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Abstract

A growing body of evidence shows that human mating preferences, like

those of other animal species, can vary geographically. For example,

women living in areas with a high cost of living have been shown to seek

potential mates that can provide resources (e.g., large salaries). In this

study, we present data from a large (N = 2944) nationally representative

(United States) sample of Internet dating profiles. The profiles allowed

daters’ to report their own income and the minimum income they desired

in a dating partner, and we analyzed these data at the level of zip code.

Our analysis shows that women engage in more resource seeking than

men. We also find a positive relationship between cost of living in the

dater’s zip code and resource seeking among both men and women.

Importantly, however, this relationship disappears if one’s own income is

accounted for in the analysis; that is, individuals of both sexes seek mates

with an income similar to their own, regardless of local resource pressures.

Our data highlight the importance of considering individual characteristics

when measuring the effects of environmental factors on behavior.

Introduction

Evolutionary theories of sexual selection (Darwin

1871) and parental investment (Trivers 1972) make

several predictions about differences in male and

female mate choice preferences. For example, because

females must invest more physical resources in off-

spring, they tend to seek mates that are best able to

obtain and secure resources (i.e., food, shelter).

Males, by contrast, tend to seek multiple mating part-

ners and the most fecund mates. These predictions

have been validated for a variety of mating systems in

both human and non-human species (Buss 1989;

Andersson 1994; Gangestad & Simpson 2000; Geary

et al. 2004).

These patterns of mate choice behavior, however,

can be influenced by environmental variables

(Jennions & Petrie 1997; Qvarnstrom & Forsgren

1998; Widemo & Saether 1999). More specifically,

studies of mate choice in non-human species have

shown that environmental factors can lead to differ-

ences between populations in mate choice criteria and

in how strongly mate preferences are expressed. For

example, in the guppy (Poecilia reticulata), females

from different populations vary in their preferences

for particular patterns of male coloration. These differ-

ences in preference correlate with water color charac-

teristics across the populations, suggesting that female

preferences have evolved variably in different water

environments (Houde & Endler 1990; Endler &

Houde 1995). An example of the effects of predation

intensity on female mating behavior comes from the

same species. In an experiment, female guppies from

a population under predation by the pike cichlid

(Crenicichla alta) preferred brightly colored males in

the absence of the predator, but its presence reduced

sexual activity and preference for bright males; the

mating behavior of females from a population free

from the predator was unaffected by its presence

(Godin & Briggs 1996). Another way that environ-

mental variation influences mating behavior is the

relationship between variation in resource quality or

availability and female condition. Examples include

the black field cricket (Teleogryllus commodus), in
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which dietary protein availability predicted female

sexual responsiveness and the strength of preference

for male call features (Hunt et al. 2005), the stalk-

eyed fly (Cyrtodiopsis dalmanni) in which corn-fed

females showed stronger preference for large-eyespan

males than sucrose-fed females (Hingle et al. 2001),

and in Schizocosa wolf spiders, in which females fed a

diet of high quality mated more frequently with males

fed the same diet as opposed to poor-diet males, while

poor-diet females were not selective (Hebets et al.

2008). Finally, environmental factors affecting popu-

lation density can alter female mating behavior, for

example in the red deer (Cervus elaphus L.), in which

high population density is associated with a female-

biased adult sex ratio, which leads to reduced female

mate selectivity (Clutton-Brock et al. 1997).

Such observations have led to studies of whether

human mate preferences are also influenced by envi-

ronmental factors (e.g., Gangestad & Simpson 2000;

McGraw 2002; Hill & Reeve 2004; Low 2007; Moore

et al. 2006; Moore & Cassidy 2007; Sear & Marlowe

2009; DeBruine et al. 2010). In their review of the

evolution of human mating practices, Gangestad &

Simpson (2000) argued that geographic variation in

human mate choice is a consequence of the trade-off

faced by men and women between short-term and

long-term mating strategies [also see Buss & Schmitt

(1993) on ‘Sexual Strategies Theory’] and that envi-

ronmental variation can affect the costs and benefits

associated with these strategies. For example, women

typically seek mates that are willing to provide

resources for offspring (a long-term strategy). How-

ever, women residing in areas with high levels of

pathogens are more likely to adopt a short-term strat-

egy and value physical attractiveness over provision-

ing ability when selecting a mate (Gangestad & Buss

1993), perhaps to obtain ‘good genes’ from a healthy-

looking male and to avoid coming into contact with

sick-looking individuals (Gangestad & Simpson 2000).

Using this logic of conditional mating strategies,

McGraw (2002) argued that human females who

reside in environments with higher resource pressures

should seek males with superior resource provisioning

capacity. McGraw tested this prediction through a

content analysis of ‘lonely hearts advertisements’

(LHAs) collected from newspapers published in the

United States in 1999, coupled with demographic

information on the communities in which the adver-

tisements were collected. These data show that as cost

of living increases, the LHAs posted by women were

more likely to contain language indicating a desire for

a mate that has the capacity to provide financial

resources. Moreover, and in direct contrast to

research that shows that humans mate assortatively

on income (Weiderman & Allgeier 1992; Waynforth

& Dunbar 1995; Eagly & Wood 1999; Moore et al.

2006), the effect of cost of living on resource seeking

was found to be independent of the women’s own

financial status (McGraw 2002, p. 312).

In the present study,we re-evaluate the local resource

pressure hypothesis for four reasons. First, over the last

decade, the income gap between American women and

men (which favors men) has continued to shrink

(Institute for Women’s Policy Research’s 2010). Given

that females who have more control over their own

resources are less likely to seek resources from potential

mates (Gangestad & Simpson 2000; Moore et al. 2006;

Moore & Cassidy 2007), this change in the socioeco-

nomic status of American women should be considered

when evaluatingwomen’smate preferences.

Second, during the past decade dating advertise-

ments have shifted from brief LHAs published in

newspapers to extensive questionnaire-style profiles

posted on searchable Internet dating Web sites

(Madden & Lenhart 2006; Center for the Digital

Future 2009). Having easy access to such detailed

information about potential mates could, theoreti-

cally, alter human mating strategies (Feliciano et al.

2009). For example, having easier access to informa-

tion on the income of potential mates might increase

humans’ preference for resource provision. Con-

versely, having greater access to a great deal of infor-

mation on other characteristics could potentially lead

humans to select on dimensions other than resource

provision, such as lifestyle, personality, and values.

Third, there are elements of the McGraw (2002)

study that can be refined to more accurately assess

the influence of local resource pressures on mate

selection: (1) As a corollary to the above, brief LHAs

do not provide as much detailed information on dat-

ing preferences as Internet dating profiles. (2) While

the study had a large sample size (N = 2300 LHAs),

the data were only collected from newspapers pub-

lished in ‘23 major cities (population size >150 000

people)’ (p. 306). As resource pressures (e.g., cost of

living) tend to be higher in urban areas, this sampling

method could have biased the analysis in favor of

finding an effect of local resource pressures on dating

preferences. (3) The study only examined the dating

preferences of women. Given the theoretical and

empirical evidence that both men and women have

strategies and preferences that influence their choice

of dating and mating partners (e.g., Gangestad &

Simpson 2000; Geary et al. 2004; Hill & Reeve 2004),

it is of interest to examine the mate choice preferences

of both women and men.
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Fourth, it is worth noting that we are in the midst

of a severe global economic recession. The current

resource pressures of severe high unemployment, loss

of personal wealth, inflation, increasing income

inequality, and the like could influence individuals to

seek mates with greater amounts of resources.

To address these issues, we collected a large national

sample of dating profiles published on the Internet.

These profiles contain specific information on prefer-

ences for income from one’s mate as well as on one’s

own personal income. Using these data, we asked

three questions about mate selection criteria. First, we

ask whether women are more likely than men to seek

resources from potential partners, given the fact that

there is still a salary gap between men and women

(Institute for Women’s Policy Research’s 2010), and

given that women tend to pay more attention to the

resource earning capacities of men then men do of

women (Geary et al. 2004). Second, we ask whether

individuals who live in areas with high costs of living

will be more likely to seek resources from their poten-

tial mates and whether this behavior is more frequent

in women than in men. Finally, because data from

studies of human behavior show strong assortative

mating tendencies on a variety of factors (Vandenberg

1972; Mare 1991; Weiderman & Allgeier 1992; Wayn-

forth & Dunbar 1995; Geary et al. 2004), we ask

whether this pattern is also reflected in individuals

seeking a partner with a similar level of personal

resources (i.e., income). We address this question by

accounting for individuals’ own resources when esti-

mating the relationship between local cost of living

and resource seeking.

Methods

Data Collection

Over the course of 2009–2010, mate preference data

were collected from profiles posted on a popular

American Internet dating service. We are obliged to

keep the exact source of these data confidential to pre-

serve the privacy of our human subjects. However, we

note that this dating service is akin to a traditional

newspaper LHA, in that the online daters selected

their own dates rather than the online service match-

ing couples together. We also note that dating profiles

are not a perfect representation of the human mate

choice process. For example, preferences expressed in

a dating profile might differ from true preferences

(Eastwick & Finkel 2008; Hall et al. 2010; Klofstad

et al. 2012; Pawlowski & Dunbar 1999; Todd et al.

2007). This said, the LHA research design is an

effective and frequently used tool for studying human

mating preferences (e.g., Weiderman 1993; Greenlees

& McGrew 1994; Waynforth & Dunbar 1995; Ber-

eczkei et al. 1997; McGraw 2002). Also, with specific

regard to our use of online profiles, as Internet use

spreads (80% of Americans have Internet access

according to a 2009 study by the Center for the Digital

Future), online dating is becoming increasingly preva-

lent. For example, Madden & Lenhart (2006) find that

among American ‘Internet users who say they are cur-

rently single and looking for romantic partners, 74%

say they have used the Internet in one way or another

to further their romantic interests’ (p. 3).

To select a national sample of dating profiles, we

obtained a list of known United States zip codes. We

then culled military and foreign (e.g., American

Samoa, Guam, and the like) zip codes from this list.

The culled list was then sorted randomly. For 313 zip

codes, we documented information from the first five

profiles of men seeking women and the first five pro-

files of women seeking men listed within a ten mile

radius of each zip code. However, in some selected zip

codes such as those in rural areas, there were fewer

than five male or female profiles listed. Thus, data

were documented from a total of 2944 profiles (1481

men and 1463 women).

Measure of Resource Seeking

To measure resource seeking, we examine the dating

profile question that asks daters to check all of the

income levels that their ideal date could have. Daters

were presented with seven income levels ranging

from ‘<$25 000’ to ‘$150 000 or more’. A resource-

seeking scale was created by coding each profile based

on the lowest income category the dater was willing

to accept from his or her date, yielding a seven-point

scale running from ‘<$25 000’ to ‘$150 000 or more’.

For example, if a profile listed ‘<$25 000’ as a viable

income level for a potential date, the profile was

coded 1 regardless if other income categories were

also selected by the dater. Conversely, a profile that

only listed ‘$150 000 or more’ was coded 7. Daters

were also allowed to give no answer for their ideal

date’s income if they so desired; 645 profiles listed

preferences for income (442 women and 203 men).

Daters who did not list an income level for their ideal

date were not included in the resource seeking scale.

Measure of Local Resource Pressures

Local resource pressures are measured as the overall

cost of living index for each zip code where dating
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profiles were collected. These data were available for

2880 of the dating profiles (N = 64 missing, comprised

of 31 women and 33 men, from seven rural zip codes).

This index is scaled based on how expensive it is to live

in the zip code compared to the United States national

average, which is coded as 100. Consequently, a score

above 100 indicates that the zip code is more expensive

to live in than the national average, while a score

below 100 indicates that cost of living in the zip code is

below the national average. These data were obtained

from ‘Sperling’s Best Places’, a free Internet real estate

service that provides demographic information by zip

code (www.bestplaces.net). Sperling compiles their

data from a variety of sources, including the United

States Bureau of Labor Statistics, the United States

Census Bureau, the National Association of Realtors,

and the National Association of Home Builders.

Measure of Individual Resources

Individual resources were measured based on the

dater’s self-reported income in the dating profile. Daters

reported their income on a seven-point scale running

from ‘<$25 000’ to ‘$150 000 or more’. As with the

income of one’s ideal date, daters were also allowed to

give no report of their own income (N = 1379, leaving

N = 1565 of daters that did report their own income,

comprised of 674 women and 891 men). Daters who

did not list an income level for their ideal date were not

included in the individual resources scale.

Results

Sample Demographics

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics from the sample

of dating profiles for our three variables of interest. In

line with previous studies, women are more con-

cerned with resource seeking than are men (e.g., Buss

& Schmitt 1993; Gangestad & Simpson 2000). There is

a statistically significant gap in resource seeking

between men and women (t = 10.34, p < 0.01). Sub-

stantively, the women in our sample wanted a date

with an income of at least $50 001–$75 000 (a �x score

of 3.7 on the seven-point resource seeking scale),

while the men desired a date with an income of at

least $35 001–$50 000 (a �x score of 2.6 on the seven-

point resource seeking scale). Women were more

likely to list an income preference for their date than

men (women: 30%, men: 14%; t = �11.04, p < 0.01).

The standard deviation of cost of living illustrates

the high level of variation in resource pressures across

the United States. For example, the least expensive

zip code in our sample of dating profiles is located in

Flint, Michigan, with a cost of living of 65, 35% less

than the national average. The most expensive zip

code in our sample is located in Lower Manhattan in

New York City, New York, with a cost of living of 270,

170% higher than the national average.

The men in our sample advertised greater personal

resources than the women (t = 11.26, p < 0.01). Sub-

stantively, the women in our sample reported earning

an income of between $25 000 and $50 000 (a �x score

of 2.7 on the seven-point income scale), while the

men reported earning between $35 000 and $75 000

(a �x score of 3.6 on the seven-point income scale).

Recent estimates from 2005 to 2009 United States

Census American Community Survey show that these

figures are commensurate with national averages (�x

female income: $44 000, �x male income: $62 000).

Men were more likely to list their income in their dat-

ing profile than women (men: 60%, women: 46%;

t = 7.74, p < 0.01).

The Influence of Resource Pressures and Personal

Resources on Resource Seeking

In Table 2, we examine the relationship between

resource seeking and resource pressures. The table

presents the results of a linear regression analysis of

the relationship between resource pressures, individ-

ual resources, and resource seeking among men and

women (an ordinal logit analysis produced equivalent

results). The regression models employ listwise dele-

tion to address data missing from the data set because

of the creation of the income and income seeking

scales. More specifically, the analysis in Table 2

includes daters who both requested resources and

revealed their own income.

Echoing the results in Table 1, the positive and

significant Sex coefficient (Column 1 of Table 2)

Table 1: Sample descriptive statistics

N �x SD

Resource seeking scale

All daters 645 3.35 1.36

Women 442 3.70 1.29

Men 203 2.60 1.18

Resource pressures (cost of living)

All daters 2880 93.93 30.18

Women 1432 94.47 31.05

Men 1448 93.40 29.30

Personal resources (income)

All daters 1565 3.20 1.53

Women 674 2.72 1.32

Men 891 3.56 1.58
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shows that women seek more resources than men.

The positive and significant Resource pressures coeffi-

cient (Column 1) indicates that both men and women

seek more resources as resource pressures increase.

Importantly, however, once personal resources are

added to the analysis (Column 2), we find that the

relationship between resource pressure and resource

seeking is explained away by personal resources; the

Resource pressures coefficient is not statistically signifi-

cant, while the Personal resources coefficient is positive

and statistically significant. The models presented in

Columns 3 and 4 of Table 2 test whether these find-

ings vary across the sexes. They do not. The insignifi-

cant Resource pressures*Sex coefficient in Column 3

indicates that men and women do not differ in their

response to resource pressures. Likewise, the insignifi-

cant Personal resources*Sex coefficient (Column 4)

indicates that the relationship between personal

income and income seeking does not vary by sex.

A possible explanation for these results is that cost

of living and income are correlated (i.e., multicollin-

earity), thereby affecting the results of the analysis

because of the inflation of standard errors. That is,

when one adds an additional variable to a model that

is highly correlated with a variable already in the

model, a degree of freedom is lost, but without adding

any more information to the model. While zip codes

tend to be geographically large (i.e., encompassing

resource rich and resource poor neighborhoods), it is

reasonable to assume that people who reside in zip

codes with a high cost of living have more resources.

Cost of living and income are indeed correlated

among the women (r = 0.09, p < 0.01) and men

(r = 0.11, p < 0.01) in our sample. However, the

magnitudes of these correlations are not very large.

Moreover, a diagnostic analysis (variance inflation

factor or ‘VIF’) of the regression models presented in

Table 2 shows no evidence of multicollinearity in the

analyses presented in Columns 1 and 2. There is

evidence of mild multicollinearity in the models

presented in Columns 3 and 4 (i.e., �x VIF scores of 6.0

and 4.3, respectively). However, this is to be expected,

as the constitutive variables of the interaction terms

are included in the models, which is necessary to

obtain an accurate estimate of interaction effects (e.g.,

Brambor et al. 2006). Regardless, we note that the

critical result in Column 2, which personal resources

explain away the influence of resource pressures, still

holds in the interaction models (Table 2, Column 3

and 4).

In a related vein, while our data show that daters

seek partners with similar income levels, and despite

the robust literature on positive assortation on income

(Weiderman & Allgeier 1992; Waynforth & Dunbar

1995; Eagly & Wood 1999; Moore et al. 2006), this

relationship could be influenced by other mating

preferences. For example, those on the dating market

might pursue partners with a similar education level,

and in doing so assort on income given the relation-

ship between income and education. The original test

of the environmental resource pressure hypothesis

(McGraw 2002) did not assess the role of education in

resource seeking. As our goal was to test this hypothe-

sis in a comparable way, we also did not consider edu-

cation in our analysis (Table 2). More specifically,

rather than adding new independent variables to

address the question, our approach was to use up-to-

date Internet dating data that contain more precise

Table 2: Influence of cost of living and income on resource seeking scale

Resource seeking scale

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Sex (female) 1.11*** (0.10) 1.30*** (0.10) 1.41*** (0.29) 0.94** (0.36)

Resource pressures (cost of living) 0.01*** (0.002) 0.003 (0.002) 0.004 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002)

Personal resources (income) – 0.40*** (0.04) 0.39*** (0.04) 0.34*** (0.06)

Resource pressures*Sex – – �0.001 (0.003) –

Personal resources*Sex – – – 0.10 (0.10)

Intercept 1.99*** (0.20) 0.74*** (0.24) 0.67** (0.26) 0.94*** (0.28)

F 66.68*** 84.33*** 63.25*** 64.28***

R2 0.17 0.32 0.32 0.32

N 636 419 419 419

Cell entries are un-standardized ordinary least squares regression coefficients. Robust standard errors, clustered by zip code to account for the fact

that profiles collected from the same zip code will have the same cost of living, are in parentheses. Sample sizes vary because of deletion of cases

with missing data (i.e., ‘listwise’ deletion).

***p < 0.001.

**p < 0.01.

*p < 0.05.
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measures of personal resources. This all said, the dat-

ing profiles we examined contain the education level

of the dater and that of his or her ideal date (i.e., ‘edu-

cation seeking’). If we add these two variables to our

analysis (results not presented here), we find that the

dater’s education is unrelated to income seeking, but

education seeking is positively related to income seek-

ing. These findings do not vary by the sex of the dater.

The positive relationship between personal income

and income seeking remains unchanged.

Discussion

Differences in the Mating Strategies of Men and

Women

Our results add to the existing evidence that men and

women differ in how they seek and choose mating

partners, and we show that these strategies are evi-

dent in how the sexes solicit mates on the Internet. As

summarized in a review by Geary et al. (2004),

humans choose mates that maximize the likelihood of

successfully procreating and rearing offspring. Conse-

quently, women, who bear more of the costs associ-

ated with conceiving and rearing offspring, tend to

focus on the resource generating potential of men. In

contrast, men tend to be less concerned with

resources and tend to be more concerned with the

attributes of women that signal fertility, such as body

mass, hip-to-waist ratio, and age (e.g., Geary et al.

2004). Our data are in line with these predictions with

regard to resource seeking; the women in our study

were more likely to seek resources than men. More-

over, our data show that men were more likely to

report their incomes than women, consistent with the

notion that men will advertise financial success to

enhance their appeal to women.

Assortment on Income Explains Resource Seeking

Behavior

We also examined whether these patterns of human

mate preferences vary because of local resource

pressure, defined here as cost of living. While studies

of human mate choice have shown that mating pref-

erences are fairly consistent across the globe (e.g.,

Buss 1989), McGraw (2002) (among others) chal-

lenged this idea by pointing to the large literature

demonstrating environmental influences on mate

preferences in a variety of non-human animals. In

line with McGraw (2002), when we examine the rela-

tionship between cost of living and resource seeking

by daters, we find that individuals who live in expen-

sive areas seek more resources from their mates. How-

ever, this approach ignores an important variable in

the mate choice equation: one’s own resource status.

Once we account for this factor, we find no significant

relationship between local resource pressure and

resource seeking. In fact, the analysis shows that per-

sonal income is positively related to resource seeking

irrespective of environment. Put another way, our

analysis suggests that the universal tendency to mate

assortatively on income (Weiderman & Allgeier 1992;

Waynforth & Dunbar 1995; Eagly & Wood 1999;

Moore et al. 2006) outweighs the effect of local

resource pressures when looking for a dating partner.

Different measurement schemes are a likely expla-

nation for the differences between our study and

McGraw (2002). The three measures of personal

resources examined by McGraw—per capita income,

female labor force participation, and language about

‘resource holding potential’ (p. 312) in the brief LHA

—are arguably imprecise proxies for how resource

rich or poor the individual women in the sample

were. Moreover, two of these measures—per capita

income and female labor force participation—are

community-level demographics, not actual content

from the LHAs about the women themselves.

Consequently, this portion of the analysis is subject to

measurement error that could have decreased the

likelihood of finding a relationship between personal

resources and resource seeking from mates. More spe-

cifically, a woman who resides in an area with a high

per capita income cannot be assumed to be wealthy

(especially because the measure of local income level

is per capita income, not per capita female income).

Likewise, while a woman might live in a community

where there is high female labor force participation,

she cannot be assumed to be employed.

To address these issues, we used a more direct

measure of resource status: self-reported income. Our

ability to more accurately measure personal resources

could explain why we find a positive relationship

between personal resources and resource seeking, and

consequently why we are able to explain away the

relationship between local resource pressures and

human mate choice.

Study Limitations

While our findings are an important contribution to

the study of human mating behavior, as with any sci-

entific study there are limitations to our approach.

One is that daters, as in real life, have an incentive to

misrepresent themselves in dating profiles (Eastwick

& Finkel 2008; Hall et al. 2010; Klofstad et al. 2012;
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Pawlowski & Dunbar 1999; Todd et al. 2007). For

example, most withhold their political ideology to

avoid controversy at the outset of the dating process

(Klofstad et al. 2012), older women have an incentive

to not list their age to appear younger (Pawlowski &

Dunbar 1999), and men are more likely to misrepre-

sent personal assets, while women are more likely to

misrepresent weight (Hall et al. 2010). In a related

vein, other studies of Internet dating estimate prefer-

ences by correlating daters’ characteristics with those

of other daters with whom they make contact (e.g.,

Hitsch et al. 2010a,b). More specifically, while our

data capture ‘expressed’ preferences (i.e., those that

the dater is willing to reveal to others), Hitsch and

colleagues’ approach captures ‘revealed’ preferences

(i.e., those that the dater expressed through their

actions). The revealed approach is computationally

more sophisticated than ours; however, it leads to

similar conclusions (e.g., women are more concerned

with resource provision than are men, and positive

assortation is the modal mating behavior). This all

said, without knowing the actual (i.e., not estimated)

differences between the advertised and the true pref-

erences of daters, it is difficult to speculate how this

form of measurement error, if present, would influ-

ence our results.

In a related vein, our comparison of the influence

of environmental resource pressures and personal

resources on income seeking (Table 2) is conditional

upon the dater providing responses to the income

and income seeking questions in the dating profile.

Consequently, this portion of our analysis is not nec-

essarily representative of the entire dating pool we

sampled. Nonetheless, this subset of the data shows

evidence of external validity. In line with existing

studies of human mate choice, the results in Table 2

indicate that women are more concerned with

income seeking than are men (e.g., Buss & Schmitt

1993; Gangestad & Simpson 2000). Additionally, it is

important to consider that daters who are motivated

to both report their own income, and to specify the

income they desire in a date, are likely to be ‘high

demanders’—individuals who place special impor-

tance on resources. As such, one might reasonably

assume that these types of individuals would be

highly sensitive to environmental resource pressures,

and yet we find that they are not, once personal

resources are accounted for. Put simply, our data

are biased to confirm the environmental resource

pressure hypothesis (McGraw 2002), and yet they

do not.

Another issue to consider is that daters might

prioritize the various factors they consider when seek-

ing a mate. For example, Li et al. (2002) show that

priorities can shift when those seeking a mate are

more/less constrained in their choices (e.g., when

choices are less constrained, women focus less on

men’s ability to provide resources, and more on other

factors such as creativity). As such, one might suggest

that even if a dater indicates that they are seeking

resources from their partner, they might actually give

greater weight to other factors such as fidelity or

physical attractiveness.

These important caveats acknowledged,we again note

our data clearly show that the relationship between

income seeking and environmental resource pressures

can be explained with personal resources. That is, posi-

tive assortation on income (Weiderman&Allgeier 1992;

Waynforth & Dunbar 1995; Eagly &Wood 1999; Moore

et al. 2006) is a more powerful influence on human

mate choice than resource pressures.

Conclusions

In conclusion, we note three avenues for future

research suggested by our findings. First, the

increased use of Internet dating could influence

human mate choice behavior. For example, the ability

to easily search and cull through extensive online pro-

files may allow individuals to mate assortatively with

greater ease (see, e.g., Feliciano et al. 2009 on assort-

ment by race). Second, while using LHAs or Internet

dating sites are tried and tested methods for studying

human mating behavior, such data measure dating

preferences, not mate choice per se. While preferences

are an important component of mate choice behavior,

future research should collect data from individuals

who have actually mated and produced offspring.

Admittedly, it would be difficult to trace a couple as

they progress from dating to mating. Nonetheless, this

would be the ideal research design if one is concerned

with mate choice (e.g., Klofstad et al. 2012). Finally,

while our data do not support the hypothesis that

resource seeking from mates varies because of local

resource pressures, many questions remain about

whether, how, and why human mate choice behavior

is influenced by environmental factors. In light of the

current global recession, for example, an important

future direction is to test whether those seeking mates

prioritize resources over other factors during tough

economic times (e.g., Li et al. 2002).
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