
Deception-detection and trust as major
elements of mating-relevant behavior

Item Type Thesis

Authors Tauber, Briana R.

Rights Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 3.0 United States

Download date 23/05/2023 21:45:37

Item License http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/us/

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12648/803

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/us/
http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12648/803


i 

 

 

DECEPTION-DETECTION AND TRUST AS MAJOR ELEMENTS OF MATING-

RELEVANT BEHAVIOR  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A THESIS 

SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 

OF THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT NEW PALTZ 

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS 

FOR THE DEGREE OF 

MASTER OF ARTS IN PSYCHOLOGY 

 

 

 

 

 

By 

Briana R. Tauber 

 May 2014 

  



Notice: Signature Page Not Included 

 

This thesis has been signed and approved by the 

appropriate parties. 

The signature page has been removed from this digital 

version for privacy reasons. 

The signature page is maintained as part of the official 

version of the thesis in print that is kept in Special 

Collections of Sojourner Truth Library at SUNY New Paltz. 

SUNY New Paltz theses are copyright protected and may 

be used for education or personal research only.  

Reproduction or distribution in part or whole is 

prohibited without written permission from the author. 



 DECEPTION-DETECTION & TRUST IN MATING-RELEVANT BEHAVIOR 

iii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to thank my committee members Glenn Geher, Kathleen Geher, and Tabitha 

Holmes for all of their guidance throughout the thesis process.  It has been a pleasure working 

with each of you and I appreciate any advice you have provided to make this thesis what it is.  I 

would also like to acknowledge Raina Hafftka, Andrew Shimkus, Ana Cañas, and Rachael Cea, 

my research assistants, who worked tirelessly to code the qualitative data in this study.  I am 

grateful for my amazing friend, Jessica Fell, who read over my entire thesis and provided useful 

feedback.  Thank you for encouraging me to finish what I started.  Last, but for sure, not least, I 

would like to thank my mom, dad, and sister, Skye, for supporting me in everything I’ve ever 

done.  You have all been by my side throughout my entire academic career and without you, I 

would not be where I am today.  Thank you for always cheering me on in the sidelines, for 

reassuring me every step of the way, and for pushing me to be my best self.  



 DECEPTION-DETECTION & TRUST IN MATING-RELEVANT BEHAVIOR 

iv 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

I. Acknowledgements………………………………………………….…..….…. iii 

II. Abstract……………………………………………………………………….... vii 

III. Introduction…………………………………………………………………… 1 

Evolution and Human Mating…..…………………………………………. 1 

Theory of Sexual Selection………………………………………….… 1 

Parental Investment Theory….……………………………………..….. 3 

Life History Strategy Theory…..…………………………………......... 4 

Sexual Strategies / Strategic Pluralism…….…………………...…….... 6 

Connecting Mating with Intelligence…..……………………………...……8 

Mating Intelligence Defined………..………………………………...……. 9 

Measuring Mating Intelligence….……………………………………...….. 10 

Validation of the MI Scale………………………………………….….. 10 

Validation of the Construct………………...……………………….….. 11 

Current Study………………………………………………………….…... 11 

Goals of the Research.……………...……………………………….…. 12 

VIII. Methodology……………………………………………………………………... 12 

Phase I: Creating the Personal Ad Stimuli……………………………...….. 13  

Purpose……………………………………………………………...….. 13  

Participants…..…………………………………………………………. 13 

Measures……………………………………………………………….. 13 

Phase II: Selecting Ads to be Presented for Rating…..……………………. 16 

Purpose……………………………………………………………...….. 16  

Scoring…..………………………………………………..……………. 16 

Phase III: Rating the Ads and Detecting Mating-Relevant Deception…….. 19 

Purpose……………………………………………………………...….. 19  



 DECEPTION-DETECTION & TRUST IN MATING-RELEVANT BEHAVIOR 

v 

Participants…..…………………………………………………………. 20 

Measures……………………………………………………………….. 20 

IX. Results…………………………………………………………………………..…. 20 

Phase I Participants…………………….. ……………………………...….. 20 

Phase III Participants……………………………..…..…………………..... 23 

Deception-Detection as a Major Element of Mating……………….….. 23  

The Tendency to Trust as a Major Element of Mating…..….…………. 28 

X. Discussion………………………………………………………………………..… 36 

Predictors of Highly Rated Personal Ads…….………………………….... 36 

Deception-Detection as Major Elements of Mating-Relevant Behavior…... 38 

Deception-Detection…………………………………………...…….... 38  

Personality.………………………………………………………….…. 39 

IQ……...……………………………………………………………….. 39 

Mate-Deception Subscale…………………………………………..….. 40  

Sociosexuality/Promiscuity…..…………………………………...…….40 

The Tendency to Trust as Major Elements of Mating-Relevant Behavior... 40 

Tendency Toward Trust…………………………………………...….. 41 

Deception-Detection.…………………………………………………. 41 

Personality…………………………………………………………….. 41 

Mating Intelligence………………………………………………...….. 42  

Sociosexuality/Promiscuity...…..……………………………………….43 

Mate Value…………………………………………………………….. 43 

Future Research……………………………….………………………..….. 43 

Limitations……………………………..…….…………………………….. 45 

Implications / Conclusions….……………………..…..………………….. 46 

Bottom Line………..……………………….……………………………... 48 

XI. References…………………………………………………………………………. 49 



 DECEPTION-DETECTION & TRUST IN MATING-RELEVANT BEHAVIOR 

vi 

XII. Appendices…………………………………………………………………..……. 55 

 

 



 DECEPTION-DETECTION & TRUST IN MATING-RELEVANT BEHAVIOR 

vii 

ABSTRACT 

 

From an evolutionary perspective, there is nothing more important than mating and reproductive 

success.  According to modern evolutionary psychology, humans have evolved various adaptive 

mating-related traits, which include ideas based on parental investment theory (Trivers, 1972), 

life history strategy (Figueredo et al., 2006), strategic pluralism (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000), 

and sexual strategies (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) for reproductive success.  Mating intelligence (MI) 

can be defined as the cognitive processes (conscious or unconscious) that underlie successful 

mating-relevant interactions and outcomes (Geher & Kaufman, 2011).  It has been proposed that 

performance in MI can predict one’s likelihood of attracting a viable mate, thus predicting 

reproductive success (Geher, Miller, & Murphy, 2008).  However, currently only a self-report 

scale of MI exists (Geher & Kaufman, 2007).  Although this study was originally aimed to 

develop an ability-based measurement of MI (which would allow us to tap an individual’s actual 

abilities that may lead to reproductive success), exploratory analysis of the data proved to be 

most fruitful in the realm of mating-relevant deception-detection and correlates related to one’s 

tendency toward trusting others. 

   

Keywords: Evolution, Evolutionary Psychology, Human Mating, Mating Intelligence, Ability-

Based Measure, Deception-Detection, Trust 
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INTRODUCTION 

Evolution and Human Mating 

Mating and reproductive success are necessary elements to ensure the continuation of our 

genes into the future.  As David Buss (2002) has stated, “those in our evolutionary past who 

failed to mate, failed to become ancestors” (p. 47).  In other words, human mating (and mating in 

general) underlines Darwin’s bottom line of reproductive success and getting one’s genes into 

the future.  In order to achieve this goal, one must find a fertile mate, out-compete same-sex 

opponents when trying to attract a mate, fight off same-sex competitors who try to lure one’s 

mate away, prevent a mate from leaving, and successfully engage in the necessary behaviors 

required for conception, child-birth, and child-rearing (Buss, 2007).  An inability to engage in 

these behaviors prevents an individual from ensuring that his/her genes will survive in the future.  

Therefore, humans have evolved various adaptive mating strategies to successfully accomplish 

these tasks.  Over the last few years, evolutionary psychology has attempted to understand the 

complexities associated with human mating behavior (e.g., Buss, 2007; Gangestad, & Simpson, 

2000; Li, 2007).  Theories such as sexual selection, parental investment theory, life history 

strategy, and strategic pluralism and sexual strategies theory have all been used to explain and 

understand human mating. 

Theory of sexual selection.  Charles Darwin has been quoted as saying “The sight of a 

feather in a peacock's tail, whenever I gaze at it, makes me sick!” How could it be that the 

peacock’s vibrant and ostentatious plumage, surely a costly feature requiring enormous amounts 

of time and energy for care, has evolved and aided in its survival?  This question puzzled 

Darwin, for it went against everything he proposed in his theory of natural selection for the 

survival of the fittest.  This dilemma helped him to develop the theory of sexual selection to 
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describe how animals will go through extraordinary lengths to attract a mate and maximize their 

reproductive success. 

According to Darwin, sexual selection occurs through two processes.  The first, called 

intrasexual selection or same-sex competition, is when members of one sex (most often, but not 

always, males) compete with one another to gain access to a preferred mate of the opposite sex.  

Two male deer locking antlers in battle is one example of intrasexual selection (Buss & Schmitt, 

1993, Buss, 2007; Geher & Miller, 2008; Trivers, 1972).  The winner will gain access to 

preferential mates and the loser will likely fail to attain a mate.  Whatever qualities that led to 

success (e.g.,“good” genes) in intrasexual competition, whether it is physical strength or skills, 

will be passed on to future generations (as long as they are heritable to a degree).  Individuals 

who do not possess these characteristics, and who fail to attract and attain a mate, will not 

reproduce and will not pass down their undesirable genes. 

The second process, called intersexual selection, can be seen taking place between the 

two sexes, and occurs when members of one sex (usually the females) prefer members of the 

other sex who possess certain characteristics or qualities (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Buss, 2007; 

Geher & Miller, 2008; Trivers, 1972).  This process has led females to preferentially choose 

some males to mate with over others, and thus has guided evolutionary change – either by 

increasing the frequency of desired qualities or decreasing the frequency of undesired qualities 

(Buss, 2007). 

In sum, sexual selection will favor those who can out-compete their same-sex 

competitors for a desired mate, as well as those who possess certain qualities that are desired by 

a potential mate.  These individuals have a higher chance of being selected as a mate and are, 

thus, more likely to reproduce and bear offspring.  It is clear that males and females exhibit 
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differential mating psychologies and engage in different mating behaviors.  However, what is 

still uncertain is why males and females differ in this way.  Why is it that males are more often 

the competitive sex while females tend to be the “choosier” sex?  Trivers’ (1972) parental 

investment theory aims to explain this discrepancy. 

Parental investment theory.  Trivers’ (1972) parental investment theory states that the 

mating strategies among the two sexes differ because of differential relative parental investment 

needed to rear offspring to reproductive age.  According to Robert Trivers (1972), parental 

investment is “any investment by the parents in an individual offspring that increases the 

offspring’s chance of surviving (and hence reproductive success) at the cost of the parents ability 

to invest in other offspring” (p. 139).  In humans, females are the more heavily investing sex.  

Not only are egg cells larger and in lesser supply than are sperm cells, but fertilization and 

gestation occur internally to the female.  Females need to allocate a minimum of nine months for 

gestation of a fetus, must go through the birthing process, which in some situations may be life 

threatening to the female, and then must carry out additional parental investment once the child 

is born, such as breastfeeding (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Geary, Vigil, & Byrd-Craven, 2004; 

Trivers, 1972).  Also, while the woman is pregnant with one child, it is nearly impossible for her 

to become pregnant with another child.  Thus, females are limited in the number of offspring 

they can produce (Clutton-Brock & Vincent, 1991; Geary et al., 2004).  Males, on the other 

hand, are only required to provide initial parental investment, which is the contribution of sperm 

(Trivers, 1972).  Unlike females, males can impregnate multiple women in one day and are not 

limited in the number of potential offspring they can have (Clutton-Brock & Vincent, 1991; 

Geary et al., 2004).  Therefore, in humans, females are the higher investing sex to a considerable 

degree. 
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According to Trivers (1972), because of this differential parental investment where males 

invest almost nothing in their offspring, women are the more selective sex when it comes to 

choosing a mate.  Also, he argues that men are less discriminating and therefore should engage in 

more intrasexual competition for mates than women.  Here, it is demonstrated that relative 

parental investment is the driving force of sexual selection.  Males will engage in competition 

with other males for mates (intrasexual selection) and females will prefer certain qualities in 

males (intersexual selection).  Women will most likely engage in careful mate selection 

preferring males who will stay around to help her raise their child, provide food and shelter, and 

who will protect her and her offspring from external threats. 

Life history strategy theory.  Parental investment theory is not only closely linked to the 

theory of sexual selection but is greatly related to life history theory which describes how 

environmental conditions may influence mating strategy.  Life history theory posits that in order 

to produce the largest possible number of surviving offspring, individuals will display different 

mating strategies that are most adaptive to their environment (Figueredo et al., 2006; Figueredo, 

Vásquez, Brumbach, Sefcek, Kirsner, & Jacobs, 2005).  Trade-offs between the distribution of 

time, energy, and resources, and necessary life functions such as maintenance, growth, and 

reproduction  construct the development of one’s life history strategy (Brumbach, Figueredo, & 

Ellis, 2009; Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Hill, 1993).  Life history traits such as size and number 

of offspring, amount of investment per offspring, age of reproductive maturity, and time of first 

reproduction can be used in the analysis of life history strategy (Brumbach et al., 2009). 

For example, environments that may be characterized as unsafe, unstable, or 

unpredictable are more likely to encourage a short-term strategy.  In these conditions, organisms 

tend to exhibit rapid sexual development, high fertility, low parental investment, high infant 
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mortality, low inter-birth intervals, and shorter lives.  Furthermore, offspring are generally 

physically smaller in size, have less group cohesion, and are less competitive for resources.  

Those that follow this type of strategy tend to focus on offspring quantity rather than quality.  

Species such as rabbits follow this pattern of development because they evolved in environments 

in which these short-term strategies paid off.  These species are referred to as being r-selected 

(Figueredo et al. 2005; Geher & Kaufman, 2013). 

On the other hand, environments that are relatively safe, stable, and predictable allow for 

the retention of resources and long-term planning.  Organisms in these conditions tend to exhibit 

slower or  delayed sexual development, lower fertility, high parental investment, low infant 

mortality, high inter-birth intervals, and greater longevity.  Furthermore, they are generally 

physically larger in size, have high group cohesion, and have more intense competition for scarce 

resources.  Those species that follow this type of strategy tend to focuses on offspring quality 

instead of quantity.   Species such as elephants follow this pattern of development because they 

evolved in environments in which these long-term strategies paid off.  Such species, including 

humans, are referred to as being K-selected (Figueredo et al. 2005; Geher & Kaufman, 2013). 

Further, it is often noted that humans exhibit a combination of both slow life history 

strategies and fast life history strategies.  From an evolutionary perspective, it can be expected 

that those who live in crime-ridden neighborhoods, where homicide and crime are high, will live 

a fast life history strategy.  In these cases, it would be beneficial to mature at a younger age and 

to reproduce early in order to reduce the risk of dying before doing so.  It has been documented 

that there is an association between being involved in violence (as perpetrator or victim) and 

faster life history strategies.  These individuals tend to have first intercourse at a younger age, 

have multiple sexual partners, and show higher rates of adolescent pregnancy (e.g., Fergusson & 
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Woodward, 2000 as cited in Brumbach et al., 2009).  Safer neighborhoods on the other hand, 

will trigger a slower reproductive strategy in which individuals can afford to develop long-term 

relationships, think about long-term benefits, invest larger amounts of time and energy per child, 

and plan for their children’s future  (Brumbach et al., 2009).  A review of the relevant literature 

by Ellis (2004), provides evidence indicating that girls who grow up in homes without a father 

figure are more likely to experience menarche at a younger age (before age 12) compared to their 

female counterparts who grow-up in a home where a father figure is present.   

Thus, life history strategy theory is largely based on the values and costs of reproduction.  

However, cognitive, behavioral, and cultural traits are just as important to reproductive strategy 

as are biological factors when examining human mating.  Natural selection has favored ways for 

individuals to adjust their life history strategy to match the environment in which they are in 

(Figueredo et al., 2006).  Although these choices are not necessarily consciously made, being 

able to adapt to the appropriate life history strategy for one’s environment can be extremely 

beneficial for it may maximize one’s reproductive success. 

Sexual strategies / strategic pluralism.  Due to sexual selection and differential relative 

parental investment, men and women are hypothesized to have evolved different mating 

strategies.  It has been suggested that males are generally prone to a short-term mating strategy 

(brief affairs, one-night stands, temporary relationships, etc.) while females more often engage in 

a long-term mating strategy (long-term relationships, marriage, etc.).  Further, these differential 

sexual mating strategies theoretically exist to solve the various mating challenges men and 

women have faced in our evolutionary history (Buss & Schmitt, 1993).  Men who engage in 

short-term mating strategies, and who have a desire to mate with multiple women, might have a 

better chance of not only being able to assess a woman’s sexual accessibility and cues of fertility, 
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but may also have developed strategies for keeping time and investments to a minimum.  Using a 

short-term mating strategy, these males would be able to out-reproduce those men who have not 

successfully solved these problems (Buss, 1998).   Females who engage in a long-term mating 

strategy are more likely to find a mate who is willing to commit to a long-term relationship.  

These women are more likely to identify mates who not only have access to resources and 

encompass good parenting skills, but who are willing to invest in and protect the woman and her 

child (Buss, 1998).  A study conducted by Hald and Hogh-Olsen (2010) found that men, on 

average, were more likely than women to agree to not only accompany a complete female 

stranger to her place of living after just meeting her, but were also more likely to agree to go to 

bed with a female stranger after just meeting her.  Many other studies have indicated that males 

and females tend to utilize different mating strategies (e.g., Lippa, 2009; Petersen & Hyde, 2010; 

Schmitt, 2005).  These differential mating strategies between the sexes most likely have evolved 

because of differences in obligatory parental investment in offspring. 

However, sometimes it may be beneficial for women to engage in short-term strategies 

and for men to engage in long-term mating strategies.  Strategic pluralism suggests that the use 

of multiple behavioral strategies may be adaptive in certain environments and that both sexes 

utilize both mating strategies interchangeably depending on context (Buss & Schmitt, 1993).  

Men who engage in long-term mating strategies have a better change of ensuring paternity and 

can identify a woman with good parenting skills.  Also, these men are less likely to invest their 

time, energy, and resources into the offspring of other men (Buss, 1998).  Women who 

participate in short-term mating strategies can gain immediate resources for themselves and their 

children, especially if her regular mate is no longer with her due to disease, death, or a break-up.  

Women who engage in these strategies can also reap genetic benefits through mating with 
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superior men (Buss, 1998).  Thus, men and women engage in both types of mating strategies 

depending on context and the specific mating problems that may arise. 

Connecting Mating with Intelligence 

From an evolutionary perspective, human mating is arguably the most important 

behavioral domain seen across human cultures.  Not only is the act of mating a necessity to 

ensure reproductive success, but mating success is key to producing offspring who will someday 

produce children of their own and carry on the familial lineage.  Without successful mateships, 

we would not be here today.  It appears that human mating is made up of a plethora of complex 

mating strategies which have evolved over millions of years through natural and sexual selection.  

It is obvious that mating is much more than a sexual act between a man and a woman.  Rather, it 

is made up of higher-order cognitive processes used to identify and attain a fertile mate, out-

compete same-sex competitors, fight off same-sex competitors who try to lure one’s mate away, 

prevent a mate from leaving, and successfully engage in the necessary behaviors required for 

conception, child-birth, and child-rearing (Buss, 2007).  Although these mechanisms appear to be 

species-typical adaptations, some individuals are better at performing these tasks than others, 

indicating individual differences in adaptive functioning (Geher, Miller, & Murphy, 2008).  

Research on human mating and sexuality has left many questions unanswered.  For example, 

why are some people better equipped with these abilities to locate, attract, and mate with a 

suitable partner than others?  Why do we prefer some mates over others and how exactly do we 

deduce this information when searching for a mate? 

Until now, human intelligence has concentrated on judging individuals’ abilities to solve 

verbal questions, mathematical equations, and perform spatial tasks.  Only recently have social 

intelligence and emotional intelligence come into the horizon of intelligence research (Canter & 
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Kihlstrom, 1987; Salovey & Mayer, 1990 as cited in Geher, Miller, & Murphy, 2008).  This 

research has revealed much about the human mind and has aided in the development of the fields 

of developmental psychology, clinical psychology, and relationship research (e.g., Reader & 

Laland, 2002; George, 2000 as cited in Geher, Miller, & Murphy, 2008).  It has been argued that 

intelligence research needs to be expanded to investigate other areas of possible intelligence 

(Geher & Kaufman, 2013; Geher & Miller, 2008).  One such area includes our ability to 

successfully mate.  Bridging the gap between mating research and intelligence research has the 

potential to help us better understand human mating and sexuality and can allow us to uncover 

the answers to the questions above and more.  A construct called mating intelligence has been 

coined to explain the cognitive processes that underlie human mating behavior. 

Mating Intelligence Defined 

Mating intelligence (MI) encapsulates the cognitive processes (conscious or unconscious) 

that underlie successful mating-relevant interactions and outcomes (Geher & Kaufman, 2011).  It 

includes the ability to overcome the various challenges presented when trying to successfully 

attract a suitable mate.  As part of their construct, Geher and Kaufman (2011) suggest that both 

mental fitness indicators and cognitive mating mechanisms make up MI.  Mental fitness 

indicators are theorized to advertise phenotypic and/or genetic quality to a potential mate and 

should be highly correlated with other indices of genetic fitness such as body symmetry and 

fertility (Geher, Camargo, & O’Rourke, 2008).  Geoffrey Miller (2000) argues that creativity 

such as art, music, humor, and kindness, for example, are mental fitness indicators.  Mating 

mechanisms, on the other hand, are the mating-relevant cognitive processes which are ultimately 

used to attract a mate (Geher & Kaufman, 2011).  Mating mechanisms are comprised of various 

strategies that may be employed by individuals when trying to attain a viable mate.  In their MI 
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scale, Geher and Kaufman (2007) outline potential factors, or domains, of MI.  These domains 

include (a) cross-sex mind reading (awareness of a potential mate’s interests); (b) mating-

relevant self-deception (awareness of one’s own value as a mate); (c) mate-deception (ability to 

deceive and manipulate mates); (d) courtship display (ability to display behaviors that will attract 

a mate); (e) mating-relevant bias (for males, this would include sexual over-estimation - 

overestimating the extent to which females find them sexually attractive, and for females would 

be commitment skepticism - being wary of males’ intentions) (as cited in O’Brien, Geher, Gallup, 

& Kaufman., 2010; Geher & Kaufman, 2011).  

Geher and Kaufman’s (2007) MI scale examines both the individual differences in mental 

fitness indicators, as well as the mating mechanisms that males and females possess. It has been 

proposed that performance in these domains can predict one’s likelihood of attracting a viable 

mate, thus predicting reproductive success (Geher et al., 2008).  Evidence supporting this claim 

can be seen in O’Brien et al.’s (2010) study which found that responses on the self-report MI 

scale predicted reproductive behavior in males and females.  In males, higher scores of MI were 

associated with a larger number of sexual partners.  In females, not only was high MI associated 

with early sexual onset, but females with high MI engaged in more uncommitted sexual 

encounters (“hook-up”) with males who were good candidates for long-term relationships.  In 

both sexes, MI correlated with evolutionarily adaptive behaviors which could ultimately lead to 

reproductive success.     

Measuring Mating Intelligence 

Validation of the MI Scale.  The MI construct is still in its infancy and only a handful of 

studies have incorporated Geher and Kaufman’s (2007) self-report MI scale.  O’Brien, et al. 

(2010) were the first to conduct a study testing the scale’s validity and reliability.  They found 
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that while the scale possessed good external validity, the internal reliability of the scale was 

deemed inconsistent.  There was no evidence that MI can be measured using the domains 

originally outlined by Geher and Kaufman (2007).  Although each dimension did not present 

internal reliability, further analysis demonstrated that the total MI score possessed internal 

reliability and did indeed measure overall mating intelligence. 

Validation of the Construct.  O’Brien et al.’s (2010) study makes it clear that further 

analysis of this scale needs to be conducted to verify not only its validity and its ability to predict 

mating success, but to also assess to what extent this scale is separate and independent from 

other well-established constructs that may overlap (e.g., general intelligence, personality, etc.).  

Crosier, Geher, Garcia, and Kaufman (in review) found that after controlling for age, the five-

factor model of personality, and general intelligence (g), MI accounted for a significant portion 

of variance in mating success.  In other words, the scale demonstrated incremental validity; the 

MI construct tapped into something that those other concepts did not.  Crosier et al. (in review) 

state “Mating Intelligence is not a re-interpretation of g, it is an independent trait that guides 

strategy formation in human mating” (p. 22). 

The Current Study 

The current self-report scale of MI is a trait measure of mating intelligence.  Developing 

an ability-based measurement that could address a specific subset of MI would allow us to (a) tap 

into an individual’s actual ability to successfully know the thoughts of the opposite sex and (b) 

examine differences in mating-relevant deception.  It is easier for participants to misrepresent 

their actual MI, intentionally or not, on a self-report true or false scale, but it is much harder to 

deceive on a measure that tests actual behavior.  In cases where ability-based measures are used, 

participants have a harder time discerning what is being tested.  Thus, they are less likely to 
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exhibit response bias, and are also less likely to report inaccurate perceptions of themselves to 

the researchers.  A valid ability-based test of mating intelligence will present a more accurate 

representation of an individual’s mating intelligence and will provide more insight into human 

mating behavior.  While the research on self-report measures did not find these sub-facets as 

reliable, it is yet to be found if ability-based measures of these constructs will demonstrate 

internal reliability.  The following study, consisting of three phases, aimed to address these 

issues.  The primary goal was to create a valid ability-based measure of mating intelligence by 

tapping into certain domains of mating intelligence originally outlined by Geher and Kaufman 

(2007).  Although this study focused largely on the cross-sex mind reading and mate-deception 

facets of MI (through the development of personal ads by participants in Phase 1 and through the 

ratings of authenticity by participants in Phase 3), it also attempted to examine levels of 

courtship display behavior (through a qualitative analysis of the ads by judges in Phase 2).         

Goals of the Research.  The overall goal of this study was to create a valid ability-based 

measure of mating intelligence.   

1) It is hypothesized that scores on the ability-based measure should be positively correlated 

with scores on the self-report scale. 

2) Scores on the ability-based measure should be positively correlated with scores on the 

mating success scale.  

3) If goals 1 and 2 are met, then after controlling for age, g, and personality, the ability-

based measure of MI should indicate incremental validity in which MI is independent 

from these other constructs. 

METHODOLOGY 

 The current study consisted of three Phases and is as follows. 
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Phase 1: Creating the Personal Ad Stimuli 

Purpose.  The purpose of Phase 1 of this study was to have participants create personal 

ad stimuli for judges in Phase 2 and participants in Phase 3 to code.  Four separate possible 

ability-based MI scores of participants from Phase 1 were created by judges in Phase 2.  Further, 

a separate deception-ability score was created from the ratings given by the judges in Phase 3. 

Participants.  293 females and 101 males who were at least 18 years of age completed 

the online survey administered in Phase 1.  These participants were recruited from SUNY New 

Paltz and from the social media site, Facebook.    

Measures.  Participants were asked to complete a survey via SurveyMonkey
®

 which 

included a number of demographic questions (e.g., age, gender, sexual orientation) as well as a 

prompt leading to an open-ended writing task.  This task asked respondents to create two 

different personal advertisements as if they were genuinely trying to attract a partner via 

match.com.  The first ad was created with the goal of advertising themselves to a potential mate.  

The second ad was to be created by the participants from the perspective of a heterosexual 

individual of the opposite sex.  This second ad described their ideal, realistic, dream partner; in 

other words, an ad they would personally respond to.  For the researcher’s purposes, these two 

ads were classified as real and fake personal ads, respectively, which were eventually presented 

to a large group of raters in Phase 3.  In that phase, participants were asked to rate the quality of 

the ads and tried to determine which ads were real.  Participants writing these personal ads were 

explicitly asked not to disclose any personal information such as name, telephone number, and 

address as to remain anonymous.  These questions can be found in Appendix A.  The following 

scales were also included in the survey. 
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The Mating Intelligence Scale created by Geher and Kaufman (2007) was used to assess 

the self-reported abilities an individual possesses when it comes to mating.  There are two 

versions of this 24-item true / false scale, one for males and one for females.  Both scales tap into 

the five potential domains of MI previously mentioned.  For females, sample items included “I 

am usually right on the money about a man's intentions toward me” and “I attract many wealthy, 

successful men.”  For males, sample items included “I'm pretty good at knowing if a woman is 

attracted to me” and “I'm definitely near the top of the status totem pole in my social circles” (see 

Appendix B).  Reliability for the male scale is α = .774 and for the female scale is α = .570 

(O’Brien et al., 2010).       

General intelligence (g) was measured using a vocabulary subtest of The Army Alpha IQ 

Test (Yerkes, 1921).  This scale consists of 30 questions in which participants were provided a 

target word and were asked to select the correct synonym from a list of four response options 

(e.g., "Reply: 1) make 2) do 3) answer 4) come") (see Appendix C).  This scale has a reliability 

of α = 0.88 (Mayer, Caruso, & Salovey, 1999) 

The Mating Success Scale (Camargo, Geher, Fisher, & Arrabaca, 2013) was used to 

assess self-perceived mating success (see Appendix D).  This scale lists various actions one 

might preform while in a sexual relationship.  It asks participants to think about their most recent 

sexual relationship that lasted less than 1-month and their most recent sexual relationship that 

lasted more than 1-year and to indicate whether these partners have performed any of the actions 

while together.  Sample items include “let you in on a secret not many other people know” and 

“lied to you.”   

The Mini-K scale (Figueredo et al., 2006) was used to examine life-history strategy.  This 

scale is comprised of 20 questions on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = disagree strongly, 7 = 
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agree strongly).  Sample items include “While growing up, I had a close and warm relationship 

with my biological mother” and “I avoid taking risks” (see Appendix E).  This scale has an 

internal consistency reliability of α = 0.70 (Figueredo et al., 2006). 

The Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R) (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008) is 

used to assess one’s tendency to engage in casual, uncommitted sexual relationships.  This scale 

includes nine items which are answered on various rating scales.  Sample items include “With 

how many different partners have you had sex within the past 12 months?” and “In everyday life, 

how often do you have spontaneous fantasies about having sex with someone you have just 

met?” (see Appendix F).  The complete scale for global sociosexual orientation has a reliability 

of α = .83 (Penke, 2011).          

The Mate Value Inventory (MVI) (Kisner, Figueredo, & Jacobs, 2003) is used to assess 

self-perceived value as a mate.  This scale consists of 17 items each rated on a 7 point scale (1 = 

extremely low on this trait, 7 = extremely high on this trait).  Sample items include “ambitious, 

attractive body, good sense of humor, and responsible” (see Appendix G).  This self-rating MVI 

scale has an alpha of α = 0.88 (Kisner et al., 2003).    

The Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003) is used 

to assess an individual’s personality.  It measures the Big 5 personality traits (openness, 

conscientiousness, extrovertedness, agreeableness, and neuroticism).  This scale consists of 10 

items on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = disagree strongly to 7 = agree strongly).  Sample items 

include “I see myself as conventional, uncreative” and “I see myself as anxious, easily upset” 

(see Appendix H).  The alpha levels for the TIPI are 0.68, 0.40, 0.50, 0.73, and 0.45 for the 

extroversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness to experience 

scales respectively. 
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Phase 2: Selecting Ads to be Presented for Rating 

Purpose.  The primary goal of this phase was to distill the large number of ads created in 

Phase 1 to a manageable subset of real and fake ads that were presented to a large group of raters 

in Phase 3. 

Scoring.  After data from Phase 1 was collected, a small group of judges (three raters 

blind to which ads are real and fake), including members of the SUNY New Paltz Evolutionary 

Psychology lab, conducted a qualitative analysis of the personal ads assessing them for content.  

The coders in this phase had two primary goals.  The first was to distill the large number of ads 

created in Phase 1 to a manageable subset of real and fake ads that were eventually presented to 

a large group of raters in Phase 3 (these raters in Phase 3 were eventually charged with rating the 

quality of the ads and with trying to determine which ads are real).  The second goal was to 

assess them for content to create the ability-based MI scores.   

Four possible ability-based MI scores were calculated in hopes of at least one of them 

positively correlating with the self-report scale MI as well as with the mating success scale.  For 

the first score, the judges used criteria based on work by DeBacker, Braekman, and Farinpour 

(2007) who suggest that men and women differ in the traits they advertise to the opposite sex as 

well as in the traits they desire in partners (see Appendix I).  For instance, men tend to prefer 

personal ads written by women who are younger, attractive, and slim.  Women tend to prefer 

personal ads written by men who are older, possess resources, and are reliable.  Using the criteria 

set forth by DeBacker et al. (2007), the judges incorporated a weighted scoring system so that 

those traits that were reported as being highly desired were worth more points toward an overall 

ability-based MI score.  For example, according to the graphs in Appendix I, 48.6% of female 

advertisers expressed a desire for a wealthy man, 22% expressed a desire for an intelligent man, 
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and 17.2% express a desire for a tall man.  If in his personal advertisement a male respondent 

mentioned his level of wealth and his height but lacks any indication of his level of intelligence, 

then this particular respondent received 48.6 points (from the 48.6% of females who desire this 

attribute) for mentioning wealth and 17.2 points (from the 17.2% of females who desire this 

attribute) for mentioning height but failed to receive points for intelligence.   

The second and third ability-based scores were created based on the findings from Buss 

et al.’s (1990) study which examined the effects of culture and sex on mate preference.  Based on 

multiple studies by Buss using different samples, two Buss-related scoring indices were 

computed, as follows: (a) Buss et al. (1990) examined mate preferences from cultures on six 

continents around the world, compiling a ranked list of desirable attributes in a mate.  

Additionally, (b) Buss et al. (1990) created a separate list of desired attributes solely from 

individuals on the U.S.A mainland.  Buss’ international sample rankings (Appendix J) and 

U.S.A. mainland (Appendix K) variables were used to create these two possible ability-based MI 

scores.  Note that the U.S.A mainland rankings were included in this study because the majority 

of participants who completed the surveys were from this location.  Like DeBacker et al.’s 

(2007) work, Buss et al.’s (1990) findings suggest that overall, men and women place differential 

importance on certain characteristics found in the opposite sex.  For example, Buss et al.’s 

(1990) results indicate that males more than females, prefer mates who are physically attractive.  

Females, more than males, prefer mates who show ambition-industriousness and other signs of 

being able to attain resources/earnings.  A reversed-weighted scoring system was utilized here so 

that those attributes that are ranked higher will be of more value toward an individual’s MI score.  

In Buss et al.’s (1990) study, the 13 most valued attributes according to an international study as 

well as rankings from of the U.S.A. mainland are rank ordered in order of importance.  Personal 
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ads who indicated attributes that are of higher importance received more points than those that 

are ranked as of lower importance to the opposite sex.  If an ad written by a female mentioned 

that she was a kind individual with good heath, she would have received 13 points for 

mentioning her kindness and 10 points for mentioning her health.  This scoring was used because 

males in Buss et al.’s (1990) international population ranked kindness as the number one most 

desired attribute and health as the fourth most desired attribute. 

The fourth and final possible ability-based MI score was based on a checklist comprised 

of a compilation of the traits that have been deemed desirable by men and women as shown in 

DeBacker et al.’s (2007) and Buss’s (1990) work as well as other indications of desirable 

courtship display, such as any indication of creativity, athleticism, or artistic ability (Appendix 

L).  A simple checklist method was used for this score so that participants would gain a point if 

they mentioned any of the characteristics on the list.  If an ad had any indication what-so-ever of 

humor, one point was added to the participant’s ability-based MI score.  It is important to note 

that during the scoring process of these four possible ability-based scores, participants would 

only gain points toward their score if two of the three coders agreed that the participant 

mentioned a certain characteristic in his or her personal ad.   

 Once all of the ads were coded, the raters (recall that these included three independent 

and blind students who did not complete the study themselves) took a subset of these personal 

ads and presented them to participants in Phase 3.  The goal was to narrow the ads to a 

manageable subset of 20 ads, obtained from 10 participants (two ads from each participant – a 

real and a fake ad) from Phase 1, to present to those in Phase 3 -  five real and five fake ads 

written by females and five real and five fake ads written by males.  Each real and fake ad 

needed to be written by the same participant.  To narrow down these ads to a reasonable number, 
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all three raters were charged with independently deciding whether each ad they coded would be 

substantial enough to present to another group of participants - “substantial” meaning that the ad 

was more than just a sentence or two and contained enough content to allow the reader to get a 

sense of the writer.  Once all ads were coded, the three raters met and reviewed each individual 

ad for presentability.  Two out of the three coders needed to agree that a pair of ads was 

presentable.  Recall that these raters did not know which ads were real and which ones were 

fake.  They also did not know which ads belonged to the same person, which made this task even 

more difficult.  To further distill the large amount of personal ads produced in Phase 1, only 

participants who completed the survey in its entirety were candidates to be presented in Phase 3.  

Please note that ability-based MI scores for each participant in Phase 1 was not taken into 

account when attempting to distill these ads.   

To examine inter-rater reliability, correlations among the three raters for whether each ad 

was deemed “substantial” were computed. This variable was entered as a dichotomous variable 

(0 = not substantial; 1 = substantial). The analysis was done across all ads that were written. 

Three correlations were computed; one between raters 1 and 2 (r(313) = .56, p < .001), one 

between raters 1 and 3 (r(313) = .69, p <.001), and a third between raters 2 and 3 (r(313) = .67, p 

< .001). Note that each of these correlations is positive and significant; further, the mean of the 

correlations is .64.  After all coding was completed, the coders were successful in findings 20 ads 

that met our criteria to be presented to participants in Phase 3.      

Phase 3: Rating the Ads and Detecting Mating-Relevant Deception 

Purpose.  The purpose of Phase 3 was to have participants compute a mating-relevant 

deception ability score (a facet of MI) for participants from Phase 1.  The mate-deception 

detection ability and the tendency toward trust of participants in Phase 3 was also examined.       
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Participants.  218 females and 64 males who were at least 18 years of age completed a 

second online survey.  Of this, 102 participants (76 females and 26 males) rated all 20 

advertisements presented to them.  These participants were recruited from SUNY New Paltz and 

from the social media site, Facebook.    

Measures.  A second group of participants acted as another set of judges who were 

presented with a number of personal ads created from Phase 1.  These participants were asked to 

rate the ads for authenticity using a 5-point Likert-type scale.  These questions can be found in 

Appendix M.  Participants in Phase 3 completed these questions in a survey via SurveyMonkey
®
.  

They were also asked a variety of demographic questions and were asked to complete the same 

measures as were administered to those in Phase 1 of the study.  They are as follows: the Self-

Perceived Mating Intelligence Scale, the Alpha Army IQ Test, the Mating Success Scale, the 

Mini-K Scale, the Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R), the Mate Value Inventory 

(MIV), and the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) were also included in this survey.   

RESULTS 

Phase 1 Participants 

Factors predicted to be associated with ability-based MI, self-reported MI, and mating 

success were examined.  All ability-based MI scores computed for the real ads were positively 

inter-correlated with one another and all ability-based MI scores computed for the fake ads were 

positively inter-correlated with one another. See Table 1 for the correlations among the four 

ability-based MI scores created for the real ads and the fake ads.  Further, combined scores were 

created - one for the real ads, and one for the fake ads.  These scores were positively inter-

correlated with one another as well, r(82) =.31, p < .01.  Results generally did not support a clear 

confluence of correlations between the different markers of MI.   
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Further, mating-relevant deception ability was computed.  In relation to this study, 

mating-relevant deception was computed based on how skilled a participant in Phase 1 was at 

“tricking” a person in Phase 3 into believing that a fake ad was real, and how good they were at 

portraying a real ad as being true.  Recall, 10 participants (5 males and 5 females) from Phase 1 

were selected to have their personal ads (both real and fake) presented to individuals in Phase 3.  

In total, 20 ads were displayed in Phase 3.   However, a small sample size (N = 10) is believed to 

be a factor in the inconclusive results.   

Overall, none of the ability-based MI scores developed in this study positively correlated 

with the self-perceived MI score nor with the mating success scale.  Thus, as approached in the 

current research, results of this part of the study were unclear as to the effectiveness of a large-

scale ability-based measure of MI.  Additional analyses were conducted to examine whether the 

correlates were effective at detecting accurate mating-relevant self-presentations (real ads) 

versus fabricated presentations (fake ads). A core idea of mating intelligence is that these 

abilities should be basic elements of MI. 

Table 1. Correlations among the Four Possible Ability-Based MI Scores Created for Real and 

Fake ads. 

 

  

DeBacker 

Scoring
 1 

(Real)
 

Buss’ 

International 

Scoring
2 

(Real)
 

Buss’ 

U.S.A. 

Mainland 

Scoring
3 

(Real) 

Checklist 

Scoring
4 

(Real)
 

DeBacker 

Scoring
 1 

(Fake)
 

 

Buss’ 

International 

Scoring
2 

(Fake)
 

 

Buss’ U.S.A. 

Mainland 

Scoring
3 

(Fake)
 

Checklist 

Scoring
4 

(Fake)
 

Real Ads         

         

DeBacker 

Scoring
 1

 - - - - 

 

.05 

 

.18 

 

.04 

 

.10 

     84 84 84 84 

         

Buss’ 

International 

Scoring
2
 .55*** - - - 

 

 

.26* 

 

 

.31** 

 

 

.36** 

 

 

.35** 

 131    84 84 84 84 

         



 DECEPTION-DETECTION & TRUST IN MATING-RELEVANT BEHAVIOR 

22 

Table 1. Correlations among the Four Possible Ability-Based MI Scores Created for Real and 

Fake ads. 

 

 

DeBacker 

Scoring
 1 

(Real)
 

Buss’ 

International 

Scoring
2 

(Real)
 

Buss’ 

U.S.A. 

Mainland 

Scoring
3 

(Real) 

Checklist 

Scoring
4 

(Real)
 

DeBacker 

Scoring
1 

(Fake)
 

 

Buss’ 

International 

Scoring
2 

(Fake)
 

 

Buss’ U.S.A. 

Mainland 

Scoring
3 

(Fake)
 

Checklist 

Scoring
4 

(Fake)
 

Buss’ 

U.S.A. 

Mainland 

Scoring
3 

.51*** .65*** - - 

 

 

 

.22* 

 

 

 

.15 

 

 

 

.20 

 

 

 

.25* 

 131 131   84 84 84 84 

         

Checklist 

Scoring
4 

.48*** .67*** .66*** - 

 

.19 

 

.18 

 

.21* 

 

.41*** 

 131 131 131  84 84 84 84 

         

Fake Ads         

         

DeBacker 

Scoring
1
 .05 .26* .21* .19 

 

- 

 

- 

 

- 

 

- 

 84 84 84 84     

         

Buss’ 

International 

Scoring
2
 .18 .31** .15 .18 

 

 

.46*** 

 

 

- 

 

 

- 

 

 

- 

 84 84 84 84 98    

         

Buss’ 

U.S.A. 

Mainland 

Scoring
3 

.04 .36**  .20  .24*  

 

 

 

.49*** 

 

 

 

.75*** 

 

 

 

- 

 

 

 

- 

 84 84 84 84 98 98   

 
Checklist 

Scoring
4
 .10 .35** .25* .41*** 

 

.57*** 

 

.55*** 

 

.65*** 

 

- 

 84 84 84 84 98 98 98  

         

         

Note. The N for each correlation is presented below it.      

         

* p < .05         

** p < .01 

*** p < .001     

    

 

Key 
1 These scores were created based on the work by DeBacker et al (2007). Higher scores indicate the inclusion 
of more attributes desired by the opposite sex in an individual’s personal ad. Range = .3-142.2. 
2 These scores were created based on Buss et al.’s (1990) international rankings.  Higher scores indicate the 
inclusion of more attributes desired by the opposite sex in an individual’s personal ad.  Range = 0-199.   
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3 These scores were created based on Buss et al.’s (1990) U.S.A. mainland rankings.  Higher scores indicate the 
inclusion of more attributes desired by the opposite sex in an individual’s personal ad.  Range = 0-306.  
4 
These scores were created using a checklist method of a combination of attributes desired by men and women.  

Higher scores indicate the inclusion of more attributes desired by the opposite sex in an individual’s personal 
ad Range = 0-39. 

 

Phase 3 Participants 

 Once again, recall that in Phase 3, participants were presented with a subset of personal 

ads created by participants in Phase 1.  Phase 3 participants were asked to rate the ads for 

authenticity using a 5-point Likert-type scale.  The reason for this task was to create a deception 

ability score for individuals in Phase 1 (for those who created the ads) as well as a deception-

detection ability score for those in Phase 3 whose job was to detect which ads were authentic and 

which ads were fabricated.       

Deception-detection as a major element of mating.  Deception-detection ability was 

operationally defined as the ability to identify which ads were fake (fabricated self-presentations) 

and which ads were real (true self-presentations).  Correlational analyses were conducted to 

determine how factors such as gender, personality, IQ, scores on the adaptive mate-deception 

subscale of Geher and Kaufman’s (2008) MI self-report scale, and sociosexuality/promiscuity 

are related to the ability to detect mating-relevant deception.   

 Deception-Detection.  Correlational analyses revealed that the better an individual was at 

being able to detect the truth, the worse he/she was at detecting a lie or a fabricated self-

presentation of an individual from Phase 1, r(100) = -.45, p < .001.  Not only that, but this 

correlation (the relationship between being able to detect a true self-representation and a 

fabricated self-presentation) was stronger for men r(24) = -.64, p < .001 than it was for women 

r(74) = -.35, p < .01.  

 Personality.  Analyses indicated that the more conscientious a person was, the better 

he/she was a recognizing the truth, r(99) = .22, p < .05.  Correlations between personality and 
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deception-detection ability can be seen in Table 2.  Additionally, men who were extroverted 

were better at detecting a fabricated self-presentation (a fake ad), r(24) = .46, p < .05.  

Correlations among personality and deception-detection ability separated by gender can be seen 

in Table 3. 

Table 2. Correlations between Personality and Deception-Detection Ability. 

 

  Openness
3
 Conscientiousness

3
 Extroversion

3
 Agreeableness

3
 

Emotional 

Stability
3
 

      

Lie Detection
 1
 .04 -.10 .17 .04 -.05 

 101 101 101 101 101 

      

Truth Recognition
 2

 .03 .22* -.04 .02 -.03 

 101 101 101 101 101 

            

      

Note. The N for each correlation is presented below it.   

      

* p < .05      

** p < .01 

*** p < .001      

 

Key 
1 For lie detection (detection of fabricated self-presentations), high scores correspond to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was  fake (a fabricated self-presentation) Range = 1-5. 
2 For truth recognition (detection of true self-presentations), high scores corresponded to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was real or authentic (a true self-presentation) Range = 1-5.   
3 
For the traits of the Big Five, high scores correspond to individuals being high in the trait and low scores 

correspond to individuals being low in the trait.  Range = 1-5. 

 

 

Table 3. Correlations among Personality and Deception-Detection Ability, Separated by Gender. 

 

  Openness
3
 Conscientiousness

3
 Extroversion

3
 Agreeableness

3
 

Emotional 

Stability
3
 

Female      

      

Lie Detection
 1
 -.02 -.11 .05 .08 -.01 

 75 75 75 75 75 

      

 

Truth Recognition
 2

 .08 .22 -.04 -.003 -.09 

 75 75 75 75 75 
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Table 3. Correlations among Personality and Deception-Detection Ability, Separated by Gender. 

 

 Openness
3
 Conscientiousness

3
 Extroversion

3
 Agreeableness

3
 

Emotional 

Stability
3
 

Male      

      

Lie Detection
 1
 .17 -.04 .46* .01 -.09 

 

 26 26 26 26 26 

 

Truth Recognition
 2

 -.09 .24 -.26 .10 .19 

 26 26 26 26 26 

            

      

Note. The N for each correlation is presented below it.   

      

* p < .05      

** p < .01 

*** p < .001      

 

Key 
1 For lie detection (detection of fabricated self-presentations), high scores correspond to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was fake (a fabricated self-presentation) Range = 1-5. 
2 For truth recognition (detection of true self-presentations), high scores corresponded to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was real or authentic (a true self-presentation) Range = 1-5.   
3 
For the traits of the Big Five, high scores correspond to individuals being high in the trait and low scores 

correspond to individuals being low in the trait.  Range = 1-5. 

 

 IQ.  Using a one-tailed correlational analysis, results indicated that men with higher IQs 

were better at detecting the truth, r(24) = .36, p < .05.  Correlations between IQ and deception-

detection ability separated by gender, can be seen in Table 4. 

Table 4. Correlations between IQ and Deception-Detection Ability, Separated by Gender. 

 

                  IQ
3
                         

Female  

  

Lie Detection
 1
 .07 

 76 

  

Truth Recognition
 2

 .03 

 76 
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Table 4. Correlations between IQ and Deception-Detection Ability, Separated by Gender. 

 

 IQ
3
 

Male  

Lie Detection
 1
 -.11 

 26 

  

Truth Recognition
 2

 .36* 

 26 

  

 

Note. The N for each correlation is presented below it. 

 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 

*** p < .001 

Key 
1 For lie detection (detection of fabricated self-presentations), high scores correspond to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was fake (a fabricated self-presentation) Range = 1-5. 
2 For truth recognition (detection of true self-presentations), high scores corresponded to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was real or authentic (a true self-presentation) Range = 1-5.   
3 
For IQ, high scores correspond to individuals with high IQ and low scores correspond to individuals with low IQ.  

Range = 0-30. 

 

 Mate-deception subscale.  Using a one-tailed correlational analysis, results indicated that 

women who scored higher on the adaptive mate-deception subscale of Geher and Kaufman’s 

(2008) MI self-report scale were better at detecting the truth, r(63) = .22, p < .05.  Correlations 

between deception-detection ability and scores on the mate-deception subscale of the self-

perceived MI scale can be seen in Table 5. 

Table 5. Correlations between Mate-Deception MI Subscale and Deception-Detection Ability, 

Separated by Gender. 

 

  

Mate-

Deception
3
 

Female  

  

Lie Detection
 1
 -.09 

 64 

  

Truth Recognition
 2

 .22* 

 64 
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Table 5. Correlations between Mate-Deception MI Subscale and Deception-Detection Ability, 

Separated by Gender. 

 

 

Mate-

Deception
3
 

Male  

 

  

Lie Detection
 1
 .25 

 23 

  

Truth Recognition
 2

 .01* 

 23 

 

Note. The N for each correlation is presented below it. 

 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 

*** p < .001 

 

Key 
1 For lie detection (detection of fabricated self-presentations), high scores correspond to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was fake (a fabricated self-presentation) Range = 1-5. 
2 For truth recognition (detection of true self-presentations), high scores corresponded to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was real or authentic (a true self-presentation) Range = 1-5.   
3 
For the mate-deception subscale, high scores correspond to individuals being high in the trait and low scores 

correspond to individuals being low in the trait.  Range = 0-4. 

 

 Sociosexuality/Promiscuity.  Using a one-tailed correlational analysis, results indicated 

that women who reported having a high score on the desire facet of the sociosexuality scale were 

worse at detecting the truth, r(73) = -.22, p < .05.  The correlation among sociosexuality and 

deception-detection ability among males and females can be seen in Table 6. 

Table 6. Correlations among Sociosexuality and Deception-Detection Ability among Females 

and Males. 

 

  Behavior
3 

Attitude
3
 Desire

3
 Total

4
 

Female     

     

Lie Detection
1
 .09 -.03 .10 .06 

 75 75 75 75 

     

Truth Recognition
2
 -.13 .01 -.22* -.13 
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Table 6. Correlations among Sociosexuality and Deception-Detection Ability among Females 

and Males. 

 

 Behavior
3 

Attitude
3
 Desire

3
 Total

4
 

 75 75 75 75 

 

Male     

     

 

Lie Detection
1
 .03 -.01 -.19 -.07 

 25 26 26 26 

     

 

Truth Recognition
2
 .02 .21 .03 .10 

 25 26 26 26 

          

     

Note. The N of each correlation is presented below it.  

 
* p < .05 

** p < .01 

*** p < .001 

 

Key 
1 For lie detection (detection of fabricated self-presentations), high scores correspond to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was fake (a fabricated self-presentation) Range = 1-5. 
2 For truth recognition (detection of true self-presentations), high scores corresponded to individuals who 
were better at recognizing that an ad was real or authentic (a true self-presentation) Range = 1-5.   
3 For the four scales related to promiscuity (behavior, attitude, desire, and total), high scores correspond to 
individuals being high in the trait and low scores correspond to individuals being low in the trait.  Range = 0-
81. 
 

The tendency to trust as a major element of mating.  A trusting index was calculated 

for participants from Phase 3.  A tendency toward trust can be operationally defined as one’s 

propensity toward believing that a self-representation, whether it be fabricated or not, of an 

individual from Phase 1 is true.  A within-subjects t-test revealed that overall, participants were 

better at recognizing the real ads than they were at detecting the fake ads (M = 132.35, SD = 

15.46 and M = 112.24, SD = 16.31, t(101) = -7.50, p < .001).  Further, correlational analyses 

were conducted to determine how factors such as detection-deception ability, personality, self-
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report MI, sociosexuality/promiscuity, and mate value are related in individuals overall tendency 

toward trust. 

Trusting Index.  Three trusting indices were calculated – 1) the propensity to believe that 

a real ad was true, 2) the propensity to believe that a fake ad was true, and 3) an overall trusting 

index combing the two.  The overall trusting index had a reliability of α = .87.  There was a 

positive correlation between trusting something that was true and trusting something that was 

fabricated, r(100) = .48, p < .001. This particular result indicates that some individuals are 

overall more trusting than others are and exhibit this in various facets of life, this rating all ads as 

being truthful. See Table 7 for the correlations between trusting something that was true and 

trusting something that was fabricated.  This distribution of the tendency toward trusting others 

was normally distributed.  Further, this correlation (the relationship between trusting something 

that was true and trusting something that was fabricated) was stronger for males, r(24) = .66, p < 

.001 than for females, r(74) = .41, p < .001.  This correlation separated by gender can be seen in 

Table 8. 

Table 7. Correlations between the Tendency toward Trusting True Self-Representations and 

Fabricated Self-Representations. 

 

  

Trusting the 

Truth
1
 Trusting a Lie

2
 

Overall 

Tendency to 

Trust
3
 

    

Trusting the Truth
 1

 - - - 

    

    

Trusting a Lie
 2

 .48*** - - 

 102   

    

 
Overall Tendency to 

Trust
3 

.85*** .87*** - 

  102  102    
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Note. The N for each correlation is presented below it. 

    

* p < .05    

** p < .01 

*** p < .001    

Key 
1 For trusting the truth, high scores correspond to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being 
real when it was an authentic, true self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less 
likely to trust the representation of an authentic ad.  Range = 1-5. 
2 For trusting a lie, high scores corresponded to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being real 
when in fact, it was a false self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less likely to 
trust the representation of a fabricated ad.  Range = 1-5.   
3 For the overall tendency to trust, high scores correspond to an individual’s tendency to trust regardless of whether 

the ad was true or fabricated.  Low scores indicated an individual as being less trusting regardless of the 

representation of an ad.  Range = 1-5. 

 

Table 8. Correlations among the Tendency toward Trusting True Self-Representations and 

Fabricated Self-Representations, Separated by Gender. 

 

  

Trusting the 

Truth
1
 Trusting a Lie

2
 

Overall 

Tendency to 

Trust
3
 

Female    

    

Trusting the Truth
 1

 - - - 

 

    

Trusting a Lie
 2

 .41*** - - 

 76   

    

 
Overall Tendency to 

Trust
3 

.83*** .85*** - 

  76  76   

    

Male    

    

Trusting the Truth
 1

 - - - 

    

    

Trusting a Lie
 2

 .66*** - - 

 26   

    

 
Overall Tendency to 

Trust
3 

.91*** .91*** - 

  26  26   

    

Note. The N for each correlation is presented below it. 
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* p < .05    

** p < .01 

*** p < .001    
 

Key 
1 For trusting the truth, high scores correspond to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being 
real when it was an authentic, true self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less 
likely to trust the representation of an authentic ad.  Range = 1-5. 
2 For trusting a lie, high scores corresponded to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being real 
when in fact, it was a false self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less likely to 
trust the representation of a fabricated ad.  Range = 1-5.   
3 For the overall tendency to trust, high scores correspond to an individual’s tendency to trust regardless of whether 

the ad was true or fabricated.  Low scores indicated an individual as being less trusting regardless of the 

representation of an ad.  Range = 1-5. 
 

Deception-detection.  Correlational analyses revealed that the more trusting an individual 

was, the worse he/she performed on detecting a fabricated self-presentation, r(100) = -.68, p < 

.001 and in return, the better he/she performed on recognizing a true self-presentation.  In other 

words, those individuals who were more trusting rated all ads as being truthful and thus 

performed poorly on detecting the fake ads.  The correlations among an individual’s tendency 

toward trust and performance on deception-detection can be seen in Table 9.  

Table 9. Correlations among an Individual’s Tendency toward Trust and Performance on 

Deception-Detection. 

 

  

Lie 

Detection
4 

Truth Recognition
5 

   

Trusting the Truth
 1

 -.33** .84*** 

 102 102 

   

Trusting a Lie
 2

 -.83*** .38*** 

 102 102 

 
Overall Tendency to 

Trust
3 

-.68*** .70*** 

  102  102  

   

   

Note. The N for each correlation is presented below it. 
   

* p < .05   

** p < .01 

*** p < .001   
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Key 
1 For trusting the truth, high scores correspond to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being 
real when it was an authentic, true self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less 
likely to trust the representation of an authentic ad.  Range = 1-5. 
2 For trusting a lie, high scores corresponded to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being real 
when in fact, it was a false self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less likely to 
trust the representation of a fabricated ad.  Range = 1-5.   
3 For the overall tendency to trust, high scores correspond to an individual’s tendency to trust regardless of whether 

the ad was true or fabricated.  Low scores indicated an individual as being less trusting regardless of the 

representation of an ad.  Range = 1-5. 
4 For lie detection (detection of fabricated self-presentations), high scores correspond to individuals who 
were better at recognizing when an ad was a fake (a fabricated self-presentation) Range = 1-5. 
5 For truth recognition (detection of true self-presentations), high scores corresponded to individuals who 
were better at recognizing when an ad was real or authentic (a true self-presentation) Range = 1-5.   
 

Personality.  Women who were more conscientious were more trusting, r(73) = .27, p < 

.06.  However, men who reported as being less extroverted were more trusting in general, r(24) = 

-.40, p < .05.  Table 10 shows the correlations among the Big 5 personality traits and the 

tendency toward trust separated by gender.  

Table 10. Correlations among Personality and the Tendency toward Trust, Separated by Gender. 

 

  Openness
4
 Conscientiousness

4
 Extroversion

4
 Agreeableness

4
 

Emotional 

Stability
4
 

Female      

      

Trusting the Truth
 1

 .11 .28* -.02 .05 -.003 

 75 75 75 75 75 

      

Trusting a Lie
2
 .10 .17 -.01 .01 .05 

 75 75 75 75 75 

 
Overall Tendency to 

Trust
3 

.13 .27* -.02 .04 .03 

 75 75 75 75 75 

      

Male      

      

Trusting the Truth
 1

 -.17 .37 -.24 .24 .30 

 26 26 26 26 26 

      

Trusting a Lie
 2

 -.25 .27 -.50* .29 .29 

 26 26 26 26 26 

      

 Overall Tendency 

to Trust
3 

-.23 .35  -.40*  .29  .32  

 



 DECEPTION-DETECTION & TRUST IN MATING-RELEVANT BEHAVIOR 

33 

Table 10. Correlations among Personality and Tendency toward Trust, Separated by Gender. 

 

 Openness
4
 Conscientiousness

4
 Extroversion

4
 Agreeableness

4
 

Emotional 

Stability
4
 

 26 26 26 26 26 

      

      

Note. The N for each correlation is presented below it.   

      

* p < .05      

** p < .01 

*** p < .001      

 

Key 
1 For trusting the truth, high scores correspond to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being 
real when it was an authentic, true self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less 
likely to trust the representation of an authentic ad.  Range = 1-5. 
2 For trusting a lie, high scores corresponded to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being real 
when in fact, it was a false self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less likely to 
trust the representation of a fabricated ad.  Range = 1-5.   
3 For the overall tendency to trust, high scores correspond to an individual’s tendency to trust regardless of whether 

the ad was true or fabricated.  Low scores indicated an individual as being less trusting regardless of the 

representation of an ad.  Range = 1-5. 
4 
For the traits of the Big Five, high scores correspond to individuals being high in the trait and low scores 

correspond to individuals being low in the trait.  Range = 1-5. 

 

Mating Intelligence.  Women with a higher self-perceived MI were more trusting, using 

a one-tailed correlational analysis, r(73) = .19, p < .05.  The correlations among MI and tendency 

toward trust can be seen in Table 11. 

Table 11. Correlations among MI and the Tendency to Trust  

 

  Male MI
4 

Female MI
4 

   

Trusting the Truth
 1

 .07 .13 

 24 77 

   

 

Trusting a Lie
 2

 -.11 .19 

 24 77* 

   

Overall Tendency to 

Trust
3 

-.02 .19 

  24  77*  

   

   

Note. The N of each correlation is presented below it. 
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* p < .05   

** p < .01 

*** p < .001   

Key 
1 For trusting the truth, high scores correspond to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being 
real when it was an authentic, true self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less 
likely to trust the representation of an authentic ad.  Range = 1-5. 
2 For trusting a lie, high scores corresponded to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being real 
when in fact, it was a false self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less likely to 
trust the representation of a fabricated ad.  Range = 1-5.   
3 For the overall tendency to trust, high scores correspond to an individual’s tendency to trust regardless of whether 

the ad was true or fabricated.  Low scores indicated an individual as being less trusting regardless of the 

representation of an ad.  Range = 1-5. 
4 
For Mating Intelligence, high scores correspond to individuals with high Mating Intelligence and low scores 

correspond to individuals with low Mating Intelligence.  Range = 0-24. 

 

Sociosexuality/Promiscuity.  Women who reported as scoring higher on the behavior 

facet of the sociosexuality scale were less trusting overall, r(73) = -.23, p < .05.  Correlations 

among sociosexuality and a tendency toward trust among males and females can be seen in 

Table 12. 

Table 12. Correlations among Sociosexuality and the Tendency to Trust among Females and 

Males. 

 

  Behavior
4 

Attitude
4
 Desire

4
 Total

4
 

Female     

     

Trusting the Truth
1
 -.23 -.01 -.23* -.18 

 75 75 75 75 

     

Trusting a Lie
2
 -.17 -.01 -.08 -.09 

 75 75 75 75 

     

 
Overall Tendency to 

Trust
3 

-.23* -.01 -.18 -.16 

 75 75 75 75 

     

Male     

     

Trusting the Truth
1
 -.05 .03 -.16 -.09 

 25 26 26 26 

     

Trusting a Lie
2
 -.12 -.22 -.06 .18 
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Table 12. Correlations among Sociosexuality and the Tendency to Trust among Females and 

Males. 

 

 Behavior
4 

Attitude
4
 Desire

4
 Total

4
 

     

 25 26 26 26 

     

Overall Tendency to 

Trust
3 

-.09 -.10 -.12 -.15 

 25 26 26 26 

          

     

Note. The N of each correlation is presented below it.  

     

* p < .05     

** p < .01 

***p < .001     

 

Key 
1 For trusting the truth, high scores correspond to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being 
real when it was an authentic, true self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less 
likely to trust the representation of an authentic ad.  Range = 1-5. 
2 For trusting a lie, high scores corresponded to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being real 
when in fact, it was a false self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less likely to 
trust the representation of a fabricated ad.  Range = 1-5.   
3 For the overall tendency to trust, high scores correspond to an individual’s tendency to trust regardless of whether 

the ad was true or fabricated.  Low scores indicated an individual as being less trusting regardless of the 

representation of an ad.  Range = 1-5. 
4 For the four scales related to promiscuity (behavior, attitude, desire, and total), high scores correspond to 
individuals being high in the trait and low scores correspond to individuals being low in the trait.  Range = 0-
81. 

Mate Value.  Those who reported as having higher self-perceived mate values were 

found to be more trusting overall, using a one-tailed correlational analysis, r(99) = .19, p < .05.  

The correlation among self-perceived mate value and a tendency to trust can be seen in Table 13. 

Table 13. Correlations among Self-Perceived Mate Value and the Tendency to Trust  

 

  Mate Value
4 

  

Trusting the Truth
 1

 .24* 

 101 

  

Trusting a Lie
 2

 .09 

 101 

  

Overall Tendency to 

Trust
3 

.19* 

  101  
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Note. The N of each correlation is presented below it. 
  

* p < .05  

** p < .01 

*** p < .001  

Key 
1 For trusting the truth, high scores correspond to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being 
real when it was an authentic, true self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less 
likely to trust the representation of an authentic ad.  Range = 1-5. 
2 For trusting a lie, high scores corresponded to individuals who were more likely to trust an ad as being real 
when in fact, it was a false self-representation.  Low scores represented individuals who were less likely to 
trust the representation of a fabricated ad.  Range = 1-5.   
3 For the overall tendency to trust, high scores correspond to an individual’s tendency to trust regardless of whether 

the ad was true or fabricated.  Low scores indicated an individual as being less trusting regardless of the 

representation of an ad.  Range = 1-5. 
4 

For mate value, high scores correspond to individuals being high in the trait and low scores correspond to 

individuals being low in the trait.  Range = 1-7. 
 

DISCUSSION 

 While this study was originally aimed at developing an ability-based measure of mating 

intelligence, it instead proved primarily to be useful in revealing information about other 

important factors related to mating, such as deception-detection and one’s tendency toward trust.  

Further, due to the ability-based nature of this study, the results are both strong and convincing.    

Predictors of Highly Rated Personal Ads 

 Appendices I, J, K, and L show the criteria used to formulate the four possible ability-

based mating intelligence scores.  As it turns out, none of these scores were significantly 

correlated with the self-perceived MI scale nor with the mating success scale (MSS).  This 

pattern indicates that the attributes of what men and women look for in a mate (as indicated by 

Buss et al. (1990) and DeBacker et al. (2007)) that were used in this study, may not be valid 

predictors of MI.  It is possible that these factors outlined by Buss et al. (1990) and DeBacker et 

al. (2007) are not valid predictors of an ability-based measurement for mating intelligence, 

especially when displayed in personal ads.  Perhaps the ability to display these attributes 

contributes little to an individual’s ability to attract and maintain a mate.  Another explanation 
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why significance was not found could be that these factors are, indeed, important aspects of 

mating behavior however, the current self-perceived MI scale and the MSS do not properly 

measure MI in this particular phase of mating.  Note that personal advertisements are typically 

used to attract and court a mate.  It is possible that MI is fluid - not static - and changes through 

the span of a relationship as mating strategy does.  Further, personal advertisements are relatively 

novel within the realm of human evolution.  Personal ads are a “modern” way of attracting a 

potential mate.  There may be a mismatch between the tactics we currently use to court mates 

(i.e., personal ads) as opposed to how our ancestors may have courted mates.  This mismatch 

may provide another explanation for why personal advertisements were not significantly 

correlated to MI and mating success.  

 Lastly, it is possible that an individual’s ability-based MI is not related to how likely an 

individual is to successfully attract a mate in reality.  For example, confidence might act as a 

mediator of MI.  Perhaps if in an individual is confident in his/her mating skills, even if his/her 

ability-based MI is low on paper, he/she will still outperform his/her high-MI counterparts 

because in reality, confidence trumps MI score.  In reality, self-perception may influence actual 

ability more so than MI from an established measure does.  Further, it is possible that ability and 

perception predict different things when it comes to mating.  These concepts should be explored 

more thoroughly. The current research included measures that varied dramatically in terms of 

being perceptual versus ability-based. It may well be that when it comes to measuring mating 

intelligence, perceptual-based markers of MI predict perceptual-based outcomes and ability-

based markers predict ability-based outcomes. Which kind of operational definition of MI is 

actually “most important” is something that future research will have to flesh out.  



 DECEPTION-DETECTION & TRUST IN MATING-RELEVANT BEHAVIOR 

38 

In the future, new scales need to be created to take into consideration the different stages 

of the mating process.  For instance, creating different MI scales to measure MI in the “courting 

phase” of mating success versus MI in later phases once a mate has been attained (i.e., 

maintaining a mate for reproductive success), may prove to be beneficial in understanding MI 

and human mating behavior.  MI as a fluid construct would be in line with the ideas of strategic 

pluralism (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000) and sexual strategies (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) where 

individuals tend to exhibit a multitude of behavioral routes that can lead to reproductive success.  

This approach may include exhibiting different behaviors, not only depending on whether an 

individual is employing a short-term or a long-term mating strategy, but also employing different 

behaviors or strategies throughout various stages of the mating game.  The MI and the MSS scale 

may not take this possibility into consideration and thus were not positively correlated with the 

ability-based MI scores for this reason.  Further, MI should be studied throughout different 

cultures around the world where different courtship behaviors are exhibited.  This type of study 

might help get around the mismatch of courting behavior found in modernized cultures. 

Deception-Detection as a Major Element of Mating-Relevant Behavior 

 The ability to identify which ads were fake (fabricated self-presentations) and which ads 

were real (true self-presentations) relied on several factors such as the individual’s gender, 

personality, IQ, his/her score on the adaptive mate-deception subscale, and level of promiscuity. 

  Deception-detection. The better an individual was at being able to detect the truth (real 

ad), the worse he/she was at detecting a lie (a fabricated self-presentation) and vice versa.  It 

appears that, generally, individuals do not possess the ability to discern both, but rather 

individuals are “skilled” in one area or the other.  It appears that individuals hold either an all-

encompassing optimistic (successfully recognizing the truth) or a complete pessimistic 
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(successfully detecting the deception) view of what they are presented with.  This trend may 

explain why participants were “skilled” in only one area or the other.  Further, the gap between 

being able to identify the truth and the lie was stronger for men than it was for women.  It 

appears that while both genders have a difficult time possessing the ability to detect both truths 

and lies, men have an even harder time being able to do both.  

Personality.  Additionally, the more conscientious a person was, the better he/she was at 

recognizing the truth.  One explanation for this finding may be that those who are conscientious, 

and who are more careful and cognizant of their actions, may have a keener eye and are more 

likely to recognize when they are faced with a true self-representation (something that is 

truthful).  It could be that these individuals took more time on the task at hand and were thus able 

to recognize when an ad was real.  However, it is unexplained why those who were 

conscientious were not better at detecting the lie.  This finding may indicate that there are two 

separate cognitive processes occurring when presented with the truth rather than a fabrication.   

Moreover, it was found that men who were extroverted were better at detecting a 

fabricated self-representation.  Perhaps, men who are extroverted are more likely to lie 

themselves; thereby, better able at detecting liars (fabricated self-representations).  Or maybe 

because they are extroverts, they have more experience with people and thus more experience 

with liars.  This experience may have allowed these extroverted men to gain the “skill” to detect 

lies.  No other personality facets were correlated with the detection of the truth or a fabricated 

lie.   

 IQ. Men with higher IQs were better at detecting the truth.  While this finding makes 

sense from the perspective that the more intelligent a person, the better his/her performance on a 

variety of other tasks, it does not explain why men with higher IQs were not proficient in 
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detecting the lie nor does it explain why women with higher IQs were not better at detection.  

Again, this result may be due to a) the detection of a lie and the recognition of the truth require 

different cognitive processes or b) men and women tend to differ in the cognitive tasks in which 

they are proficient (see Kimura, 1992).   

 Mate-deception subscale.  Women who scored higher on the adaptive mate-deception 

subscale of Geher and Kaufman’s (2008) self-report MI scale were better at detecting the truth.  

This finding was expected since the mate-deception subscale and the ability to actually detect 

deception should be intercorrelated.  However, once again, this result does not explain why 

higher scores on the mate-deception subscale were not correlated with the ability to detect the 

fabricated self-representations.  This outcome may also be due to different cognitive processes 

involved when recognizing truths and detecting lies. 

   Sociosexuality/Promiscuity.  Women who reported having a high desire for 

promiscuity were worse at detecting the truth.  In a study by Peterson, Geher, and Kaufman 

(2011), results indicate that sociosexuality and conscientiousness are negatively correlated.  

Perhaps, women who are sociosexually unrestricted are not as conscientious as their 

sociosexually restricted conscientious counterparts are, and are thus not as skilled in recognizing 

the truth.  This explanation would be in line with the finding that conscientious individuals were 

better at truth recognition (see above).  Perhaps these women are generally more pessimistic and 

were weary even when presented with the truth.   

The Tendency to Trust as a Major Element of Mating-Relevant Behavior 

Information related to an individual’s tendency to trust was also revealed through this 

study.  Factors such as the individual’s gender, personality, MI, promiscuity, and mate value 

were factors related to an individual’s likelihood of trusting another individual. 
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Tendency toward trust.  In general, participants were better at recognizing the real ads 

than they were at detecting the fake ads.  This result indicates that in general, most do not notice 

when they are being lied to and are unable to distinguish whether or not they are being presented 

with a fabricated statement or a true one.   

Further, overall, individuals were consistent when it came to trust.  Those who were 

trusting of something that was true were also trusting of something that was fabricated.  

Additionally, this relationship between trusting something that was true and trusting something 

that was fabricated was stronger for males than it was for females.  This indicates that overall, 

males are more trusting than females.  This outcome is consistent with previous findings of trust 

among men and women which indicate that men trust others more than do women (Buchan, 

Croson, & Solnick, 2008).  

Deception-detection.  The more trusting an individual was, the worse he/she performed 

on detecting a fabricated self-presentation (fake ad) and, the better he/she performed on 

recognizing a true self-presentation (real ad).  This finding indicates that there is a positivity bias 

where the more trusting an individual is, the less likely he/she is at detecting deception.     

Personality.  Women who were more conscientious were more trusting.  This is an 

interesting finding because one would believe that those who are more conscientious would 

make decisions slowly and deliberately in a planned fashion (McCrae & Costa, 1999; McCrae & 

John, 1992), and would be a bit more discriminating when it comes to trusting other individuals.  

One would think that conscientious individuals would have a lower disposition toward trust.  

However, when it comes to trusting personal ads, which implicitly primes participants to think 

about romantic relationships, it is possible that conscientious individuals become more impulsive 

and less discerning when judging whether something is truthful.  Perhaps in cases such as this, 
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individuals become eager and excited when thinking about romantic relationships, which 

blinds/inhibits accurate judging of the truth.  Additionally, it is possible that this study primed 

participants to think of their own relationships which may have influenced their responses and 

tendency to trust others.  For instance, if a participant has had a majority of good relationships, or 

is currently in a positive relationship, he/she might be more trusting and this more likely to rate 

ads a more positively.    

Men, on the other hand, who were less extroverted (more introverted) were more trusting.  

Again, this is inconsistent with previous findings which indicate that extraverts are more likely to 

trust than introverts (Merritt & Ilgen, 2008).  However, it is possible that when it comes to 

personal ads, different rules may apply.  In this case, extroverts may be less trusting and 

introverts may be more trusting.  After all, in this situation where individuals were not face to 

face and were likely in a room and on a computer by themselves, introverts were more in their 

element.  Introverts tend to draw energy when they are alone (McCrae, & Costa, 1987) and thus 

may have had a higher propensity toward trust in this situation. 

 Mating Intelligence.  Women with a higher self-perceived MI were more trusting.  

Perhaps this trait increases an individual’s likelihood to trust others.   However, this finding does 

not explain why men with higher MI scores do not act in the same fashion as do women.  This 

result may be due to different cognitive processes between men and women involved with trust.  

For example, previous studies have revealed sex differences in life history strategy (K-strategy).   

Low-K characteristics tend to manifest as short-term thinking, which tends to dominate the male 

strategy, whereas high-K characteristics lends itself to long-term thinking which relates to a 

predominately female strategy (Figueredo et al., 2006).  Life history strategy is highly related to 

parental investment, which also indicates differences among the sexes (see Trivers (1972)).      
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 Sociosexuality/Promiscuity.  Women who reported as behaving in more promiscuous 

ways were less trusting.  It is possible these women are less trusting based on their experience 

with other individuals.  Promiscuous individuals have more sexual partners and may have been 

hurt multiple times in the past, thus making them less trustful.   

Furthermore, this finding relates heavily with attachment theory and attachment styles 

proposed by John Bowlby and later developed by Mary Ainsworth (Bretherton 1992).  

According to previous studies, those who are sociosexually unrestricted (more promiscuous) are 

more likely to have an avoidant attachment style (Brennan & Shaver, 1995).  Further, those with 

avoidant attachment styles tend to be less trusting of others (Hazan & Shaver, 1987).  These 

studies are consistent with the findings that promiscuous individuals tended to be more trusting 

of others.  It appears that attachment style, which develops in infancy, is connected to both an 

individual’s willingness to engage in sexual behaviors as well as an individual’s tenancy to trust.   

Mate Value.  Lastly, those who reported having higher self-perceived mate values were 

found to be more trusting.  Perhaps those who are more trusting believe that they have a higher 

value as a mate.  It is important to keep in mind that correlation does not imply causation.  So, it 

is difficult to assess which direction these two variables go and whether one causes the other or 

whether they happen to occur together.  

Future Research 

Although this study indicates that the attributes listed by Buss et al. (1990) and DeBacker 

et al. (2007) are not necessarily accurate predictors of MI when incorporated into personal ads, 

future research should explain other possible characteristics presented by men and women that 

are viewed as sexually attractive (e.g., humor and creativity).  Miller (2000) proposes that these 

are examples of mental fitness indicators.  In fact, the Evolutionary Psychology Lab at SUNY 
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New Paltz has begun a study aimed at researching the use of humor in the personal ads collected 

from this study.  This new humor study will be especially useful in uncovering information 

related to MI because performance-based information about the ads has been collected.   

Further, future research would benefit from delving further into the various stages related 

to mating.  For example, different mating tactics may be used to court a mate, while other 

strategies might be used to retain a mate.  Again, this thinking is in line with strategic pluralism 

(Gangestad & Simpson, 2000) and sexual strategies (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) where individuals 

tend to exhibit a multitude of behavioral routes that can lead to reproductive success.  These 

differential strategies may be one reason why this study was unable to create an ability-based 

measure that was positively correlated with the self-report MI scale and the MSS.  It is possible 

that the MI scale and the MSS do not take into consideration these beginning stages of romantic 

relationships which is exactly what personal ads are aimed to do; their purpose is to attract a 

mate to begin the process required for successful reproductive success.   

Additionally, it appears that attachment style may play a large role in deception-detection 

ability and the tendency to trust others.  Future research would benefit from examining these 

characteristics while also including attachment measures.  Perhaps this addition will reveal more 

answers about deception-detection and trust in mating-relevant behavior.   

Lastly, MI should be studied in different cultures around the world where different 

courtship behaviors may be exhibited.  A cultural study might help get around the mismatch of 

courting behavior found in modernized cultures.  These are just a few examples of future 

research possibilities in this field.   
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Limitations  

 As is the case with any study, this one is not without its limitations.  One of the largest 

limitations of this study was the small sample size (N = 10) of personal ads presented to 

participants in Phase 3 of the study.  Recall, 10 participants (5 males and 5 females) from Phase 

1 were selected to have their personal ads (both their real and fake ads) presented to individuals 

in Phase 3 to rate for authenticity.  In total, only 20 ads, created by 10 participants, were 

displayed in Phase 3.  However, this small sample of personal ads, which was presented to Phase 

3 participants, was not large enough to collect enough data to make reliable conclusions related 

to deception ability.  It would be ideal to present hundreds of authentic and fabricated ads to 

hundreds of participants to collect as much information as possible related to deception ability 

and deception-detection.  However, it would take eons to collect all of the data.   

 Another limitation relates to the medium of the personal ads themselves.  With personal 

advertisements, individuals do not see each other face to face – there is a lot of emotion missing 

in personal ads and an individual’s personality does not always shine through.  The implicit 

medium of personal ads may be one reason why significance was not found with MI as well as 

why some of the findings were unexpected (e.g., an individual who was more conscientious was 

better at recognizing the truth but was not better at detecting the lie).  

 Additionally, the ecological validity of this study may be questionable.  The demographic 

/ generation of the participants who wrote and rated the personal ads (M = 22.77, SD = 7.93 and 

M = 21.25, SD = 4.40. respectively) are not the typical group who would be writing and rating 

personal ads.  Personal advertisements are usually created by and examined by older individuals.  

Something such as an individual’s Facebook profile might have been a more accurate portrayal 
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of what individuals in the age group available in this particular study would normally use to 

assess or attract a potential mate.   

Further, this survey was predominantly administered to individuals in the United States.  

Future, research should explore deception and trust in mating relevant behavior from individuals 

around the globe.  Collectivist and individualistic societies differ in their communication styles.  

Some topics related to mating behavior may be taboo in some cultures and not in others.  The 

U.S. is a relatively liberal culture from this perspective – we openly display sex and sex-related 

topics whereas in other countries and cultures, it is not acceptable.  This would affect not only 

the personal ads themselves, but also how people perceive and evaluate them.  Furthermore, 

collective cultures may have a higher tendency toward trust and/or less ability to detect 

deception.  This cultural specificity may be another limitation in this study.  

Lastly, this study may hold the possibility of a Type I error where a significant 

relationship was concluded to exist when, in fact, it does not.  Many different measures were 

used in this study, and many exhibited multiple subscales (e.g., personality and sociosexuality).  

When so many variables are collected and analyzed, the possibility of having a Type-I error 

increases.  

Implications / Conclusions  

In conclusion, this study indicates that the criteria that men and women express as being 

important attributes in a mate (as provided by Buss et al. (1990) and DeBacker et al. (2007), 

when  expressed in personal advertisements, are not valid indicators of an individual’s MI.  This 

indicates one of three possibilities - 1) these traits have little to do with an individual’s MI or 

mating success, 2) individual’s employ other cognitive processes that the current MI and MSS 

scales do not account for – this being that individuals utilize different strategies and look for 
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different attributes at various stages of the mating process that are not conveyed in personal 

advertisements.  Once again this would be in line with strategic pluralism (Gangestad & 

Simpson, 2000) and sexual strategies (Buss & Schmitt, 1993), 3) confidence and perception of 

one’s mating ability might act as mediators of MI in reality.  Future research should focus on 

discerning why significance was not found and should concentrate on creating different ways of 

developing an ability-based measure of MI. 

Regardless, this study did prove fruitful in providing information related to deception-

detection and an individual’s overall tendency to trust when it comes to mating-relevant 

situations.  This study revealed that deception-detection is a crucial element of mating - and this 

ability was found to have several significant predictors in this work.  Factors such as an 

individual’s gender, personality, IQ, score on the adaptive mate-deception subscale, and level of 

promiscuity can predict an individual’s deception-detection ability.  This research has revealed 

that people who are good at detecting liars in the mating domain are generally conscientious, 

extroverted, and have a high IQ. Specifically, males who are extroverted and who have high IQs 

were particularly good at detecting deception, while females with a high desire for promiscuity 

tended to be relatively bad at detecting deception. 

Further, the negative correlation between the abilities to detect the truth from lies in 

mating contexts is very provocative - being able to detect true ads corresponds to being bad at 

detecting false ads - and vice versa. This fact suggests that there is such a thing as mating-

specific optimism and mating-specific pessimism - some people are inclined to give others the 

benefit of the doubt in mating-relevant contexts - others are consistently unlikely to do so. 

This work can add to Maureen O’Sullivan’s research which has examined deception in 

short and long-term mating.  While she discusses situations in which individuals may deceive 
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(e.g., in flirting, during sex, in domestic violence situations, etc.) (see O’Sullivan (2008)), she 

does not discuss predictors related to an individual being able to detect these deceptive acts.  

Hence, this research can add much to the realm of deception in mating.      

This research also found that trust is central to mating, and this point is consistent with 

the work of Oesch (2012) and Rempel, Holmes, and  Zanna (1985).  Specifically, I found that 

trust in mating contexts is predicted by gender, personality, MI, promiscuity, and mate value - so 

whether someone trusts others in mating contexts depends on that person's gender (with males 

being more trusting of others than are females), personality (with extraverted males, for instance, 

being less trusting and conscientious women as being more trusting), and such cognitive factors 

as mating intelligence (females who are high in MI being relatively trusting).   

This study has indicated that perhaps mating-relevant trust and deception-detection are 

crucial parts of mating psychology that need to be better taken into account.  This research has 

also indicated that there may be different cognitive processes related to mating that occur at 

different stages throughout a relationship, which have not been studied yet.   

Bottom Line 

The bottom line of this study is that personal advertisements do not necessarily indicate 

an individual’s MI (at least not from the methods used in this study).  However, this study does 

show that perhaps mating-relevant deception-detection and trust are crucial parts of mating 

psychology that needs to be better taken into account.  More research needs to be conducted to 

better understand factors related to mating behavior and mating psychology. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

Stimuli for Phase 1 participants. 

1) Demographic Questions: 

a) Biological sex 

b) Age 

c) Country 

d) Ethnicity 

e) Sexual orientation 

f) Relationship status 

g) Schooling 

h) Employment 

2) Please write a personal advertisement describing qualities about yourself as if you are 

going to genuinely try to attract a partner via match.com. Your personal ad should be 

around 200 words. Please refrain from providing any information that may be used to 

identify you such as your name and telephone number. 

3) Write a personal advertisement written as if you were a heterosexual member of the 

opposite sex. Describe qualities you might have if you were this individual. This ad 

should describe what someone would be looking for in a partner. It should mimic an ad to 

which you would respond. Try your best to make this ad seem like an honestly written ad. 

Once again, your personal ad should be around 200 words, e.g., if you are female, write 

an ad as if you were a heterosexual male; if you are male, write an ad as if you were a 
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heterosexual female.  If you do not identify as either male or female, please either skip 

this task or write an ad from any perspective that you'd prefer to write from.   

4) Mating Intelligence Scale  

5) The Army Alpha IQ Test 

6) Mating Success Scale  

7) Mini-K Scale 

8) Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R) 

9) Mate Value Inventory (MVI) 

10) Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) 
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Appendix B 

Self-Perceived Mating Intelligence Scale for Men (Gender Neutral) 

1.___I think most potential partners just like me as a friend.  

2.___I have slept with many beautiful people.  

3.___I'm pretty good at knowing if a potential partner is attracted to me.  

4.___I'm definitely not the best at taking care of kids.  

5.___I'm good at saying the right things to people I flirt with.  

6.___I haven't had as many sexual partners compared with other guys I know (who are my age).  

7.___I have a difficult time expressing complex ideas to others.  

8.___I am good at picking up signals of interest from potential partners.  

9.___I'm definitely near the top of the status totem pole in my social circles.  

10.___I doubt that I'll ever be a huge financial success.  

11.___If I wanted to, I could convince a potential partner that I'm really royalty from some little-

known country.  

12.___Honestly, I don't understand the minds of potential partners at all!  

13.___People tend to flirt with me pretty regularly.  

14.___If a person doesn't seem interested in me, I figure s/he doesn't know what s/he's missing!  

15.___Potential partners definitely find me attractive.  

16.___I've dated many intelligent people.  

17.___People tell me that I have a great sense of humor.  

18.___When I lie to potential partners, I always get caught!  

19.___I am usually wrong about who is interested in me romantically.  

20.___It's hard for me to get potential partners to see my virtues.  
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21.___At parties, I tend to tell stories that catch the attention of potential partners.  

22.___I'm not very talented in the arts.  

23.___I can attract potential partners, but they rarely end up interested in me sexually.  

24.___When a potential partner smiles at me, I assume s/he's just being friendly. 

Self-Perceived Mating Intelligence Scale for Women (Gender Neutral) 

1.___I can tell when a partner is being genuine and sincere in his/her affections toward me.  

2.___I doubt I could ever pull off cheating on my partner.  

3.___I look younger than most women my age.  

4.___When a potential partner doesn't seem interested in me, I take it personally and assume 

something is wrong with me.  

5.___Good looking people never seem into me.  

6.___I have a sense of style and wear clothes that make me look sexy.  

7.___I attract many wealthy, successful partners.  

8.___Honestly, I don't understand the minds of potential partners at all!  

9.___With me, a partner gets what s/he sees—no pretenses here.  

10.___If I wanted to make my current partner jealous, I could easily get the attention of other 

people.  

11.___Potential partners don't tend to be interested in my mind.  

12.___I'm definitely more creative than most people.  

13.___I hardly ever know when a potential partner likes me romantically.  

14.___I laugh a lot at potential partners’ jokes.  

15.___If a potential partner doesn't want to date me, I figure s/he doesn't know what s/he's 

missing!  
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16.___I am not very artistic.  

17.___My current partner spends a lot of money on material items for me (such as jewelry).  

18.___I am usually right on the money about a potential partner’s intentions toward me.  

19.___I really don't have a great body compared with other women I know.  

20.___Intelligent people never seem interested in dating me.  

21.___I believe that most potential partners are actually more interested in long-term 

relationships than they're given credit for.  

22.___Most potential partners who are nice to me are just trying to get into my pants.  

23.___When it comes down to it, I think most potential partners want to get married and have 

children.  

24.___If I have sex with a partner too soon, I know s/he will leave me 
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Appendix C 

Army Alpha IQ Test  

Select one of the four alternatives that best matches or defines each target word.  If you are 

unsure of the best answer make your best guess. 

 

Item # Stem Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

1 Reply make do answer come 

2 Foolishness wisdom nonsense mischief dread 

3 Boulder rock field fire wall 

4 Indecision doubt courage fancy assertion 

5 Age person school bread time 

6 Stave thread wood jelly grass 

7 Squabble flout sing dispute speak  

8 Punctual late tardy prompt slow  

9 Contradict deny admit reveal respect  

10 Dilapidated ruined finished retained carved 

11 Swirl upset copy whirl disappear  

12 Concurrent rebellious simultaneous capable conscientious 

13 Spurt talk reduce live gush 

14 Repose die trot interest rest 

15 Convey leave carry credit direct 

16 Lieu harvest stead money brew 

17 Probity fraudulency honesty tenacity charity 

18 Quandary predicament quirk consolidation granary 

19 Torpor terror activity laxative sluggishness  

20 Plenary complete candid culpable cloying  

21 Tyro locomotive beginner weakling tyrant   

22 Ambient surrounding ill essential barbaric  

23 Abjure confer renounce embezzle venerate 

24 Vestige cloak loss plague trace  

25 Salvatory seasoned bowing tasty leaping 

26 Valance drapery radical chemical date 

27 Recondite secret exposed explosive known 

28 Egregious appropriate congregational  designed flagrant  

29 Torsion bending pulling compressing twisting 

30 Schism descendant spectrum party division  
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Appendix D 

Mating Success Scale (MSS) 

The Mating Success Scale (MSS)  

       

1. Please think of your most recent sexual relationship with a male lasting LESS than one month 

          Is this a current relationship?      

  Yes  No    

       

2. Please think of your most recent sexual relationship with a male lasting MORE than one year. 

          Is this a current relationship?      

  Yes  No    

       

 

       

Below is a list of actions one might perform while in a sexual relationship.   

Please indicate whether or not (Yes or No) the person in your most recent sexual relationship 

lasting less than one month (1-Month) and your most recent sexual relationship lasting  

more than one year (1-Year) has EVER done any of the following:   

       

  1-Month  1-Year 

       

1. Let you in on a secret not many other 

people knew  
Y N  Y N 

       

2. Made you feel like you two were a 

team  
Y N  Y N 

       

3. Initiated sex with you  Y N  Y N 

       

4. Enjoyed sex with you  Y N  Y N 

       

5. Did what you wanted him/her to do in 

bed  
Y N  Y N 

6. Fulfilled your sexual desires  Y N  Y N 

       

7. Cooked for you  Y N  Y N 

       

8. *Listened to the music you wanted to, 

but he/she didn't want to  
Y N  Y N 

       

9. *Saw a movie that you wanted to see, 

but he/she didn't want to  
Y N  Y N 

       

10. Went somewhere with you that he/she 

really didn't want to go  
Y N  Y N 

  1-Month  1-Year 

11. Took care of you when you were sick, 

hurt, etc.  
Y N  Y N 

       

12. Hit you  Y N  Y N 
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13. Insulted you  Y N  Y N 

       

14. Made you laugh  Y N  Y N 

       

15. Gave in to a serious demand of yours  
Y N  Y N 

       

16. Saved you when you were in a jam  Y N  Y N 

       

17. Gave you his/her undivided attention 

for a significant length of time  
Y N  Y N 

       

18. Gave you advice about a serious 

problem  
Y N  Y N 

19. Hung out with you and your friends  
Y N  Y N 

       

20. Left you to be with his/her friends  Y N  Y N 

       

21. Left his/her friends to be with you  Y N  Y N 

       

22. *Spontaneously called, IMed or text 

messaged you  
Y N  Y N 

       
23. Told you he/she loved you almost 

everyday  
Y N  Y N 

       

24. Wrote you "Love notes"  Y N  Y N 

       

25. Traveled long distances to see you  Y N  Y N 

       

26. Taken you to meet his/her mother  Y N  Y N 

       
  1-Month  1-Year 

27. Taken you to meet his/her father  Y N  Y N 

       

28. Introduced you to his/her best-

friend(s)  
Y N  Y N 

       

29. Lied to you  Y N  Y N 

       

30. Was able to empathize with you  Y N  Y N 

       

31. Showed you that he/she cared about 

you  
Y N  Y N 

       

32. *Took you out to eat at a fancy 

restaurant  
Y N  Y N 

33. Spent a lot of money on you  Y N  Y N 
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34. *Spent more than $100 on a luxury 

item for you  
Y N  Y N 

       

35. Bought you a gift "just because"  Y N  Y N 

       

36. Treated you specially when you two 

were alone  
Y N  Y N 

       

37. Gave you his/her sweater if you were 

cold  
Y N  Y N 

       

38. *Tipped well at a restaurant  Y N  Y N 

       

39. Fought to "defend your honor"  Y N  Y N 

       

40. Protected you when you were in 

trouble  
Y N  Y N 

 

  



 DECEPTION-DETECTION & TRUST IN MATING-RELEVANT BEHAVIOR 

64 

Appendix E 

Mini-K Scale 
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Appendix F 

The revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R) 
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Appendix G 

Mate Value Inventory (MVI)  

Please indicate how you would rate yourself on each of the following traits. 

Trait -3 
Extremely 

low on 
this trait 

-2 
Somewhat 

low on 
this trait 

-1 
Slightly 
low on 

this 
trait 

0 
Neither 

high 
nor low 
on this 

trait 

+1 
Slightly 
high on 

this 
strait 

+2 
Somewhat 

high on 
this trait 

+3 
Extremely 

high on 
this trait 

Desires 
Children 

       

Attractive 
Body 

       

Generous 
 

       

Ambitious 
 

       

Sociable 
 

       

Financially 
secure 

       

Faithful to 
partner 

       

Healthy 
 

       

Emotionally 
Stable 

       

Responsible 
 

       

Independent 
 

       

Kind and 
Understanding 

       

Attractive Face        
Intelligent 

 
       

Enthusiastic 
about sex 

       

Good sense of 
humor 

       

Loyal 
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Appendix H 

 

Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) 
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Appendix I 

DeBacker et al.’s (2007) results 

What women look for in men. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What men look for in women. 
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Appendix J 

 

Buss et al.’s (1990) Summary of Ranking by Sex Using International Sample  
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Appendix K 

 

Buss et al.’s (1990) Summary of Ranking by Sex Using U.S. Mainland Sample  
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Appendix L 

 

Checklist Compilation 

 

Theme 

Kind and understanding                               

Intelligence                                                       

implicit 

explicit 

Exciting                                                                

Healthy                                                                

Attractiveness                                                  

Easy going                                                          

Creative                                                               

explicit 

implicit in writing style/content 

implicit 

Domestic skills                                                  

cooking 

chores 

Desire for home and children                     

Heredity/ethnicity                                           

Religion                                                                 

 Emotional Stability 

Pleasing disposition                                            

Sociability                                                                 

Refinement, neatness                                         

Ambition                                                                    

Social status                                                              

Chastity                                                                       

Political views                                                           

Wealth/resources                                                  

Reliability                                                                  

Height                                                                         

Humor                                                                        

explicit 

implicit 

Ambition                                                                  

Gender 

Age 

Physical Features / Weight / Body Type 

Drug use 
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for 

against 

Alcohol 

for 

against 

Hobbies 

Risk Taking Behavior 

Looking for Long Term Relationship 

Looking for Short Term Relationship 

Mentions what they are looking for 

Big 5: 

Openness 

Conscientiousness 

Extroversion 

Agreeableness 

Neuroticism 

Is this a presentable ad? 
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Appendix M 

 

Stimuli for Phase 3 participants 

 

1) Demographic Questions: 

i) Biological sex 

j) Age 

k) Country 

l) Ethnicity 

m) Sexual orientation 

n) Relationship status 

o) Schooling 

p) Employment 

2) Below is a personal advertisement written by someone in search of a partner. Please read 

the ad and respond to the questions which follow. (20 personal ads created in Phase I 

were presented) 
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3) Mating Intelligence Scale  

4) The Army Alpha IQ Test 

5) Mating Success Scale  

6) Mini-K Scale 

7) Revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R) 

8) Mate Value Inventory (MVI) 

9) Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) 

 




