.23). 

The combination of the effect of (i) Negative Affect on Personal Mate Value, and 

the effect of (ii) Personal Mate Value on Short-term Partner Mate Value, indicates (iii) 

an indirect and negative effect of Negative Affect on Short -term Partner Mate Value, 

mediated through Personal Mate Value. The estimated magnitude of this effect is equal 

to -0.24 by the multiplication of the two successive pathways. 

Effects on Mate Retention Behaviors 

The sixth structural parameter was the effect of Negative Affect on Mate Retention 

Behaviors. As predicted, this effect was statistically significant and positive in value (beta 

= 0.22). 

Structural Equations Model H 

Figure 10 illustrates the results of Model H. Model H is the most parsimonious 

yet explanatory of the four models in which the pathway between Negative Affect and 

Personal Mate Value extends from the latter to the former. It differs from Model D only 

in the direction of the pathway between Negative Affect and Personal Mate Value. The 

measurement model for Model H is virtually identical to that of Model D. The structural 

model differs in that the first structural parameter was the effect of Personal Mate Value 

on Negative Affect. This effect was statistically significant and negative in value (beta = -

0.48). This value is identical to the value for the reverse pathway between these two 

variables in Model D. All other structural parameters are virtually identical in size to 

those in Model D. 
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DISCUSSION 

The present study used the method of multiple working hypotheses (Chamberlin, 

1897) to compare the relative explanatory power and parsimony of several competing 

hypotheses to explain the relations among Negative Affect, Mate Value, and Mate 

Retention Behaviors. Strong inference (Piatt, 1964) argues that the most parsimonious yet 

explanatory model is the best model to explain the observed data. Two of the competing 

models (Models D and H) were equally explanatory and parsimonious. These two models 

were identical except in that the pathway between Negative Affect and Personal Mate 

Value goes in opposite directions in the two models. 

In Models D and H, only the direct effect of Negative Affect on Mate Retention 

Behavior was included. Negative Affect has a significant and positive direct effect on 

Mate Retention Behaviors', there is no indirect effect by way of the mediating variables 

Personal Mate Value and Short-term or Long-term Partner Mate Value. Hence, this 

finding disconfirms the prediction that short and long-term mate value positively 

influences mate retention behaviors (prediction 6). The greater the negative affect one 

reports, the lower the mate value of the partners one expects to have. The lower the value 

of a commodity (in this case, a mating partner), the less an individual would be expected 

to do to hold on to that commodity. This expectation is not upheld in the models that best 

fit the data gathered in this study. Instead, the impact of negative affect on how hard one 

tries to keep one's partners is not mitigated by the expected lower value of those partners. 

The model indicates a simple relation between negative affect and mate retention: the 
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more a person reports experiencing negative affect (as indicated by depressive and 

anxious symptoms), the more that person reports doing to retain his or her partner(s). 

Rejection of Alternative Models 

This study used structural equations modeling to compare the 'fit' of several 

working hypotheses as explanations for the observed relations among self-reported 

Negative Affect, Mate Retention Behaviors, and the Mate Value of the participants and of 

their short- and long-term partners. A discussion follows of the implications of rejecting 

these alternative models. 

The Lack of An Indirect Effect of Negative Affect on Mate Retention Behaviors Through 

Mate Values 

An indirect effect of Negative Affect on Mate Retention Behaviors was predicted 

because greater negative affectivity was previously shown to be associated with 

expecting to have a lower mate value partner (Kirsner et al, 2003). Hence, lower mate 

values in one's partner should reduce the effort made to retain that partner. The data did 

not support this prediction. Instead of the direct effect by which Negative Affect increases 

Mate Retention Behaviors being tempered by the decreased mate value of partners of 

those with more Negative Affect, there is no such mitigation in response to lower partner 

mate value. 

This finding implies that those experiencing negative affect are interpreting 

environmental signals to indicate that they should both: (1) lower the threshold for 

accepting a partner and (2) exert more effort to retain that partner. Negative Affect would, 

by this account, serve as a signal to the individual regarding the relative quality of its 
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interaction with a presumably adverse social environment, these "affordances" (Gibson, 

1979) consisting of the relations among one's own attributes and those of others with 

whom one might engage in social exchange. Specifically, Negative Affect would indicate 

the presence of more limited choices of social and sexual partners than might otherwise 

be expected in more propitious environments. It would therefore behoove the person to 

set lower standards for the mate value of an acceptable partner and to be especially 

vigilant to retain that partner once found. The symptoms commonly observed in those 

experiencing negative affect would support such a strategy by inducing pessimism about 

one's prospects, making one feel unworthy of obtaining anything better and making one 

anxious about the potential loss of any current possession (Gotlib «& Abramson, 1999). 

Consideration of neeativitv bias as an explanation for fmdings 

If negativity bias were the best explanation of the relationships among the 

variables examined in this study, then direct effects of Negative Affect on the ratings of 

mate value of one's romantic partners as well as Personal Mate Value should occur. 

Instead, the results of this study demonstrate that models including these paths were no 

more explanatory than those that do not. Moreover, including additional paths is less 

parsimonious. Thus, the models testing negativity bias were rejected in favor of those that 

assume that the underlying basis for the impact of Negative Affect upon Personal Mate 

Value is different from that for the impact of Negative Affect upon Short-term and Long-

term Partner Mate Value. 

In addition to the rejection of the model testing negativity bias, evidence from 

three rounds of data collection has now shown that the relations between Personal Mate 
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Value and Short-term Partner Mate Value differ from those between Personal Mate 

Value and Long-term Partner Mate Value. If negativity bias were an appropriate 

explanation for these relations, then there should be non-significant differences between 

the path coefficient leading from Personal Mate Value to Short-term Partner Mate value 

and that leading to Long-term Partner Mate Value. Instead the analysis detected 

substantial differences between these two path coefficients in the present study as well as 

two past studies. In addition, in the two most recent studies, the path coefficient leading 

from Personal Mate Value to the mate value of one's best friend was intermediate 

between the path coefficient for short-term and long-term romantic partners (this measure 

was not included in the earliest study). As discussed in the introduction, this relationship 

among the path coefficients is consistent with the relative levels of commitment and 

reciprocity typical of each of these types of relations. This evidence indicates that a 

generalized negativity bias is not the best explanation of the observed relations among the 

variables measured in these studies. 

Consideration of alternative directionality as an explanation for fmdings 

Because the last four models, in which the direction of the path between Negative 

Affect and Personal Mate Value is reversed, can not be directly compared to the first four 

models by means of Chi-squared differences, it is not possible to offer statistical evidence 

for the superiority of either model in each pair. There is theoretical support for models 

with this pathway going in either of the two directions. Therefore, it is not possible on 

theoretical grounds at this time to reject either of the pair of models within each set of 



65 

four that is, within its grouping, accepted on statistical grounds as the best model (Model 

D and Model H). 

Model D, in which the relevant pathway goes from Negative Affect to Personal 

Mate Value, is supported by the notion that experiencing symptoms of depression and 

anxiety leads to negative self-evaluation. Model H, in which the relevant pathway goes 

from Personal Mate Value to Negative Affect, is supported by the idea that lower actual 

or perceived mate value might generate symptoms of depression and anxiety. Both 

notions have theoretical foundations in the evolutionary psychological literature. 

With respect to Negative Affect affecting estimates of one's own mate value, the 

clearest connection is the common depressive symptoms of worthlessness, self-dislike, 

and self-criticalness. Each of these constitutes an item on the BDI-II, due to the high 

frequency with which depressives report these symptoms, and the presence of any of 

them would obviously contribute to lower estimates of Personal Mate Value. Anxiety 

might decrease one's willingness to take the risks required to obtain complete 

information about one's value in the mating marketplace. In combination with depressive 

symptoms, incomplete information is more likely to lead to underestimating than to 

overestimating Personal Mate Value (Beck, 1967). In other words, the combination of 

experiences commonly reported by those with high levels of negative affect will involve 

strongly negative assessments of their Personal Mate Value and a reduced likelihood of 

fact checking to determine if their estimates are accurate. 

With respect to one's Personal Mate Value affecting one's level of Negative 

Affect, it is not yet clear whether congenital low mate value is a significant etiological 
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factor in depression. Despite a lack of evidence that being bom with low mate value is 

associated with negative affect, studies have shown that a reduction in one's apparent 

mate value is associated with an increase in depressive symptoms. For example, higher 

levels of depressive symptoms have been shown to correlate with the loss of one's 

income or status (Kessler, 1997). On a theoretical level, it has been suggested that 

depression might correlate with loss of (or discovery of diminished) reproductive 

capacity (Suarez & Gallup, 1985). Finally, Ben Hamida, Mineka and Bailey (1998) 

suggest that higher rates of depression in females may stem from the lower ability of 

females than of males to control those factors most important to their mate value as they 

age. However, this is a purely theoretical argument and has yet to be supported by 

empirical evidence. 

Thus we see that both of the possible directions between Negative Affect and 

Personal Mate Value have plausible theoretical, and limited empirical, support. The 

question, then, should arguably not be which direction is correct, but which direction is 

stronger. To determine that will require further studies. 

What is New in this Study? 

Extension of measurement model to include anxiety 

The current study extended past research (Kirsner et al, 2003) by examining 

relations among not only depressive, but also anxious symptoms, and sexual strategies in 

humans. The path coefficients of the indicators of Negative Affect, .94 for Anxiety and .84 

for Depression, can be multiplied to show that the correlation between the two measures 

is 0.79. This suggests that, although there is not complete overlap between these two 
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measures, depressive and anxious symptoms are highly co-morbid in the study sample. 

Further, these results suggest that both measures reflect a single underlying construct. 

Negative Affect. 

Extension of the Structural Model to include Mate Retention Behaviors 

The current study extended previous work that examined relations among self-

reported depressive symptoms and self-reports of one's own mate value and the mate 

value of ideal and realistically anticipated partners, all measures of internal states. 

Although the present data are also based on self-report, the present study measured 

potentially observable behavior, including the frequency with which the respondent 

engaged in sex in a variety of situations and engaged in other behaviors researchers have 

found to be considered effective mate retention tactics. 

Indicators of Mate Retention Behavior 

Three indicators measured mate retention behavior, each assessing a slightly 

diflferent aspect of behaviors in which people might engage for the purpose of keeping a 

partner from exiting an existing relationship. Cumulative Sexual Frequency was included 

to assess the possibility that frequency of sexual behavior per se might reflect efforts to 

retain one's partners. Sexual Threshold was included to assess the likelihood that one 

would engage in sexual behaviors in a variety of situations. The Mate Retention Scale 

was the most direct measure of the use of tactics most of which have been reported to be 

used to keep one's partners from leaving a relationship. The strongest indicator of the 

construct of mate retention appears to be the ease with which one engages in sexual 

behavior under a wide variety of circumstances. This is not the same thing as the 
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frequency with which one has sex, which may for many individuals occur often, but not 

within the contexts delineated in the Sexual Threshold measure. Many instances of sexual 

behavior that would have been included in Cumulative Sexual Frequency would likely 

not have occurred under any of the circumstances described in Sexual Threshold. 

Among other circumstances. Sexual Threshold measures the frequency of sexual 

behavior in several situations in which sex is explicitly instrumental in obtaining or 

retaining a partner. Though these constitute only a subset of the items in this measure, the 

very high loading of this measure on the latent variable Mate Retention Behaviors 

suggests that the Sexual Threshold measure captures an essential aspect of people's 

efforts to retain their partners. 

Limitations of the Present Study 

As with every study, the present study suffers a number of limitations, some of 

which are common to many psychological studies conducted in university settings. First, 

use of the subject pool formed from students enrolled in Introduction to Psychology 

classes hmits generalizability beyond the population of university students, and the 

particularly young mean age of the participants may limit generalizability even fiirther. 

Second, this was not a clinical sample formally diagnosed for either depression or 

anxiety disorders. This is not viewed as a serious limitation from the author's perspective, 

however, because of the assumption that both depression and anxiety are continuous 

rather than discrete phenomena. Viewed this way, there is no need to limit one's study 

population to participants with clinical levels of depression or anxiety because the model 
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predicts relations among the other variables of interest in this study at every level of 

depressive and anxious symptoms. 

Third, the study suffers the same limitations as other questionnaire studies, though 

perhaps to a greater extent due to the sensitive nature of some of the questions. Because 

self-reports of behavior are notoriously unreliable (Alexander & Fisher, 2003), the 

external validity of the model is questionable. One of the conditions shown to influence 

reliability of self-reported sexual behavior, however, is degree of confidentiality of the 

information provided. Because care was taken to ensure that participants knew that their 

responses would remain anonymous, it is possible that the effects of presentation 

concerns were mitigated. 

Fourth, the data were purely observational. Future experimental research is 

planned to determine the causal relationships among the variables measured in this study, 

but at this time, it must be acknowledged that the SEM methodology is designed only to 

compare hypothesized causal relations and suggest which are most likely. SEM does not 

provide evidence of causal relationships even though the terminology used to describe the 

pathways within the models borrows from the causal language that arguably should be 

reserved for experimental studies. 

Fifth, adequate trait measures of depression were not used. The Beck Depression 

Inventory provides only a more state-like measure of depression. However, the BDI does 

ask respondents to consider their behaviors and cognitions over the two-week period 

prior to completing the questionnaire, enabling it to capture somewhat more lasting 

experiences than those measured by asking about the present moment. 
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Using Strong Inference to Compare Models in Future Studies 

Because the elements of the models D and H are identical with the exception of 

the direction of the pathway between Negative Ajfect and Personal Mate Value, it is not 

possible to use statistics to choose between them. Instead, it will be necessary to settle 

this question using designs that examine the strengths and weaknesses of the competing 

explanations. As described above, there is reason to believe that causal relations exist in 

both directions between Negative Affect and Personal Mate Value. The question then is 

not whether one or the other of these directions is correct, but which model is stronger 

and to what extent. 

One way to compare the relative strength of these alternative models is to 

determine if treating people for depression and anxiety improves their personal mate 

value estimates, providing quasi-experimental evidence in favor of the pathway from 

Negative Affect to Personal Mate Value. In other words, if we reduce negative affect, do 

we raise estimated mate value? To address the pathway from Personal Mate Value to 

Negative Affect, on the other hand, it would be usefiil to measure the levels of depressive 

and anxious symptoms of individuals before and after experiencing life events known to 

alter mate value. For example, does someone previously depressed remit upon receiving a 

raise or promotion? Or does someone become depressed after being fired? After 

completing both types of studies, it would be possible to compare the effect sizes of the 

manipulations to answer the question of which directional effect is stronger and to what 

extent. 
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There are several potential lines of inquiry that may help distinguish the relative 

strength of directional effects between Negative Affect and Personal Mate Value: 

1. Does loss of mate value induce negative affect (acutely and long-term) and how 

does the onset of, or increased levels of, negative affect relate to relationship loss? 

Is the relationship jeopardized by the strain of dealing with depression or anxiety 

in the partner, or by the loss of the partner's former level of mate value? 

2. Does increasing mate value reduce negative affect? If existing depression is not 

caused by low (or reduced) mate value, it might not increase with increased mate 

value (e.g., making more money or getting plastic surgery). 

3. If loss of resources is not as relevant to the individual's mate value (loss of money 

to females or to a man who still has plenty, loss of attractiveness to a wealthy 

male), there should be less subsequent negative affect. 

4. Is depression more common among people with lower mate value than among 

people with higher mate value? 

5. Does depression or anxiety reduce your mate value and by how much? Is it sex-

specific? 

Tentative Conclusions 

The present findings require re-thinking the assumptions that form the foundation 

of this study. Specifically, the present data analysis disconfirmed prediction (# 6), that the 

effort one put into retaining a partner with whom one was currently in a relationship 

would be commensurate with, and thus proportional to, the mate value of that partner. 

Instead, the data support the idea that greater levels of negative affect increase behaviors 
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associated with mate retention directly, with no regard to how negative affect impacts 

upon the mate value of one's partner. 

An adequate explanation of the present fmdings must acknowledge that the effect 

of Negative Affect on mate values is not the pathway by which Negative Affect increases 

Mate Retention Behaviors. To say that only the direct effect was supported, however, 

does not reject the possibility that there are other mediating factors. It only says that the 

mediatiag factors examined are not the right ones. 

Not only is Negative Affect causing a dovmward shift in people's perceptions of 

Personal Mate Value, but Negative Affect is also generating other seemingly irrational 

behavior, in this case simultaneously trying just as hard to retain that which is less 

valuable. 

Until now, this work has been predicated on the notion that depressive and 

anxious symptoms represent continua from the lowest to the highest levels of negative 

affect. There was also no reason to expect those with high levels of negative affect to be 

more irrational than the general population (e.g., Kahneman and Tversky, 1984), granting 

that research reveals substantial departures from rational choice. The present fmdings 

suggest these expectations may be far from correct. It may instead be the case that there 

are greater departures from rational choice among those who surpass threshold levels of 

negative affect than would be anticipated if one expects to find a linear relationship. 

An alternative explanation, however, suggests that the behaviors enacted by those 

experiencing negative affect may possess some "bounded" rationality (Gigerenzer & 

Todd, 1999). For a species whose offspring require extensive care for years, the prospect 
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of being without a mate is especially daunting during the reproductive years. To the 

extent that reproductive success hinges for humans on the ability to retain a mate at least 

long enough to create and raise offspring, it is more adaptive to have a mate with 

considerably lower than optimal mate value than to have none at all. While objectively, 

most modem humans do not face a choice between a low mate-value partner and none at 

all, the adaptations we carry may reflect evolutionary circumstances in which this may 

have been a common dilemma. 

Theorists from diverse perspectives view emotions as signaling devices, 

informmg the individual as well as those around him of adaptive problems that need to be 

solved. Negative affect can be viewed as signaling a wide range of negative 

circumstances requiring responses from self, others, or both. If at times negative affect 

directly reflects poor reproductive opportunities, increased mate retention behaviors may 

be a rational response no matter what the mate value of the partner one is trying to retain. 

Under conditions of limited choice, a poor choice is better than no choice at all. An 

xmfortunate partnership is usually going to be better than no partnership at all from the 

perspective of one's genes. 

The symptoms of depression and anxiety seem designed to encourage us to act as 

if we had no choices now and never would have any in the friture. Lack of hope that 

things will improve is a hallmark of depression (Alloy, Abramson & Metalsky, 1988). 

Anticipating the worst possible outcome is a hallmark of many forms of anxiety (Hazlett-

Stevens & Craske, 2003). The two together may be potent allies in their ability to guide 

behavior in ways that minimize the chance of reproductive failure. 
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The theory of depression as an involuntary subordinate strategy (Gilbert &Allan, 

1998; Price, Sloman, Gardner, Gilbert & Rhode, 1994) dovetails nicely with this 

perspective. This strategy seems to permit one to accept otherwise untenable 

circumstances by inducing somatic and cognitive changes that preclude alternative 

actions. In the case of backing down from a fight, the goal is to prevent ultimate loss of 

life by accepting what would otherwise be unacceptably unfavorable conditions of 

submission. In the case of mating, the goal is to prevent one's becoming a genetic dead 

end by accepting what would otherwise be an unacceptable mate. 

Potential Practical Implications 

Potential Consequences of Increased Mate Retention Behaviors 

Research by Buss and colleagues (Buss, 1988; Buss and Shackelford, 1997) 

generated a taxonomy of mate retention tactics, some of them classified as positive 

inducements, but many of them classified as negative inducements, manipulation or 

threats. These studies therefore suggest that many of the behaviors people report that they 

use to retain mates pose either physical or psychological danger to one or the other 

partner. Fortimately, the findings in those studies indicate that the most frequent 

behaviors enacted for the sake of mate retention involve kindness and helpfiilness. It 

appears, however, that the results obtained in Buss' studies may not generalize to the 

present sample in which a high proportion of participants exhibit substantial negative 

affect. In the present study, participants reported higher frequency of using tactics such as 

sexual inducement, mate guarding, mate derogation, and submission than of using tactics 

such as giving gifts or making or taking the partner out for a romantic meal. On the 
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positive side, threatening to harm oneself or the partner if the partner left was extremely 

infrequent. Of covirse, to whatever extent higher levels of negative affect might lead to 

more frequent use of unpleasant or even dangerous behaviors, the increase in mate 

retention efforts associated with higher negative affect is a cause for concern. 

The detrimental impact of using psychologically or physically violent or 

manipulative behaviors on one's partner is obvious. Less obvious are the dangers to the 

partner who fears his or her mate will defect. The present study demonstrated that 

experiencing persistent negative affective symptoms is associated with increased use of 

mate retention behaviors. Those behaviors include having sex when fearing that one's 

mate will leave if you do not, having sex even though a partner refiised to use protection, 

and agreeing to sexual behaviors you would rather not do in order to keep the partner 

from leaving. Engaging in sex primarily for the purpose of retaining a partner may 

thereby expose one to several possible dangers. Clearly, having sex without using 

protection exposes both parties to the possibility of STD transmission and pregnancy. 

The potential consequences of xmsafe sex would probably increase the anxiety 

experienced by people prone to anxious symptoms. Negative affect is also likely to be 

maintained by engaging in behaviors viewed as unpleasant or undesirable; instrumental 

sex could reinforce the idea that one is worthless and cannot retain a partner without 

using sex to do so. 
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Potential Consequences of Lower Mate Value Partners: The vicious cycle of depression 

and mate retention behaviors 

Because depression is often episodic, one may make mate choices during an 

episode of depression that that would be judged unsuitable just months later when the 

depressive episode remits. Though it is not unusixal for people to change their minds 

about a partner's suitability after the start of a relationship, the existence of depression at 

the outset of the relationship makes it even more likely that a partner will be unsuitable. 

Depression typically remits within six to nine months even in the absence of intervention 

(Coryell & Winokur, 1992). Adverse circumstances, however, often extend that period 

(Kessler, 1997). Such adverse circumstances are just what might occur in the event that a 

person becomes involved with a partner of lower mate value during a depressive episode. 

The partner has a strong incentive to maintain the existing relationship due to his or her 

good fortune in attracting a partner who would normally be unattainable based on mate 

value. The partner will be reinforced for any behaviors that increase the likelihood of 

maintaining the relationship, including those that do so by keeping the depressed person 

from remitting and thereby recognizing the mate value mismatch. This might be 

accomplished by reinforcing a depressive attribution style or cognitive distortions. Of 

particular concern is the potential to use abusive tactics, which have been shown to 

correlate highly with rates of depressive symptoms (Figueredo et al, 2001). 

If a couple were to begin their relationship at a point when one partner (the 

female, for the sake of this scenario) was experiencing high levels of negative affect, we 

have evidence that she would underestimate her mate value and likely partner with 
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someone whose mate value was lower than would otherwise be acceptable to her. If at 

some point, whether due to the passage of time or to deliberate treatment, she were to 

begin to remit from her negative affective state, her partner would have (likely 

unconscious) cause for concern about whether she would remain in the relationship if her 

affect continued to improve. Imagine that she begins to feel a little better and makes some 

initial efforts to reduce her social isolation. If her partner meets these efforts with jealous 

accusations, thereby punishing her tentative steps toward recovery, continued remission 

becomes much less likely. Evolutionary theory supports the idea that a partner faced with 

loss of a high-quality (relative to himself) partner might use jealous responses to retain a 

mate under these circumstances. If successful at reducing the behaviors that threaten the 

relationship, the jealous responses will be reinforced, perpetuating similar responses from 

him in the fixture to the threats posed by her remission from negative affect. In the event 

that at some point jealous accusations no longer suffice to restrict the remitting partner 

from relationship-threatening behaviors, we might expect escalation in the tactics used to 

protect the relationship. Where more severe violence has been found, there is an almost 

universal history of lower levels of violence, starting with the type of psychological 

manipulation inherent in jealous accusations (Figueredo et al., 2001) 

Although there is reason to be concerned that negative affect might increase the 

use of mate retention behaviors with detrimental consequences for either or both partners, 

there are also potential positive aspects of this relationship between negative affect and 

mate retention. Not all relationships involving an individual experiencing negative affect 

will have begun while that person was depressed or anxious, or at least not while at the 
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peak of symptom severity. Some proportion of relationships begun while both parties are 

experiencing low levels of negative affect will eventually experience one partner 

becoming depressed or anxious, or both. If at the onset of the relationship, both partners 

had roughly equal mate value, the increased negative affect one of them later begins to 

experience is likely to make that partner now perceive a mate value imbalance where 

none was before. This could account for an increase in mate retention behavior as a 

means of equalizing the product of mate value times mating effort between the partners. 

While the earlier mentioned concerns about the nature of the mate retention behaviors 

themselves remains relevant in this situation, this scenario reduces concern about the 

imbalanced mate values of the partners contributing to the maintenance of negative 

affect. 

Summary 

The present study was designed to examine relations among negative affect, mate 

values and mate retention behaviors. A priori hypotheses predicted that negative affect 

will directly increase mate retention behaviors but indirectly reduce them by reducing the 

expected mate value of one's partner. Although the results of this study support the first 

count and they disconfirm the second. Nevertheless, these findings represent an important 

discovery, having yielding a post-hoc interpretation clearly consistent with evolutionary 

theory. It now appears that negative affect, perhaps by signaling unfavorable 

environmental conditions, generates increased levels of mate retention behaviors even in 

the face of partners of relatively low mate value. 
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APPENDIX 

Kxisting Scales used in the Present Study 

Beck Depression Inventory - II 
Beck, A.T., Steer, R.A., & Brown, G.K. (1996). Manual for the Beck Depression 
Inventory-II. San Antonio, TX: Psychological Corp. 

State Trait Anxiety Inventory 
Spielberger, C.D., Gorsuch, R.L., & Lushene, R.E. (1979). Test manual for the State-
Trait Anxiety Inventory. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press. 

The Mate Value Inventory (8 variations of the basic form) 
Kirsner, B.R., Figueredo, A.J. & Jacobs, W.J. (2003). Self, friends, and lovers: 

Structural relations among Beck Depression Inventory scores and perceived mate values. 
Journal of Affective Disorders, 75(2), 131-148. 

1. Mate Value Inventorv: Real Friend 

Think about your closest friend who is not currently a romantic/sexual partner. 
Please indicate the following information about the friend you are thinking of: 

Sex: Male Female 
Sexual orientation/identity: Homosexual Heterosexual Bisexual Transgendered Uncertain 
Age: 
Length of friendship: years months 

Being as honest as possible, please rate your closest friend on the characteristics listed below. Please 
indicate how your closest friend compares to your peers on these characteristics, using the scale below: 

Scales Redesigned for the Present Study 

-3 -2 -1 0 2 3 
Extremely High 

on this characteristic 
Extremely Low 
on this characteristic 

Don't Care/ 
Average on this characteristic 

Ambitious 
Aggressive 

-3 -2 
-3 -2 
-3 -2 
-3 -2 
-3 -2 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

Attractive face 
Desires children 
Controlling 
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Emotionally stable -3 -2 0 2 3 
Enthusiastic about sex -3 -2 0 2 3 
Faithfiil to partners -3 -2 0 2 3 
Financially secure -3 -2 0 2 3 
Jealous -3 -2 0 2 3 
Atfractive body -3 -2 0 2 3 
Generous -3 -2 0 2 3 
Good sense of humor -3 -2 0 2 3 
Possessive -3 -2 0 2 3 
Healthy -3 -2 0 2 3 
Independent -3 -2 0 2 3 
Intelligent -3 -2 0 2 3 
Kind and understanding -3 -2 0 2 3 
Loyal -3 -2 0 2 3 
Manipulative -3 -2 0 2 3 
Responsible -3 -2 0 2 3 
Shares my values -3 -2 0 2 3 
Shares my interests -3 -2 0 2 3 
Sociable -3 -2 0 2 3 

2. Mate Value Inventory: Ideal Friend 

Think about the kind of person you would consider an ideal friend. Think about the characteristics of your 
past and present friends. Which characteristics would you prefer an ideal friend to be high in and which 
would you prefer the ideal friend to have low levels of? 

Please indicate the following information about your ideal friend: 
Sex: Male Female Doesn't matter 
Sexual orientation/identity: 

Homosexual Heterosexual Bisexual Transgendered Uncertain Doesn't matter 
Age; 

Being as honest as possible, rate the level of the characteristics listed below that your ideal friend would 
have. Please indicate how your ideal friend would compare to your peers on these characteristics, using the 
scale below: 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Extremely Low Don't Care/ Exfremely High 
on this characteristic Average on this characteristic on this characteristic 

Emotionally stable -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Ambitious -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Controlling -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Enthusiastic about sex -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Faithful to partners -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Financially secure -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Jealous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Attractive body -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Aggressive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Generous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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Good sense of humor -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Possessive -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Healthy -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Independent -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Attractive face -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Intelligent -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Kind and understanding -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Loyal -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Manipulative -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Responsible -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Desires children -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Shares my values -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Shares my interests -3 -2 0 1 2 3 
Sociable -3 -2 0 1 2 3 

3. Mate Value Inventory: Real Partner 

NOTE; Skip this page if you have never been involved in a romantic/sexual relationship before. 

Think about a pason you are currently seeing (if more than one, select the one you have been seeing the 
longest), or if you are not seeing anyone currently, think about the most recent person you were seeing. 
Please indicate the following information about the person you are thinking of: 

Sex: Male Female Age: 
Sexual orientation/identity: Homosexual Heterosexual Bisexual Transgendered 
Uncertain 
Answer either A or B: 
a. 1 am seeing this person now and I have been seeing this person for about years months days. 
B. I was seeing this person before and I saw this person for about years months days. 

Circle one: I view(ed) this relationship as being: Short-term Long-term 

Being as honest as possible, please rate the person you are or were seeing on the characteristics listed 
below. Please indicate how this person compares or compared to your peers on these characteristics, using 
the scale below; 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Extremely Low Don't Care/ Extremely High 
on this characteristic Average on this characteristic on this characteristic 

Ambitious -3 -2 -I 0 1 2 3 
Aggressive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Attractive face -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Desires children -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Controlling -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Shares my values -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Emotionally stable -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Enthusiastic about sex -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Faithful to partners -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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Financially secure -3 -2 0 2 3 
Jealous -3 -2 0 2 3 
Attractive body -3 -2 0 2 3 
Shares my interests -3 -2 0 2 3 
Generous -3 -2 0 2 3 
Good sense of humor -3 -2 0 2 3 
Possessive -3 -2 0 2 3 
Healthy -3 -2 0 2 3 
Independent -3 -2 0 2 3 
Intelligent -3 -2 0 2 3 
Sociable -3 -2 0 2 3 
Kind and understanding -3 -2 0 2 3 
Loyal -3 -2 0 2 3 
Manipulative -3 -2 0 2 3 
Responsible -3 -2 0 2 3 

4. Mate Value Inventory: Self 

Think about yourself at this point in time. 
Please indicate the following information about yourself: 

Sex: Male Female 
Sexual orientation/identity: Homosexual Heterosexual Bisexual Transgendered 
Uncertain 
Age: 

Being as honest as possible, please rate yourself on the characteristics listed below. Please indicate how 
you compare to your peers on these characteristics, using the scale below; 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Extremely Low Don't Care/ Extremely High 
on this characteristic Average on this characteristic on this characteristic 

Jealous -3 -2 0 2 3 
Attractive face -3 -2 0 2 3 
Responsible -3 -2 0 2 3 
Desires children -3 -2 0 2 3 
Controlling -3 -2 0 2 3 
Emotionally stable -3 -2 0 2 3 
Faithful to partners -3 -2 0 2 3 
Aggressive -3 -2 0 2 3 
Financially secure -3 -2 0 2 3 
Loyal -3 -2 0 2 3 
Generous -3 -2 0 2 3 
Good sense of humor -3 -2 0 2 3 
Possessive -3 -2 0 2 3 
Healthy -3 -2 0 2 3 
Independent -3 -2 0 2 3 
Enthusiastic about sex -3 -2 0 2 3 
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Intelligent -3 -2 0 2 3 
Attractive body -3 -2 0 2 3 
Sociable -3 -2 0 2 3 
Manipulative -3 -2 0 2 3 
Kind and understanding -3 -2 0 2 3 
Ambitious -3 -2 0 2 3 

5. Mate Value Inventory: Realistic Long-term Partner 

Think about the kind of person you think you can reahstically attract for a long-term (several years or 
more) romantic/sexual relationship. In other words, given what you have to offer, what's the best you think 
you can do in attracting a partner for a long-term relationship? 

Please indicate the following information about the kind of person you are thinking of: 

Sex: Male Female 
Sexual orientation/identity: Homosexual Heterosexual Bisexual Transgendered 
Uncertain 
Age: 

Being as honest as possible, please rate the kind of person you think you can realistically attract for a long-
term romantic/sexual relatiraiship on the characteristics listed below. Please indicate how this person would 
compare to your peers on these characteristics, using the scale below: 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Extremely Low Don't Care/ Extremely High 
on this characteristic Average on this characteristic on this characteristic 

Aggressive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Attractive fece -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Sociable -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Desires children -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Ambitious -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Enthusiastic about sex -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Faithful to partners -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Controlling -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Financially secure -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Attractive body -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Generous -3 -2 -I 0 1 2 3 
Shares my values -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Jealous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Healthy -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Independent -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Intelligent -3 -2 -I 0 1 2 3 
Emotionally stable -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Possessive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Kind and understanding -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Manipulative -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Responsible -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Loyal -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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Shares my interests -3-2-10 1 2 3 
Good sense of humor -3-2-10 1 2 3 

6. Mate Value Inventory: Realistic Short-term Partner 

Think about the kind of person you think you can realistically attract for a short-term romantic/sexual 
relatimship (a brief fling). In other words, given what you have to offer, what's the best you think you can 
do in attracting a partner for a brief fling? 
Please indicate the following information about the kind of person you are thinking of: 

Sex: Male Female 
Sexual orientation/identity: Homosexual Heterosexual Bisexual Transgendered 
Uncertain 
Age: 

Being as honest as possible, please rate the kind of person you think you can realistically attract for a short-
term romantic/sexual relationship on the characteristics listed below. Please indicate how this person would 
compare to your peers on these characteristics, using the scale below: 

-3 -2 -I 0 1 2 3 
Extremely Low Don't Care/ Extremely High 
on this characteristic Average on this characteristic on this characteristic 

Ambitious -3 -2 -1 0 I 2 3 
Intelligent -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Enthusiastic about sex -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Aggressive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Attractive face -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Good sense of humor -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Desires children -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Controlling -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Financially secure -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Shares my inta^ests -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Jealous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Generous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Possessive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Emotionally stable -3 -2 -I 0 1 2 3 
Healthy -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Independent -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Manipulative -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Faithful to partners -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Kind and understanding -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Loyal -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Responsible -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Shares my values -3 -2 -1 0 I 2 3 
Attractive body -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Sociable -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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7. Mate Value Inventory: Ideal Long-term Partner 

Think about the kind of person you would consider to be an ideal partner for a long-term (several years or 
more) romantic/sexual relationship. Keep in mind that being high on a given characteristic tends to be 
associated with particular consequences (e.g., extremely attractive people receive more attention from 
others) and expectations (e.g., someone who strongly desires children is likely to prefer a partner who feels 
likewise). 

Please indicate the following information about the kind of person you are thinking of: 

Sex: Male Female 
Sexual orientatiffli/identity: Homosexual Heterosexual Bisexual Transgendered 
Uncertain 
Age: 

Being as honest as possible, please rate the kind of person you think would be ideal for a long-term 
romantic/ sexual relationship on the characteristics listed below. Please indicate how this person would 
compare to your peers on these characteristics, using the scale below: 

-3 -2 
Extremely Low 
on this characteristic 

-1 0 1 
Don't Care/ 

Average on this characteristic 

2 3 
Extremely High 

on this characteristic 

Healthy -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Faithfiil to partners -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Loyal -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Indepaident -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Financially secure -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Jealous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Aggressive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Attractive body -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Generous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Good sense of humor -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Possessive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Attractive face -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Enthusiastic about sex -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Desires children -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Intelligent -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Kind and imderstanding -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Controlling -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Manipulative -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Responsible -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Emotionally stable -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Shares my values -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Ambitious -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Shares my interests -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Sociable -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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8. Mate Value Inventory: Ideal Short-term Partner 

Think about the kind of person you would consider to be an ideal partner for a short-term romantic/ sexual 
relationship (a brief fling). Keep in mind that being high on a given characteristic tends to be 
associated with particular consequences (e.g., extremely attractive people receive more attention from 
others) and expectations (e.g., someone who is enthusiastic about sex may prefer a partner who feels the 
same). 

Please indicate the following information about the kind of person you are thinking of: 

Sex: Male Female 
Sexual orientation/identity: Homosexual Heterosexual Bisexual Transgendered 
Uncertain 
Age: 

Being as honest as possible, please rate the kind of person you think would be ideal for a short-term 
romantic/sexual relationship (a brief fling) on the characteristics listed below. Please indicate how this 
person would compare to your peers on these characteristics, using the scale below: 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Extremely Low Don't Care/ Extremely High 
on this characteristic Average on this characteristic on this characteristic 

Responsible -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Good sense of humor -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Jealous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Ambitious -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Aggressive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Attractive face -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Desires children -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Controlling -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Emotionally stable -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Enthusiastic about sex -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Financially secure -3 -2 -I 0 1 2 3 
Attractive body -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Generous -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Sociable -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Healthy -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Independent -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Intelligent -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Kind and understanding -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Loyal -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Manipulative -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Faithfiil to partners -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Shares my values -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Shares my interests -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
Possessive -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 
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Scales Designed Specifically for the Present Study 

1. Had Sex Questionnaire 

Would you say you "had sex" with someone if the most intimate behavior you engaged in was ...? 

According to your definition of having "had sex" above, at what age did you first "have sex"? 

2. Cumulative Sexual Frequency 

Please answer the questions on this and the next page based on how you defined "haying 
sex" (see Had Sex questionnaire): 
If you have never "had sex" according to your definition, please skip this and the next 
page. 

If you have ever had consensual sex in your life, please answer the following: 

I have had consensual sex with men approximately time(s) in my lifetime, with 
approximately different partners. 

I have had consensual sex with women approximately time(s) in my lifetime, with 
approximately different partners. 

1. Deep kissing 
2. Person touches your breasts/nipples 
3. You touch other's breasts/nipples 
4. Oral contact on your breasts/nipples 
5. Oral contact on other's breasts/nipples 
6. You touch other's genitals 
7. Person touches your genitals 
8. Oral contact with other's genitals 
9. Oral contact with your genitals 
10. Penile-anal intercourse 
11. Penile-vaginal intercourse 

Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes No 
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3. Sexual Threshold 

Based on how you defined "having sex", please answer the following; 

If you have never "had sex" according to your definition, please skip this and the next 
page. 

About how many times have you done these things in the past year? (Note: Please use a number, not words, 
to answer this question.) 

1 I have had sex with someone when I wanted their attention. 
2 I have had sex with someone when they were drunk or high. 
3 I have had sex with someone when I thought it would keep them from tweaking up with me. 
4 I have had sex with someone when I felt good about having sex. 
5 I have had sex with someone when I wanted affection. 
6 I have had sex with someone when I thought I would lose them if I didn't. 
7 I have had consensual sex with someone when they refased to use protection. 
8 I have had sex with someone when I wanted to get revenge on someone else. 
9 I have had sex with someone when I specifically decided beforehand that I would not do so. 
10 I have had sex with someone when I was uncomfortable saying no. 
11 I have had sex with someone when I wanted to get pregnant/to get my partner pregnant. 
12 I have had sex with someone when I drank more than I intended. 
13 I have had sex whai it seemed like the easiest thing to do under the circumstances. 
14 I have been sexually imfaithful to a romantic partner. 
15 I have had sex with someone to help me stop feeling lonely. 
16 I have had sex with someone after we ended a romantic relationship with each other. 
17 I have had sex wnlth someone when I felt obligated after my partner became excited. 
18 I have had sex when I felt anxiety about what I should do. 
19 I have had sex with someone when I thought they would enjoy it even though I might not. 
20 I have had sex with someone when I thought they expected me to. 
21 I have had sex with someone when I wanted to avoid having to do something else with them. 
22 I have had make-up sex with someone after an argument or verbal fight with them. 
23 I have had sex with someone when I thought they would leave me if I didn't. 
24 I have had sex with someone when I wanted to release sexual tension. 
25 I have had sex with someone when I wanted to get something from them. 
26 I have had sex with someone when I was drunk or high. 
27 I have had sex with someone when I wanted to get rid of a bad mood I was in. 
28 I have had sex with someone when I wanted to make myself feel attractive. 
29 I have had sex with someone when I wanted to feel good. 
30 I have had sex with someone when I felt obliged after they spent a lot of money on me. 
31 I have had sex with someone when I thought my partner would be unsatisfied otherwise. 
32 I have had sex with someone I was not in a committed relationship with. 
33 I have had make-up sex with someone after a fight in which one of us physically hurt the other. 
34 I have had sex with someone when they would not take no for an answer. 
35 I have had sex with someone when I wanted to feel close to them. 
36 I have had sex with someone when I wanted get them interested in me. 
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4. Mating Tactics Scale 

Past Year 
In the past year, how many romantic/sexual partners have you been involved with? 
In the past year, how many times have you gone through what you consider a break-up? 
If you have answered 0 to both of these questions, please skip this and the next page. 

In the past year, about how many times did these things happen? (Note: Please use a number, not words, to 
answer this question.) 

la. I insisted that my partner spend his or her free time with me 
lb. My partner insisted that I spend my free time with him/her 
2a. I did not let my partner go out without me 
2b. My partner did not let me go out without him/her 
3a. I became angry when my partner flirted with someone else 
3b. My partner became angry when I flirted with someone else 
4a. I made my partner feel guilty about talking to otho- girls/guys 
4b. My partner made me feel guilty about talking to other girls/guys 
5a. I pleaded with my partner not to leave me 
5b. My partner pleaded with me not to leave him/her 
6a. I threatened to hurt myself if my partner left me 
6b. My partner threatened to hurt himselfilierself if I left him/her 
7a. I made my partner feel badly about her/his chances of finding another partner 
7b. My partner made me feel badly about my chances of finding another partner 
8a. I intentionally or unintentionally put my partner down to his or her face 
8b. Intentionally or unintentionally my partner put me down to my face 
9a. I intentionally or unintentiaially put my partner down to others 
9b. Intentionally or unintentionally my partner put me down to others 
10a. I offered to be more committed to my partner 
10b. My partner offered to be more committed to me 
11a. I gave my partner presents I could not easily afford to give 
lib. My partner gave me presents he/she could not easily afford to give 
12a. I prepared or took my partner out for a romantic meal 
12b. My partner prepared or took me out for a romantic meal 
13a. I gave in to my partner's sexual requests 
13b. My partner gave in to my sexual requests 
14a. I expressed more enthusiasm about sex than I really felt at the time 
14b. I think my partner expressed mwe enthusiasm about sex than he/she really felt 
15a. I did something my partner asked even though I did not really want to 
15b. My partner did something I asked even though he/she did not really want to 
16a. I went almg with my partner's opinions even though I did not agree with them 
16b. I think my partner went along with my opinions even though he/she did not agree 
17a. I told my partner he/she would never find anyone as good as me if they left me 
17b. My partner told me I would never find anyone as good as him/her if 1 left him/her 
18a. I threatened to do something to hurt my partner if he or she left me 
18b. My partner threatened to do something to hurt me if I left him/her 
19a. I flirted v«th someone other than my current partner when my partner was present 
19b. My partner flirted with someone other than me when I was present 
20a. FEMALES: I may have, or did, get pregnant 
20b. MALES: I may have, or did, impregnate a woman 
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Prior to Past Year 
Before the past year, how many romantic/sexual partners were you involved with? 
Before the past year, how many times did you go through what you consider a break-up? 
If you have answered 0 to both of these questions, please skip this and the next page. 

Before the past year, about how many times did these things happen? (Note: Please use a number, not 
words, to answer this question.) 

la. I insisted that my partner spend his or her free time with me 
lb. My partner insisted that I spend my free time with him/her 
2a. I did not let my partner go out without me 
2b. My partner did not let me go out without him/her 
3a. I became angry when my partner flirted with someone else 
3b. My partner became angry when I flirted with someone else 
4a. I made my partner feel guilty about talking to other girls/guys 
4b. My partner made me feel guilty about talking to other girls/guys 
5a. I pleaded with my partner not to leave me 
5b. My partner pleaded with me not to leave him/her 
6a. 1 threatened to hurt myself if my partner left me 
6b. My partner threatened to hurt himselfherself if I left him/her 
7a. I made my partner feel badly about her/his chances of finding another partner 
7b. My partner made me feel badly about my chances of finding another partner 
8a. I intentionally or unintentionally put my partner down to his or her fece 
8b. Intentionally or unintentionally my partner put me down to my fece 
9a. I intentionally or unintenticaially put my partner down to others 
9b. Intentionally or unintentionally my partner put me down to others 
10a. I offered to be more committed to my partner 
10b. My partner offered to be more committed to me 
1 la. I gave my partner presents I could not easily afford to give 
l ib .  My partner gave me presents  he/she could not  eas i ly  afford to  give  
12a. I prepared or took my partner out for a romantic meal 
12b. My partner prepared or took me out for a romantic meal 
13a. I gave in to my partner's sexual requests 
13b. My partner gave in to my sexual requests 
14a. I expressed more enthusiasm about sex than I really felt at the time 
14b. I think my partner expressed more enthusiasm about sex than he/she really felt 
15a. I did something my partner asked even though I did not really want to 
15b. My partner did something I asked even though he/she did not really want to 
16a. I went along with my partner's opinions even though I did not agree with them 
16b. I think my partner went along with my opinions even though he/she did not agree 
17a. I told my partner he/she would never find anyone as good as me if they left me 
17b. My partner told me I would never find anyone as good as him/her if I left him/her 
18a. I threatened to do something to hurt my partner if he or she left me 
18b. My partner threatened to do something to hurt me if I left him/her 
19a. I flirted with someone other than my current partner when my partner was present 
19b. My partner flirted with someone other than me whai I was present 
20a. FEMALES: I may have, or did, get pregnant 
20b. MALES: I may have, or did, impregnate a woman 
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