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Abstract 

The aim of this study was to explore the use of picture-based mobile dating app (PBMDA) 

use, and to investigate its associations primarily to sociosexuality. This study also explores 

PBMDA-use in relation to self-perceived mate value and global self-esteem. The study was 

conducted among Norwegian 18-30 year old university students (N = 651) who completed a 

questionnaire in class. 300 participants were current or former users of PBMDAs. Sociosexual 

orientation was assessed with the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory Revised (SOI-R), self-

perceived mate value was assessed with a version of the Mate Value Inventory (MVI), and 

global self-esteem was assessed with a Single-Item Self-Esteem Scale (SISE). We found that 

PBMDA-users tend to report higher SOI scores than participants who had never used 

PBMDAs, and that PBMDA-use was more strongly linked to SOI than sex. Our data showed 

no association between SOI and MVI, and found no sex differences in this association. In 

addition, we found participants SOI scores to be associated with activity on PBMDAs, and 

that male PBMDA-users were more interested in casual sex than female PBMDA-users. 

There were no significant differences in global self-esteem between PBMDA-users and 

participants who had never used PBMDAs. To our knowledge this is the first quantitative 

study of PBMDA-use in a Norwegian population.  

 

Keywords: Picture-based mobile dating apps, Tinder, sociosexuality, mate value, self-esteem, 

self-worth, sex differences 
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Introduction 

Mating is a human universal and more than 80% of people in known societies form 

some kind of marriage alliance during their lives (Lundberg, Pollak, & Stearns, 2016; Price & 

Vandenberg, 1980). At the same time uncommitted sexual encounters is becoming more 

common in western popular culture, and openness and acceptance around casual sex is 

increasing progressively (Garcia, Reiber, Massey, & Merriwether, 2012; Sager, Alderson, & 

Boyes, 2016). This study explores an arena where one can meet both potential short-term and 

long-term partners, namely through the use of mobile dating apps. Here “short-term partner” 

is used to describe uncommitted short-term sexual relationships (e.g., one-night stands, casual 

sex, hook-ups). “Long-term partner” is used to describe a committed long-term relationship 

(e.g., girlfriend, spouse).  

Online dating has been around for about 20 years, and has become an important tool 

people can use in search for a mate. More than one in ten Americans have used online dating 

tools like dating sites and mobile dating apps (Smith & Duggan, 2013). Mobile dating apps 

have increased in popularity since the introduction of smartphones, and in recent years an 

important change has been location-based services (Sumter, Vandenbosch, & Ligtenberg, 

2016). Online dating has normally been based on personal information such as interests and 

values, but with location-based services you can also easily find and interact with potential 

mates that are geographically nearby. This study investigates the use of picture-based mobile 

dating apps (PBMDAs). Picture-based means that the primary information on these apps are 

pictures of potential mates. Tinder and Happn are examples of two popular PBMDAs (Sumter 

et al., 2016). Based on an impression formed from one or more photos the user can choose to 

like or dislike a potential mate. If two people like each other, they will be given the 

opportunity to contact each other via text messaging. This is usually called a “match”.  

Tinder is currently considered to be the most popular PBMDA with at least 10 million 

active users (Freier, 2015; Sumter et al., 2016). Tinder was introduced in 2012 and is free to 

use. According to Tinder’s website the app exists in 196 countries and in total there has been 

over 10 billion matches on Tinder (Tinder, 2016). There is no available information on the 

prevalence of active PBMDA-users by country, and hence no such information about the 

number of users in Norway. Although PBMDAs are popular tools for meeting potential 

mates, few studies have investigated the use of these apps. It is not uncommon to associate 

PBMDAs as tools for finding a short-term partner (Sager et al., 2016), and this may be due to 

the importance of looks when choosing a short-term partner (e.g., Li & Kenrick, 2006; Regan, 
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Levin, Sprecher, Christopher, & Gate, 2000). Nonetheless, a recent Dutch study on Tinder-

users among emerging adults found that users motivation for love was stronger than the 

motivation for casual sex (Sumter et al., 2016).  

The theoretical framework for this study is evolutionary psychology (EP). EP theories 

posit that sex differences in how humans attract and keep potential mates in today’s modern 

environment is a result of evolved psychological mechanisms (Buss & Barnes, 1986). 

Successful mate selection and mate attainment lays a foundation for sexual reproduction, 

which is how genes are propagated into the next generation. Sexual selection is adaptations 

following successful mating, and along with natural selection thus fundamental in evolution 

(Barkow, Cosmides, & Tooby, 1995).  

 

Sexual strategies theory  

Sexual strategies theory (SST, Buss, 1998; Buss & Schmitt, 1993) identifies two main 

human mating strategies, short-term and long-term. In human evolutionary history, both men 

and women have pursued short-term and long-term mating in contexts where the reproductive 

benefits have outweighed the costs. Which strategy the individual chooses is contingent on 

different factors, such as sex ratio in the local mating pool, personal attractiveness and 

parental influences (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). Long-term mating involves extended 

courtship, pair-bonding emotions and dedication of resources over time, while short-term 

mating is referring to fleeting sexual encounters. Between long-term and short-term mating 

there are other intermediate-term relationships such as affairs. In short, SST takes into 

account the different adaptive problems men and women confront in various mating contexts, 

and how this activates different strategies.  

Mating effort in EP is commonly used to describe the sum of time, energy and 

resources devoted to pursuing mates and besting same-sex competitors (Brase & Guy, 2004). 

SST outlines that men devote a larger proportion of their total mating effort to short-term 

mating strategies than women (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). In his influential paper Trivers (1972) 

argues that this stems from a fundamental asymmetry between the sexes in minimum levels of 

parental investment. Trivers suggested that the sex that invests less in the offspring in general 

competes for access to the sex that invests the most in the offspring, and this increases the less 

invested sex chances for having more offspring. Females tend to be the more heavily invested 

sex both in humans and most other mammals (Trivers, 1972). To produce a single child, 

women risk a nine-month pregnancy followed by childbirth and lactation. While many men 
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invest heavily in their offspring, their minimal cost is much lower than that of females, 

namely one act of sexual intercourse. EP propose that this asymmetry in minimum parental 

investment explains why men desire short-term partners more than women, and thus men are 

expected to devote more resources to short-term mating compared to their female counterparts 

(Buss, 1998; Buss & Schmitt, 1993).  

While motivation for having sex varies greatly (Kennair, Grøntvedt, Mehmetoglu, 

Perilloux, & Buss, 2015; Meston & Buss, 2007), according to SST two causal factors 

potentially influence the motivation for having sex; the sex of the individual and his or her 

mating strategy (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Sex differences are expected to appear in areas 

where men and women have faced recurrently different adaptive problems through human 

evolution, e.g., related to parental investment (Buss, 1998). Likewise, men and women are 

expected to be more similar in domains where they have faced the same adaptive problems, 

e.g., survival (Barkow et al., 1995).  

According to SST both men and women have evolved adaptations for short-term 

mating. Despite this, men seem to possess three adaptations which direct them more towards 

short-term mating than women (Schmitt, Shackelford, & Buss, 2001): (1) Men desire short-

term partners more; (2) Men generally desire a larger amount of short-term partners. (3) Men 

need less time before consenting to sex. These adaptations have been shown in many studies 

and across cultures (e.g., Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Clark & Hatfield, 1989; Kennair, Schmitt, 

Fjeldavli, & Harlem, 2009; Lippa, 2009; Schmitt, 2005).  

   

Sociosexuality  

Sociosexuality can be defined as a person’s orientation towards uncommitted sexual 

activity (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). While SST outline and predicts sex differences in 

mating strategies, sociosexuality varies between individuals. In the late 1940s Kinsey and 

colleagues found large individual differences in people’s attitudes towards uncommitted 

sexual activity and behaviors related to such activity (Kinsey, Pomeroy, Martin, & Sloan, 

1948). Simpson and Gangestad (1991) later developed a measure of individual differences in 

sociosexual orientation, the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI). Penke and Asendorpf 

(2008) have further developed this measure, and their revised SOI-R is a self-report measure 

which assess individual differences in sociosexuality in three components; behavior, attitudes 

and desire.  
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Sociosexual desire describes to which degree one has sexual interest in mates one has 

no committed romantic relationship with. It can therefore be described as a motivational state, 

and sexual fantasies and arousal for different partners is more common for higher scores 

(Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). SOI attitudes can be conceptualized as the evaluative disposition 

toward uncommitted sex (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). Individual differences in SOI attitudes 

is influenced by many factors including normative and cultural aspects (e.g., chasity, 

Gangestad, Haselton, & Buss, 2006). As an example, Schmitt (2005) showed that across 

nations environmental stressors were associated with a more restricted sociosexuality. Over a 

lifespan, an individual sociosexual behavior reflects how mating effort is allocated towards 

short-term or long-term mating (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). High overall scores indicate an 

unrestricted sociosexuality, e.g., the person follows a promiscuous behavioral tendency. On 

the other hand, low overall scores indicate a restricted sociosexuality, e.g., the person follows 

a more monogamous mating strategy.  

 Previous studies have found strong universal sex differences in SOI, with men 

typically scoring higher than women consistently on all three components (e.g., Lippa, 2009; 

Schmitt, 2005). Considering the three different SOI components investigated with SOI-R, 

previous research have found no or small sex differences in SOI behavior, moderate sex 

differences in SOI attitudes and moderate to large sex differences in SOI desire (Arnocky, 

Woodruff, & Schmitt, 2016; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008). An unrestricted sociosexuality (i.e., 

higher SOI scores) are hypothesized to make the individuals more motivated to seek out 

arenas where they can meet and attain short-term partners, and PBMDAs can be helpful in 

this errand. To our knowledge, this study is the first to investigate the relationship between 

PBMDA-use and sociosexuality.  

 

Self-perceived mate value 

There has been little consensus within the EP perspective so far on how to define mate 

value (Fisher, Cox, Bennett, & Gavric, 2008). Theoretically Waynforth (2001, p. 207) has 

defined mate value as “the total value of the characteristics that an individual possesses in 

terms of the potential contribution to his or her mate’s reproductive success”. Other 

researchers propose that mate value is the genetic quality of oneself as a sexual partner shown 

through observable characteristics (Kirsner, Figueredo, & Jacobs, 2003). Fisher et al. (2008) 

is arguing that mate value also is intrinsic to an individual, and for that reason cannot solely 

be defined by others. To include self-assessment these authors propose the following 
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definition of mate value: “The total sum of characteristics an individual possesses at a given 

moment and within a particular contexts that impacts on their ability to successfully find, 

attract and retain a mate” (Fisher et al., 2008, p. 157).  

 Li, Bailey, Kenrick, and Linsenmeier (2002) found that participants with higher mate 

value could afford to be choosier on many different long-term partner characteristics, 

including creativity and liveliness. Participants with a lower mate value restricted themselves 

more when listing what they found important in a potential partner. This study found that a 

minimum level of physical appearance was a necessity for men, and some minimum level of 

status and resources was a necessity for women. This study also showed that kindness and 

intelligence was necessities for both sexes during mate selection.  

 Mate value is also relevant when it comes to men and women’s mating strategies.  

Men’s mate value has been shown to be associated with higher SOI scores (Clarke, 2006), 

and thereby suggesting men with high mate-value are pursuing a short-term mating strategy. 

The link between women’s mate value and mating strategy is mixed. Even though women 

with low waist-hip ratio (which indicates low mate value) tend to follow a more unrestricted 

mating strategy (Brewer & Archer, 2007), other studies have found no association between 

women’s mate value and their SOI scores (e.g., Landolt, Lalumière, & Quinsey, 1995; 

Mikach & Bailey, 1999). No association between women’s mate value and SOI scores may be 

due to different costs for the sexes. Due to differences in minimum parental investment 

(Trivers, 1972), the cost of an unrestricted sexuality for a man with high mate value has been 

lower than for a woman with high mate value.  

Despite the important role of mate value in human mating, there has been little 

research on how mate value should be measured. A measure of mate value should ideally 

reflect mate preferences, and mate preferences are numerous (Buss, 1989; Buss & Barnes, 

1986) and context-dependent (Fisher et al., 2008; Gangestad & Simpson, 2000). We do not 

know of any such measurements of mate value. This study used Kirsner et al. (2003) Mate 

Value Inventory (MVI) since it was the only multi-dimensional self-report measure of self-

perceived mate value we could locate. To our knowledge this is the first study to explore 

PBMDA-use and mate value.  

 

Global self-esteem and self-worth validation 

In addition to sociosexuality and self-perceived mate-value, this study looks at global 

self-esteem and self-worth validation. Global self-esteem will from now on be referred to as 
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self-esteem. Different definitions of self-esteem have been proposed and applied in the 

literature, and one common definition of self-esteem is: “A general positive or negative 

orientation toward the self” (Brown, 2014, p. 28). It is an attitude of approval or disapproval 

of oneself (Rosenberg, 1965). In Kling, Hyde, Showers, and Buswell (1999) meta-analysis on 

sex differences in self-esteem, the overall difference was a small effect size (Cohen’s d) of 

0.21 favoring males. Considering self-perceived mate value and self-esteem, there is evidence 

for a positive association between these concepts (e.g., Brase & Guy, 2004; Goodwin et al., 

2012).  

We could not locate any published studies on the topic of PBMDA-use and self-

esteem. Sumter et al. (2016) found that self-worth validation was one of six primary 

motivations for using Tinder. This study investigated self-esteem in the entire sample, and 

specifically self-worth validation related to PBMDA-use. Here self-worth validation refers to 

PBMDA-use related to feeling better about one-self, and can be seen as a psycho-social need.  

 

The current study  

In lack of research on mobile dating apps, the purpose of this study was to investigate 

the following exploratory research question: What is the associations between PBMDA-use, 

sociosexuality, self-perceived mate-value, self-esteem and sex?  

The term PBMDA-users here refers to both current and former PBMDA-users. 

Otherwise, it will be specified which group we refer to (i.e., former users, current users or 

participants who have never used PBMDAs). Previous research has shown that that men when 

compared to women in general tend to have a more short-term oriented mating strategy (e.g., 

Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Clark & Hatfield, 1989; Lippa, 2009). Two studies have shown that 

this appears to be the case with PBMDA-use as well (Sager et al., 2016; Sumter et al., 2016). 

We therefore hypothesized that males in our study were more interested in short-term partners 

compared to female participants. We expected to find this both among single participants 

without experience with PBMDAs and among PBMDA-users. Since PBMDAs can be used to 

find a potential partner, this use can be seen as a mating effort. SOI is found to be associated 

with mating effort (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008), and consequently we hypothesized to find that 

both PBMDA-use and PBMDA-activity was positively associated with higher SOI scores. In 

addition to the exploratory research question this leads to three specific hypotheses regarding 

PBMDA-use and mating strategies:  
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Hypothesis 1: PBMDA-use is positively associated with higher SOI scores. 

Hypothesis 2: Activity on PBMDAs is positively associated with SOI scores. 

Hypothesis 3: Single males and male PBMDA-users are more interested in finding a short-

term partner than single females and female PBMDA-users. 
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Methods 

Procedure and participants 

The participants filled out anonymous questionnaires (se appendix) in lectures, and 

were carefully informed that the survey was completely anonymous and voluntary. To ensure 

anonymity the participants were asked not to show their answers to anyone and respect the 

other respondents. They were also asked not to write any information on the survey that could 

identify them, and to deposit their questionnaires in a sealed box when done. The respondents 

did not receive credit or any other reward for partaking in the study, and their participation 

could be terminated at any point without consequences. The questionnaires were scanned 

electronically.  

Participants who identified themselves as non-heterosexual and participants who were 

above 30 years old were excluded, and in total 29 participants were removed from further 

analyses. The final sample consisted of 651 heterosexual adults with an age ranging from 19 - 

29 years (361 women, M = 21.45, SD = 1.57; 290 men, M = 21.57, SD = 1.49). The average 

PMBDA-user was slightly older (N = 300, M = 21.69, SD = 1.65) than the non-users (N = 

351, M = 21.34, SD = 1.40). In the total sample, which only included students at Norwegian 

University of Science and Technology, 57.6% reported that they were single, 35.8% were in a 

relationship and 6.6% were in an undefined relationship. Approximately 63% of surveys were 

collected in math and physics lectures, and about 37% in psychology and sociology lectures. 

The participants were mostly undergraduate students, except for 22 graduate students in 

sociology.  

 

Measurements 

Sociosexual orientation inventory revised (SOI-R). Sociosexual orientation was 

assessed with the revised Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI-R)(Penke & Asendorpf, 

2008), which is a self-report measure with 9-items (see appendix). SOI-R includes three 

subscales that correspond to facets of sociosexual orientation. The sociosexual behavior 

subscale (SOI-behavior, α = 86) reflects an individual’s past uncommitted sexual activity; the 

sociosexual attitudes subscale (SOI-attitudes, α = .89) reflects an individual’s beliefs about 

uncommitted sexual activity; the sociosexual desire subscale (SOI-desire, α = .88) reflects an 

individual’s interest in uncommitted sex. A global sociosexual orientation score (SOI-total, α 
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= .88) is obtained by computing the mean of the 9 items. If not otherwise specified, SOI will 

refer to SOI-total in this paper.  A 9-point Likert-scale is used and higher numbers indicates a 

more unrestricted sociosexual orientation (e.g., a greater frequency of casual sex, positive 

attitudes towards casual sex, and a greater number of spontaneous sexual fantasies). The 

Norwegian version of SOI-R was translated by Mons Bendixen, Trond Viggo Grøntvedt and 

Leif Edward Ottesen Kennair.  

Mate value index (MVI). Self-perceived mate value was assessed with a version of 

the Mate Value Inventory (MVI)(Kirsner et al., 2003). The participants were asked to 

describe themselves as accurately as possible on 17 items (see appendix), which are meant to 

reflect the participants mate value (e.g., attractive body, kind and understanding, healthy, 

intelligent). A 7-point Likert-scale is used with higher numbers indicating a higher self-

perceived mate value. A global mate value score (MVI-total, α = .75) is obtained by 

computing the mean of the 17 items. MVI is considered to have good psychometric quality, 

but external validity has not yet been established (Fisher et al., 2008; Kirsner et al., 2003). 

The Norwegian version of MVI was translated by Trond Viggo Grøntvedt and back translated 

by Leif Edward Ottesen Kennair.  

The Single-Item Self-Esteem Scale (SISE). Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 

(RSES)(Rosenberg, 1965) is the most widely used self-esteem scale in psychology (Gray-

Little, Williams, & Hancock, 1997; Huang & Dong, 2012). The Single-Item Self-Esteem 

Scale (SISE, Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001) was used in this study, and consists of 

the following question were the participants rates their agreement with the following 

statement on a 7-point Likert-scale: “I have high self-esteem”. The statement was translated 

to Norwegian by the author. SISE has been found both reliable and valid compared to RESES 

when used in an adult population (Robins et al., 2001).  

PBMDA-use. To assess PBMDA-use 27 items were made by the author (see 

appendix). The questionnaire included six items where the participants described his or her 

actual PBMDA-use, which included: Total time spent, time spent each day, number of people 

met, number of people met for casual sex, number of people met with an interest for a long-

term committed relationship and number of matches. The questionnaire also included 17 

items where participants rated their agreement with statements on a 7-point Likert-scale. The 

items were created based on five themes we wanted to explore, which included the following: 

Activity (α = .76, e.g., “I am willing to meet people whom I have met through PBMDAs”), 

self-worth validation (α = .77, e.g., “I feel good after I have used PBMDAs”), desire for sex 

(α = .89, e.g., “I use PBMDAs more frequently when I desire sex”), committed relationships 
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(α = .87, e.g., “I use PBMDAs more frequently when I want a committed romantic 

relationship”), and unpleasant episodes (α = .70), e.g., “I have experienced sexual 

harassment in relation to PBMDA-use”).  

Data analyses  

The collected data was analyzed with Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS), version 24. Measures which consisted of combination of items were used in the 

analyses (see appendix for details about the specific items). Items related to PBMDA-use 

were combined to an activity-measure (α = .70). This index included 4 items: Willingness to 

meet people (D81 in the questionnaire), willingness to accept people (D82), contacting people 

(D85), and responding to conversation initiatives (D86). Furthermore, a sex-measure (α = .90) 

was created by combining two items were participants reported that they used PBMDAs when 

they want sex (D89) and when they feel horny (D814). To measure self-worth validation and 

PBMDA-use, we combined the three following items to one self-worth measure (α = .77): 

Feeling good after using PBMDAs (D83), using PBMDAs to feel better (D810), and using 

PBMDAs more frequently when one wants approval (D813).  

To investigate the structure of the MVI we conducted a principal axis factor analysis 

(PAF) on the 17 MVI items (n = 649, α = .75) with oblique rotation (direct oblim). The 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = 

.76, which is well above the acceptable limit of .5 (Field, 2013). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

was also significant (p < .001). We wanted to see if the MVI items grouped themselves into 

short-term and long-term traits, and consequently asked for two factors. MVI item number 4 

(desires children) and 7 (financially secure) had low communalities, low factor scores and 

higher alpha if deleted (α = .79). At face value, a desire for children and a secure economy are 

not necessarily that important for students in their early 20s. Consequently, item 4 and 7 were 

removed and a new factor analysis was conducted. The next analysis showed that item 17 

(emotionally stable) and item 11 (independent) after rotation had a factor loading of < .3, and 

cross loadings < .15. For these reasons item 17 and 11 were removed and we conducted a 

third and final PAF-analysis on the remaining 13 items (n = 649, α = .77). For this analysis 

the KMO was still good (.73) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (p < .001).   
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Results 

Frequencies  

Among our 651 participants (see table 1), 300 participants were former or current 

users of PBMDAs, and 351 participants reported to never have used PBMDAs. 178 of the 

PBMDA-users were former users, and 122 were current users. For those who reported to 

never have used PBMDAs and current users, the sex ratio were quite equal. Among former 

users there were 57 male participants and 121 female participants. Of the former or current 

users 94% reported Tinder to be their primary PBMDA. 

On average the participants had used PBMDAs for about 9 months (n = 298, M = 2.52, 

SD = 1.51, see appendix) and used these apps for about 15-20 minutes each day (n = 298, M = 

1.74, SD = 1.03). The participants had on average met two persons through PBMDAs 

(n = 297, M = 2.04, SD = 4.06), and 0.4 person for casual sex (n = 296, M = 0.43, SD = 1.13) 

and 0.5 person with interest for a long-term committed relationship (n = 296, M = 0.46, SD = 

1.02). On Tinder (we collected no such data for other PBMDAs) the average number of 

matches was 144 (n = 283, M = 144.96, SD = 225.58).  

 

Table 1: Frequency of PBMDA-use.  

 N Never used   Former users  Current users  

Men  290 (44.5 %) 177 (27.2 %) 57 (8.8 %) 56 (8.6 %) 

Women  361 (55.5 %) 174 (26.7 %) 121 (18.6 %) 66 (10.1 %) 

Total 651 (100 %) 351 (53.9 %) 178 (27.3 %)  122 (18.74 %) 

 

Male participants in our study reported higher SOI scores than females (see table 2). Looking 

specifically at the three different SOI components, female participants had higher scores on 

SOI behavior, while male participants scored higher on both SOI attitudes and SOI desire.  
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Table 2: SOI scores among men and women.   

 M (SD)    

 Total  Men  Women t(df)  p d 

SOI total     

(n = 646)  

4.05 (1.48) 4.33 (1.53) 3.82 (1.41) - 4.433 

(644) 

< .001 0.35 

SOI behavior 

(n = 649) 

2.74 (1.75) 2.51 (1.72) 2.92 (1.75) 2.980  

(647) 

< .01 - 0.24 

SOI attitudes 

(n = 651) 

5.61 (2.12) 5.88 (2.11) 5.38 (2.10) - 2.998 

(649) 

< .01 0.24 

SOI desire  

(n = 645) 

3.80 (1.88) 4.60 (1.95) 3.14 (1.53) - 10.388 

(541.23) 

< .001  0.83 

 

 

Exploratory research question 

This section looks at results related to the following exploratory research question: 

What is the associations between PBMDA-use, sociosexuality, self-perceived mate-value, self-

esteem and sex?  

 

SOI, self-perceived mate value and PBMDA-use 

Among PBMDA-users SOI scores was moderately associated with how many people 

the participants had met and had sex with without an interest for å committed relationship. 

This association was slightly stronger for women than for men (see table 3). The participants 

SOI scores was also moderately associated with the sex-measure (see table 3), and this 

association was also stronger among female participants.  

 

Table 3: Associations among PBMDA-users.  

 SOI 

 Women Men Total 

Met and had sex (D5) r(185) = .32** r(110) = 29** r(295) = .30** 

Sex-measure r(184) = .42** r(111) = 34** r(295) = .44** 

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01  
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Among female participants who currently use PBMDAs, there was a strong 

association between activity on PBMDAs and the sex-measure (r(66) = .58). This association 

was weak to moderate for male participants (r(55) = .28).  

SOI scores were not associated with the mate value inventory (MVI, all 17 items) 

scores (r(644) = .06, p = .14, ns), and this was the case for both sexes separately as well 

(males, r(289) = .06, p = .28, ns; females, r(357) = .06, p = .25, ns). 

To investigate the structure of the MVI we conducted a principal axis factor analysis 

(see methods for details). Table 4 shows the two-factor solution which groups eight items in 

factor 1: Attractive face, attractive body, healthy, good sense of humor, intelligent, sociable, 

enthusiastic about sex and ambitious. Factor 2 included the five following items: Loyal, kind 

and understanding, responsible, faithful to partners and generous. Based on previous studies 

factor 1 can be described as “short-term partner-traits” and factor 2 can be described as “long-

term partner traits” (e.g., Li et al., 2002; Regan et al., 2000).  

After making an index of all the items in factor 1 and 2, SOI scores were moderately 

associated with short-term partner traits (factor 1, r(646) =  .28, p < .001). Long-term partner 

traits (factor 2) showed a weak negative, but significant, association with SOI scores (r(645) 

= -.13, p < .01). When it comes to PBMDA-use, we found a moderate association between the 

activity-measure and short-term partner traits (factor 1) among male participants (r(111) = 

.31, p < .01). We found no such association among female participants (r(186) = .03, p = .65, 

ns). There was no significant association between MVI and how many people participants had 

met and had sex with when using PBMDAs (r(296) = .07, p = .23, ns), and no sex differences 

were found (males, r(110) = .14, p = .15, ns; females, r(186) = .00, p = .95, ns).  
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Table 4: Summary of items and factor loadings for direct Oblimin two-factor solution of the 

mate value inventory (MVI)(n = 649). 

Rotated Factor Loadings 

Item Factor 1 (“short-term 

partner traits):  

Factor 2 (“long-term 

partner traits”):  

MVI 2: Attractive face .87 .22 

MVI 3: Attractive body .77 .16 

MVI 10: Healthy .40  -.14 

MVI 9: Good sense of humor  .39 -.05 

MVI 12: Intelligent .36 -.08 

MVI 16: Sociable .35 -.12 

MVI 5: Enthusiastic about sex  .31 -.08 

MVI 1: Ambitious .31 -.12 

MVI 14: Loyal -.11 -.89 

MVI 13: Kind and understanding .14 -.53 

MVI 15: Responsible .03 -.52 

MVI 6: Faithful to partners -.01 -.47 

MVI 8: Generous .13 -.43 

Eigenvalues 3.53 1.59 

% of variance 22.22 8.23 

α  .71 .71 

Note: Factor loadings above .30 appear in bold.  

 

Self-esteem and self-worth validation 

In general, our results showed that measured with SISE male participants tend to score 

higher than females (males, n = 289, M = 4.93, SD = 1.11; females, n = 359, M = 4.53, SD = 

1.16; t(646) = - 4.53, p < .001, d = 0.35). There was no difference in self-esteem levels 

between PBMDA-users and participants that never have used PBMDAs (current users, n = 

122, M = 4.62, SD = 1.22; never used PBMDAs, n = 349, M = 4.75, SD = 1.12; t(469) = - 

1.08, p = .28, ns). The data didn’t show any significant differences in self-esteem among male 

current PBMDA-users and males who had never used PBMDAs (male current users, n = 56, 

M = 4.86, SD = 1.20; male never used PBMDAs, n = 176, M = 4.90, SD = 1.12; t(230) = - 

.23, p = .82, ns), or among the same female groups (female current users, n = 66, M = 4.42, 
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SD = 1.22; female never used PBMDAs, n = 173, M = 4.61, SD = 1.11; t(237) = - 1.11, p = 

.27, ns).  

Looking at self-worth validation related to PBMDA-use (self-worth measure), the 

findings showed that women tend to use PBMDAs for self-worth validation reasons more 

than men (males, n = 111. M = 3.52, SD = 1.32; females, n = 185, M = 3.95, SD = 1.38; t(294) 

= 2.61, p < .001, d = - 0.32). There was no association between self-esteem (SISE) and self-

worth validation related to PBMDA-use (r(296) = -.02, p = .78, ns), but time spent on 

PBMDAs each day had a small to moderate association with self-worth validation reasons for 

using PBMDAs (r(296) = .28, p <  .001). This association was almost similar for both sexes 

(males, r(111) = .29, p = .002; females, r(185) = .26, p < .001).  

Finally, the data showed a medium association between self-perceived mate-value (17 

items) and self-esteem (r(646) = .44, p < .01.). This association was small for long-term 

partner traits (factor 2), r(648) = .11, p =  .004), and moderate too large for short-term partner 

traits (factor 1), r(648) = .49, p <  .001).  

 

Hypothesis 1 

In support for our first hypothesis the data showed that PBMDA-users reported higher 

SOI scores compared to participants who had never used PBMDAs. There was a substantial 

difference between the two groups (never used PBMDAs, n = 347, M = 3.44, SD = 1.34; 

PBMDA-users, n = 299, M = 4.75, SD = 1.33; t(644) = 12.37, p < .001, d = 0.98). When 

comparing participants who currently use PBMDAs to participants who report to have never 

used PBMDAs, the effect was even larger (never used PBMDAs, n = 347, M = 3.44, 

SD = 1.34; current users of PBMDAs, n = 121, M = 5.09, SD = 1.32; t(466) = 11.68, p < .001, 

d = 1.24), and current PBMDA-users compared to singles who had never used PBMDAs 

yielded similar results (p < .001, d = 1.09). Lastly, this study showed that when comparing 

current PBMDA-users to single former users of PBMDAs the difference in SOI was smaller 

(current users of PBMDAs, n = 121, M = 5.09, SD = 1.32; single former users, n = 83, M = 

4.72, SD = 1.25; t(202) = 2.13, p = .034, d = 0.29).  

An ANOVA was conducted to investigate the size of the differences in SOI scores 

between users, former users and participants that have never used PBMDAs, and between 

males and females. There was a significant and strong main effect of PBMDA-use on SOI 

(F(2, 640) = 97.06, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .233). There was also a weak to moderate effect of sex on 
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SOI (F(1, 640) = 33.80, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .050). No interaction effect was found between 

PBMDA-use and sex (F(2, 640) = .21, p = .81, ns).  

When looking at the different SOI components there was a strong effect of PBMDA-

use on SOI behavior (F(2, 643) = 81.56, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .202), and no effect of sex on SOI 

behavior (F(1, 643) = 3.63, p = .06, ns). PBMDA-use had a moderate effect on SOI attitudes 

(F(2, 645) = 47.07, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .127), and sex had a weak effect on SOI attitudes (F(1, 

645) = 17.84, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .027). Finally, PBMDA-use had a moderate to strong effect on 

SOI desire (F(2, 639) = 50.15, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .137), and sex had a strong effect on SOI desire 

(F(1, 639) = 110.50, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .147). No interaction effects were found between 

PBMDA-use and sex for the different SOI components (SOI behavior, F(2, 643) = .28, p = 

.74, ns, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .001; SOI attitudes, F(2, 645) = .55, p = .58, ns, 𝜂𝑝

2 = .002; SOI desire, F(2, 639) 

= .17, p = .85, ns, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .001). 

To sum up, our data showed that PBMDA-use was associated with higher SOI scores, 

and PBMDA-use was more strongly linked to SOI than sex. This difference was larger 

between current users and singles who have never used PMBDAs than between current users 

and single former users of PBMDAs.  

 

Hypothesis 2 

In line with the second hypothesis participant’s SOI scores was significantly and 

moderately associated with PBMDA-activity (r(296) = .31, activity-measure, see methods), 

with a minor sex difference (males, r(111) = .22; females, r(185) = .21).  

 

Hypothesis 3:  

In support of hypothesis 3, this study found that among current PBMDA-users males 

reported to be significantly more interested in finding a short-term partner compared to 

females (males, n = 56, M = 4.38, SD = 1.38; females, n = 66, M = 3.05, SD = 1.60; t(120) = -

4.72, p < .001, d = 0.89). We only included current PBMDA-users in this analysis because 

former PBMDA-users may misinterpret the question, and answer this question based on their 

current relationship status. Among single participants without experience with PBMDAs this 

effect was smaller, but still showed a moderate effect (males, n = 106, M = 3.03, SD = 1.55; 

females, n = 72, M = 2.03, SD = 1.31; t(176) = - 4.49, p < .001, d = 0.70).  

Among current PBMDA-users there was no significant sex difference in interest in 

finding a long-term partner (males, n = 56, M = 4.88, SD = 1.44; females, n = 66, M = 5.27, 
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SD = 1.43; t(120) = 1.52, p = .13, ns). There was no sex difference among all single 

participants either (males, n = 191, M = 4.86, SD = 1.40; females, n = 183, M = 5.10, SD = 

1.47; t(372.0) = 1.65, p = .10, ns). At last, there was no sex differences in whether participants 

reported to use PBMDAs more often when they wanted a long-term partner (males, n = 111, 

M = 3.12, SD = 1.60; females, n = 185, M = 2.98, SD = 1.72; t(294) = -.721, p = .47, ns).  
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Discussion 

Sociosexuality   

This study hypothesized that SOI was positively associated with PBMDA-use. This 

first hypothesis was supported in this study. The data shows that PBMDA-use is positively 

associated with a mating strategy that is oriented toward uncommitted sex. The data also 

showed a strong main effect of PBMDA-use on SOI, and a weak to moderate effect of sex on 

SOI. Based on previous studies we expected a substantial effect of sex on SOI (Lippa, 2009; 

Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; Schmitt, 2005), but it was somewhat unexpected to see that the 

link between PBMDA-use and SOI was even larger. Sociosexuality is usually seen as a 

personality trait (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008), and traits are usually quite stable variables 

compared to an individual’s behavior (Fleeson, 2004). Therefore, the interpretation of this 

finding is that sociosexuality affects a person’s decision to download and use PBMDAs, and 

the data supports this interpretation. The findings show that the difference in SOI scores 

between current users and single former users was substantially smaller than between current 

users and singles who have never used PBMDAs. Nonetheless, because of the cross-sectional 

design it cannot be excluded that PBMDA-use is affecting SOI.  

Looking more closely at the different SOI components, this study found that PBMDA-

use had a strong effect on SOI behavior, a moderate effect on SOI attitudes and a moderate to 

strong effect on SOI desire. Sex had no effect on SOI behavior, a weak effect on SOI attitudes 

and a strong effect on SOI desire. Consequently, SOI desire was the only SOI component 

where sex had a stronger effect than PBMDA-use. This is in line with previous research on 

sex differences related to the different SOI components measured with SOI-R (see Kennair & 

Bendixen, 2012; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008).  

In this study male participants reported higher SOI scores in general, but women 

scored higher on SOI behavior. There can be many different explanations for this, and self-

selection could be one of them. It might be that female participants with low SOI were less 

likely to respond and complete the questionnaire. Another explanation might be cultural and 

demographic factors. For example, Norway has a gender-egalitarian culture (Ellingsæter & 

Leira, 2006), and gender equality has across cultures been found to be associated with both 

higher SOI scores among women and smaller sex differences (Schmitt, 2005). If this is the 

case in Norway, our finding supports strategic pluralism theory (Gangestad & Simpson, 

2000), in that environmental factors affects mating strategies. The general finding that men 

have higher SOI than women supports predictions from SST (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) and 
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parental investment theory (Trivers, 1972), in that women despite different contextual factors 

will not match men’s overall level of unrestricted sociosexuality.  

Participants’ SOI scores were also significantly and moderately associated with 

PBMDA-activity, which supports our second hypothesis. In this association the data showed 

no sex differences. The activity-measure was moderately associated with how many people 

the participants had met and had sex with without having an interest for a committed 

relationship. Interestingly, this association was strong for women, but non-significant for 

men. This can be related to evidence supporting that women are usually the “gatekeepers” 

when it comes to casual sex (e.g., Clark & Hatfield, 1989; Garcia et al., 2012). It might be the 

case that an effort to find and attract a short-term partner through PBMDAs is more likely to 

be successful for a woman than a man. This may partly explain that women’s activity on 

PBMDAs is strongly associated with the actual number of sex-partners met through 

PBMDAs. On the other hand, PBMDA-activity was not associated with how many people the 

participants had met with an interest for a long-term partner. This may indicate that active use 

of PBMDAs does not necessarily lead users closer to a long-term partner, and as a result that 

PBMDAs may be a better tool for finding a short-term partner. However, we don’t know of 

any studies that have looked at how many that end up in a long-term relationship through the 

use of PBMDAs. It may be that participants use a strategy where they “check out” different 

short-term partners, and if it’s a good match they try to make that person a long-term partner 

(Campbell, 2008; Haselton & Buss, 2001).   

Based on predictions from SST (Buss & Schmitt, 1993), this study expected to find 

sex differences in interest for short-term partners. As mentioned, in support of SST many 

studies show that men are more open to short-term partners in general (e.g., Clark & Hatfield, 

1989; Kennair et al., 2009; Lippa, 2009; Schmitt, 2005). Our data shows that male PBMDA-

users are no different, and that the sex-difference in this group was a bit larger than expected 

from a previous study with Norwegian participants (Kennair et al., 2009). In line with our 

third hypothesis, the data showed that male current PBMDA-users were more interested in 

finding a short-term partner than female current PBMDA-users. This was also the case when 

looking at single participants without experience with PBMDAs, although the difference here 

was smaller. It was also interesting to see that female current PBMADA-users were just as 

interested in finding a short-term partner as single males without experience with PBMDAs. 

This supports the importance of personality on behavior, and that participants with higher SOI 

in this study tend to both use PBMDAs more and be more active on PBMDAs.  
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 Sager et al. (2016) found that contrary to their hypothesis female respondents scored 

higher than males on sexual-motives for using mobile dating apps (as assessed with items like 

“I use hook-up app(s) for sexual freedom” and “I use hook-up app(s) to be sexually 

adventurous”). Despite this difference in sexual motivation, Sager et al. (2016) still found that 

men were more interested in hooking-up than women when using mobile dating apps. Sumter 

et al. (2016) looked specifically at Tinder, and found that men were more interested in finding 

a short-term partner than women, which supports both this study and Sager et al. (2016).  

Findings from this study also show that there were no reported sex differences in 

whether current PBMDA-users are interested in finding a long-term partner. This means that 

while both sexes report almost the same desire to find a long-term partner, male current 

PBMDA-users in the sample are at the same time substantially more interested in finding a 

short-term partner. This result is in line with Sumter et al. (2016) study, which found love in 

general to be to be a stronger motivation than casual sex when using Tinder. Male participants 

in Sumter et al. (2016) had almost equal motivation for love and casual sex, but females had a 

substantial lower motivation for casual sex compared to love. Our data supports this finding.   

 

Self-perceived mate value and sociosexuality 

The data showed no such association between MVI and SOI, and found no sex 

differences either. There is mixed evidence for how mate value affects short-term mating. 

Jackson and Kirkpatrick (2007) found a moderate association between SOI (as assessed with 

Simpson and Gangestad (1991)) and self-perceived mate value, in this case assessed with 

Self-Perceived Mating Success Scale (SPMSS)(Landolt et al., 1995). The failure to replicate 

Jackson and Kirkpatrick (2007) may partly be due to differences in measures of self-

perceived mate value, and this difference may bias how participants responded. MVI asks the 

participant to describe himself/herself as accurately as possible, while SPMSS asks the 

participants to assess how the opposite sex perceives them.  

Previous studies have found several sex differences in partner preferences, both in 

long-term and short-term settings (e.g., Buss, 1989; Li & Kenrick, 2006). Nonetheless, for a 

given trait within-sex variability is usually larger than the between sex variability (see Buss & 

Barnes, 1986). Simpson and Gangestad (1992) investigated romantic partner choice and 

sociosexuality. In their study participants rated the importance of 15 partner attributes, and 

two factors emerged. These factors were associated with SOI scores. Factor 1 was associated 

with a restricted sociosexuality, and corresponded to personal/parenting qualities. Among 
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other, this factor included traits like “responsibility”, “kind and understanding”, “desire for 

children”, and “faithfulness and loyalty”. Factor 2 corresponded to attractiveness/social status, 

and was associated with high SOI scores, and among others included the following: 

“Attractiveness”, “social status” and “quality of health”.  

In this study we conducted a principal axis factor analysis on 14 MVI-items, and a 

two-factor solution showed a good fit to the data. Factor 1 (“short-term traits”) included: 

Attractive face, attractive body, healthy, good sense of humor, intelligent, sociable, 

enthusiastic about sex and ambitious. Factor 2 (“long-term traits”) included: Loyal, kind and 

understanding, responsible, faithful to partners and generous. Despite some different traits, 

our factor structure showed similarities to what Simpson and Gangestad (1992) found. Their 

factor 1 corresponded to factor 2 in this study, and are typical traits many people seem to 

particularly value in a long-term partner (e.g., Buss, 1989; Buss & Barnes, 1986; Li et al., 

2002; Li & Kenrick, 2006; Regan et al., 2000). Simpson and Gangestad (1992) factor 2 

corresponded to factor 1 in this study, and are typical traits people seem to value in a short-

term partner (e.g., Buss, 1985; Li & Kenrick, 2006; Regan et al., 2000).  

SOI scores were moderately associated with factor 1 (“short-term partner traits”). 

Factor 2 (“long-term partner traits”), showed a weak negative association with SOI. This 

indicates that sociosexuality among participants is associated with how participants actually 

perceive their own mate value. Similar to Simpson and Gangestad (1992) the data in this 

study showed that participants with an unrestricted sociosexuality were more likely to 

describe themselves with traits related to what people prefer in a short-term partner, and those 

with an restricted sociosexuality describe themselves with traits more favorable in a long-term 

partner. This may be partly explained by the reactive heritability concept (Tooby & 

Cosmides, 1990), and participants with traits that are advantageous in a short-term setting 

may use more mating effort on a strategy that fits ones traits and heritability.  

In relation to PBMDA-use, this study found a moderate association between activity 

on PBMDA and factor 1 (“short-term traits”) among male participants. There was no such 

association among our female participants. This suggests that in contrast to women, active 

male PBMDA-users tend to rate themselves higher on traits found attractive in a short-term 

partner. There was no objective rating of participant’s attractiveness in this study, but this sex 

difference may be due to reinforcement. In other words, it might be that attractive men get 

more out of using PBMDAs (e.g., more matches, more conversations), and because of this 

choose to use PBMDAs more frequently. It is not clear why there is no corresponding 

association among females. One possible explanation might be differences in minimal 
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parental investment, which explains why men tend to be the less choosy sex (e.g., Kennair et 

al., 2009; Schmitt, 2003; Trivers, 1972). Sumter et al. (2016) shows that this seems to be the 

case on PBMDAs as well. As a result, all women may experience reinforcement when using 

PBMDAs, not just attractive women.    

 

Self-esteem and self-worth validation  

There was a small sex difference in self-esteem in the sample, were men tend to rate 

themselves higher. This finding is also in line with a previous meta-analysis by Kling et al. 

(1999). The data also shows a moderate association between self-perceived mate-value and 

self-esteem, and this has also been found in previous studies (e.g., Brase & Guy, 2004; 

Goodwin et al., 2012). This association was small for long-term partner traits and moderate to 

large for short-term partner traits. This indicates that participants who rate themselves higher 

on short-term partner traits have higher self-esteem compared to participants who rate 

themselves more favorably on long-term partner traits. A meta-analysis found that people 

with high self-esteem are more likely to rank themselves as more attractive, intelligent and 

popular (Langlois et al., 2000). These traits are linked to short-term partner traits in this study, 

and it may be that this explains some of the difference in self-esteem among participants with 

higher and lower self-perceived mate-value.  

Related to PBMDA-use, the data showed no particular relationship between PBMDA-

use and self-esteem within either male or female participants. Sumter et al. (2016) found self-

worth validation to be an important motivation for using PBMDAs, and the data supports this 

finding. This study found that women more than men use PBMDAs for self-worth validation 

reasons. Using PBMDAs for self-worth validation was also associated with more time spent 

on PBMDAs per day. The data suggests that PBMDAs for some people, and women in 

particular, is used in an effort of psycho-social mood elevation through validation. With the 

cross-sectional design it is not possible to say whether PBMDA-use is an effective tool for 

this purpose. 

 

Limitations and future research  

One limitation in this study is the cross-sectional design, and thus inferences about 

causality cannot be made. Another obvious limitation is the use of self-report questionnaires, 

which may bias the data and should be used with other sources of data. Self-report data can be 
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influenced by for instance social desirability, memory problems and response bias (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). The participants were all university students in their 

early 20s, and the findings from this study can therefore not be generalized to other age 

groups or the population at large. Future research should investigate whether our findings are 

replicable in other demographic groups. Further, it is of interest to study how PBMDA-use 

relates to SOI, self-perceived mate value and self-esteem in less gender-egalitarian societies.  

 

Conclusion  

To our knowledge this has been the first quantitative study to explore PBMDA-use in 

a Norwegian population. The findings show that PBMDA-users had higher SOI scores than 

participants who had never used PBMDAs, and that this group difference was stronger than 

that of sex. Looking at the different SOI components, PBMDA-use had the strongest effect on 

SOI behavior. In addition, this study found that participants SOI scores to be positively 

associated with PBMDA-use, and that men compared to women report to be more interested 

in finding a short-term partner when using PBMDAs. These findings support evolutionary 

theory on mating strategies, and in particular sexual strategies theory (SST, Buss & Schmitt, 

1993).    



PSYPRO4700 

 

 28 

References  

 
Arnocky, S., Woodruff, N., & Schmitt, D. P. (2016). Men's sociosexuality is sensitive to 

changes in mate availability. Personal Relationships, 23(5), 172-181.  

Barkow, J. H., Cosmides, L., & Tooby, J. (1995). The adapted mind: Evolutionary 

psychology and the generation of culture. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Brase, G. L., & Guy, E. C. (2004). The demographics of mate value and self-esteem. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 36(2), 471-484.  

Brewer, G., & Archer, J. (2007). What do people infer from facial attractiveness? Journal of 

Evolutionary Psychology, 5(1), 39-49.  

Brown, J. D. (2014). Self-esteem and self-evaluation: Feeling is believing. Psychological 

perspectives on the self, 4(8), 27-58.  

Buss, D. M. (1985). Human mate selection: Opposites are sometimes said to attract, but in 

fact we are likely to marry someone who is similar to us in almost every variable. 

American scientist, 73(1), 47-51.  

Buss, D. M. (1989). Sex differences in human mate preferences: Evolutionary hypotheses 

tested in 37 cultures. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 12(01), 1-14.  

Buss, D. M. (1998). Sexual strategies theory: Historical origins and current status. Journal of 

Sex Research, 35(1), 19-31.  

Buss, D. M., & Barnes, M. (1986). Preferences in human mate selection. Journal of 

personality and social psychology, 50(3), 559-579.  

Buss, D. M., & Schmitt, D. P. (1993). Sexual strategies theory: An evolutionary perspective 

on human mating. Psychological review, 100(2), 204-232.  

Campbell, A. (2008). The morning after the night before. Human Nature, 19(2), 157-173.  

Clark, R. D., & Hatfield, E. (1989). Gender differences in receptivity to sexual offers. Journal 

of Psychology & Human Sexuality, 2(1), 39-55.  

Clarke, A. P. (2006). Are the correlates of sociosexuality different for men and women? 

Personality and Individual Differences, 41(7), 1321-1327.  

Ellingsæter, A. L., & Leira, A. (2006). Politicising parenthood in Scandinavia: Gender 

relations in welfare states. London: Policy Press. 

Fisher, M., Cox, A., Bennett, S., & Gavric, D. (2008). Components of self-perceived mate 

value. Journal of Social, Evolutionary, and Cultural Psychology, 2(4), 156-168.  



PSYPRO4700 

 

 29 

Fleeson, W. (2004). Moving personality beyond the person-situation debate the challenge and 

the opportunity of within-person variability. Current Directions in Psychological 

Science, 13(2), 83-87.  

Freier, A. (2015). Tinder mobile app statistics and revenue. Retrieved from 

http://www.businessofapps.com/tinder-mobile-app-statistics-and-revenue/  

Gangestad, S. W., Haselton, M. G., & Buss, D. M. (2006). Evolutionary foundations of 

cultural variation: Evoked culture and mate preferences. Psychological Inquiry, 17(2), 

75-95.  

Gangestad, S. W., & Simpson, J. A. (2000). The evolution of human mating: Trade-offs and 

strategic pluralism. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 23(4), 573-587.  

Garcia, J. R., Reiber, C., Massey, S. G., & Merriwether, A. M. (2012). Sexual hookup culture: 

A review. Review of General Psychology, 16(2), 161-176.  

Goodwin, R., Marshall, T., Fülöp, M., Adonu, J., Spiewak, S., Neto, F., & Plaza, S. H. 

(2012). Mate value and self-esteem: Evidence from eight cultural groups. PLoS One, 

7(4), 36-44.  

Gray-Little, B., Williams, V. S., & Hancock, T. D. (1997). An item response theory analysis 

of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. Personality and social psychology bulletin, 

23(5), 443-451.  

Haselton, M., & Buss, D. M. (2001). Emotional reactions following first-time sexual 

intercourse: The affective shift hypothesis. Personal Relationships, 8(4), 357-369.  

Huang, C., & Dong, N. (2012). Factor structures of the Rosenberg self-esteem scale. 

European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 28(4), 22-43.  

Jackson, J. J., & Kirkpatrick, L. A. (2007). The structure and measurement of human mating 

strategies: Toward a multidimensional model of sociosexuality. Evolution and Human 

Behavior, 28(6), 382-391.  

Kennair, L. E. O., & Bendixen, M. (2012). Sociosexuality as predictor of sexual harassment 

and coercion in female and male high school students. Evolution and Human 

Behavior, 33(5), 479-490.  

Kennair, L. E. O., Grøntvedt, T. V., Mehmetoglu, M., Perilloux, C., & Buss, D. M. (2015). 

Sex and Mating Strategy Impact the 13 Basic Reasons for Having Sex. Evolutionary 

Psychological Science, 1(4), 207-219.  

Kennair, L. E. O., Schmitt, D. P., Fjeldavli, Y. L., & Harlem, S. K. (2009). Sex differences in 

sexual desires and attitudes in Norwegian samples. Interpersona, 3(6), 1-32.  



PSYPRO4700 

 

 30 

Kinsey, A. C., Pomeroy, W. B., Martin, C. E., & Sloan, S. (1948). Sexual behavior in the 

human male. British Medical Journal, 12(3), 45-86  

Kirsner, B. R., Figueredo, A. J., & Jacobs, W. J. (2003). Self, friends, and lovers: Structural 

relations among Beck Depression Inventory scores and perceived mate values. 

Journal of affective disorders, 75(2), 131-148.  

Kling, K. C., Hyde, J. S., Showers, C. J., & Buswell, B. N. (1999). Gender differences in self-

esteem: a meta-analysis. Psychological bulletin, 125(4), 470-500.  

Landolt, M. A., Lalumière, M. L., & Quinsey, V. L. (1995). Sex differences in intra-sex 

variations in human mating tactics: An evolutionary approach. Ethology and 

Sociobiology, 16(1), 3-23.  

Langlois, J. H., Kalakanis, L., Rubenstein, A. J., Larson, A., Hallam, M., & Smoot, M. 

(2000). Maxims or myths of beauty? A meta-analytic and theoretical review. 

Psychological bulletin, 126(3), 390-423.  

Li, N. P., Bailey, J. M., Kenrick, D. T., & Linsenmeier, J. A. (2002). The necessities and 

luxuries of mate preferences: testing the tradeoffs. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 82(6), 947-962.  

Li, N. P., & Kenrick, D. T. (2006). Sex similarities and differences in preferences for short-

term mates: what, whether, and why. Journal of personality and social psychology, 

90(3), 468.  

Lippa, R. A. (2009). Sex differences in sex drive, sociosexuality, and height across 53 

nations: Testing evolutionary and social structural theories. Archives of sexual 

behavior, 38(5), 631-651.  

Lundberg, S., Pollak, R. A., & Stearns, J. (2016). Family inequality: Diverging patterns in 

marriage, cohabitation, and childbearing. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 

30(2), 79-101.  

Meston, C. M., & Buss, D. M. (2007). Why humans have sex. Archives of sexual behavior, 

36(4), 477-507.  

Mikach, S. M., & Bailey, J. M. (1999). What distinguishes women with unusually high 

numbers of sex partners? Evolution and Human Behavior, 20(3), 141-150.  

Penke, L., & Asendorpf, J. B. (2008). Beyond global sociosexual orientations: A more 

differentiated look at sociosexuality and its effects on courtship and romantic 

relationships. Journal of personality and social psychology, 95(5), 1113-1142.  



PSYPRO4700 

 

 31 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended 

remedies. Journal of applied psychology, 88(5), 879.  

Price, R. A., & Vandenberg, S. G. (1980). Spouse similarity in American and Swedish 

couples. Behavior genetics, 10(1), 59-71.  

Regan, P. C., Levin, L., Sprecher, S., Christopher, F. S., & Gate, R. (2000). Partner 

preferences: What characteristics do men and women desire in their short-term sexual 

and long-term romantic partners? Journal of Psychology & Human Sexuality, 12(3), 1-

21.  

Robins, R. W., Hendin, H. M., & Trzesniewski, K. H. (2001). Measuring global self-esteem: 

Construct validation of a single-item measure and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. 

Personality and social psychology bulletin, 27(2), 151-161.  

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton: Princeton university 

press. 

Sager, R. L., Alderson, K. G., & Boyes, M. C. (2016). Hooking-up Through the Use of 

Mobile Applications. Computer Communication & Collaboration, 4(2), 15-41.  

Schmitt, D. P. (2003). Universal sex differences in the desire for sexual variety: tests from 52 

nations, 6 continents, and 13 islands. Journal of personality and social psychology, 

85(1), 85-104.  

Schmitt, D. P. (2005). Sociosexuality from Argentina to Zimbabwe: A 48-nation study of sex, 

culture, and strategies of human mating. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 28(02), 247-

275.  

Schmitt, D. P., Shackelford, T. K., & Buss, D. M. (2001). Are men really more oriented 

toward short-term mating than women? A critical review of theory and research. 

Psychology, Evolution & Gender, 3(3), 211-239.  

Simpson, J. A., & Gangestad, S. W. (1991). Individual differences in sociosexuality: 

Evidence for convergent and discriminant validity. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 60(6), 870-883.  

Simpson, J. A., & Gangestad, S. W. (1992). Sociosexuality and romantic partner choice. 

Journal of personality, 60(1), 31-51.  

Smith, A. W., & Duggan, M. (2013). Online Dating & Relationship. Washington, DC: Pew 

Research Center.  



PSYPRO4700 

 

 32 

Sumter, S. R., Vandenbosch, L., & Ligtenberg, L. (2016). Love me Tinder: Untangling 

emerging adults’ motivations for using the dating application Tinder. Telematics and 

Informatics, 34(1), 67-78.  

Tinder. (2016). About Tinder. Retrieved from https://www.gotinder.com/press 

Tooby, J., & Cosmides, L. (1990). On the universality of human nature and the uniqueness of 

the individual: The role of genetics and adaptation. Journal of personality, 58(1), 17-

67.  

Trivers, R. (1972). Parental investment and sexual selection. In B. Campell (Ed.), Sexual 

selection and the descent of man: 1871 – 1971 (pp. 136-179). Chicago: Aldine-

Atherton.  

Waynforth, D. (2001). Mate choice trade-offs and women’s preference for physically 

attractive men. Human Nature, 12(3), 207-219. 



PSYPRO4700 

 

 33 

Appendix:  

 

 



PSYPRO4700 

 

 34 

 

 

 



PSYPRO4700 

 

 35 

 

 

 



PSYPRO4700 

 

 36 

 

 


	Introduction
	Sexual strategies theory
	Sociosexuality
	Self-perceived mate value
	Global self-esteem and self-worth validation
	The current study

	Methods
	Procedure and participants
	Measurements
	Data analyses

	The collected data was analyzed with Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 24. Measures which consisted of combination of items were used in the analyses (see appendix for details about the specific items). Items related to PBMDA...
	Results
	Frequencies

	Among our 651 participants (see table 1), 300 participants were former or current users of PBMDAs, and 351 participants reported to never have used PBMDAs. 178 of the PBMDA-users were former users, and 122 were current users. For those who reported to...
	Table 1: Frequency of PBMDA-use.
	Table 2: SOI scores among men and women.
	Exploratory research question
	This section looks at results related to the following exploratory research question: What is the associations between PBMDA-use, sociosexuality, self-perceived mate-value, self-esteem and sex?
	Table 3: Associations among PBMDA-users.
	Note: *p < .05, **p < .01
	Discussion
	Sociosexuality
	Self-perceived mate value and sociosexuality
	Self-esteem and self-worth validation
	Limitations and future research
	Conclusion

	References
	Appendix:

