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1. A full description of analyses in Study 1 with psychometric details  

 

1.a. Instruments: 

The Mate Value Scale (MVS; Edlund & Sagarin, 2014) was translated into Hungarian. 
The goal was to measure participants’ perceptions of their own mate value (see also 
Csajbók & Berkics, 2017; for the Hungarian version of the scale, see Supplementary 

material). The scale consists of four items (all measuring in a single direction) which are 
rated on an anchored Likert scale from 1 to 7. Internal consistency of the scale in our 

sample was good (α = .86). 

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965; Hungarian version: Sallay, 
Martos, Földvári, Szabó, & Ittzés, 2014) consists of 10 items rated from 1 to 4, half of 

which are reverse-scored. This scale has an excellent internal consistency (in our sample, 
α = .91). Consistently with previous research, the scale displayed a bifactorial structure 

with one general factor and two methodological factors for the straight and reversed items, 
respectively (Hyland, Boduszek, Dhingra, Shevlin, & Egan, 2014; McKay, Boduszek, & 
Harvey, 2014; Urbán, Szigeti, Kökönyei, & Demetrovics, 2014). 

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; 
Hungarian version: Martos, Sallay, Désfalvi, Szabó, & Ittzés, 2014) is a five-item Likert 

scale. All the items are straight and rated from 1 to 7. In our sample, this instrument had 
good internal consistency (α = .86). 

The short version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (ULS; Peplau & Cutrona, 1980; 

Hungarian version: Bőthe, Tóth-Király, & Orosz, in prep) is an eight-item, 4-point Likert 
scale with two reversed items and excellent internal consistency in our sample (α = .91).  

The revised Sociosexual Orientation Scale (SOI-R; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; Hungarian 
version: Meskó, Láng, Kocsor, & Rózsa, 2012) measures people’s attitudes, behaviours, 
and desires regarding casual sex. The scale consists of nine items in three correlated 

factors, all of which had a good internal consistency in our sample. Three items measure 
attitudes about casual sex (α = .81), three items measure behaviour such as the number of 

different/casual partners (α = .82), and three items measure the desire for, like fantasising 
about such sexual interactions (α = .88). 

 

1.b. Data analysis 

First, only the four Mate Value Scale items (Partial Model 1), then the Mate Value Scale 

and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale items together (Partial Model 2), and finally all of 
the items of the instruments above (Full Model) were entered into CFA models of 
increasing complexity in Mplus 7 as indicators, while the measured constructs functioned 

as latent variables or factors on which their respective indicators loaded. For the Mate 
Value Scale, the Satisfaction with Life Scale, and the short version of the UCLA 

Loneliness Scale this was fairly straightforward, since these instruments measure one-
dimensional constructs in a simple way. For the revised Sociosexual Orientation Scale, 
three latent variables represented the three factors: two with three items each, the third 

(factor Behaviour) with just two items because item 2 was omitted due to a strong inter-
item correlation (r > .80). For the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, the abovementioned 

bifactorial structure was specified: all ten items loaded on a general self-esteem factor 
which was allowed to correlate with all other constructs. At the same time, however, the 
items also loaded on either of the two methodological factors (one for the five positively 



worded items, the other for the five negatively worded ones). These methodological 

factors were constrained so as to be uncorrelated to each other and to all other constructs.  

All models were fitted to the whole sample. Subsequently, measurement invariance was 

tested across sex. For Partial Models 1 and 2 (MVS only, and MVS+ Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale, respectively) a Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimator was used. Due to a 
non-normal distribution of some of the Sociosexual Orientation Scale items, Maximum 

Likelihood Robust (MLR) estimator was used for the Full Model. Of the fit indices, CFI 
was considered to be the most important, because TLI and especially RMSEA are 

sensitive to model parsimony, imposing a penalty on models with a low df (see Brown, 
2006, pp. 83–86). However, for the sake of comparing configural, metric, and scalar 
models, these indices are also included. Models and loadings in Figure 1 (in the article). 

 

1.c. Results 

In the pooled model, the fit of Partial Model 1, i.e. the four MVS items only, was less than 
desirable (see the fit indices in Table A1). However, when measurement invariance was 
tested across sex, the metric model had an acceptable fit to the data, except for the 

RMSEA. The scalar model still had an acceptable CFI and TLI, but the drop in CFI was, 
compared to the metric model, way beyond the recommended cut-off value of -.010 

(Chen, 2007). By relaxing the intercept of item 2 (‘Overall, how would members of the 
opposite sex rate your level of desirability as a partner on the following scale?’), at least 
partial scalar invariance could be established. In this case, the intercept was somewhat 

higher for females (4.793) than for males (4.381). Such a minor bias in this single item 
does not, however, have a major effect on sex differences in Mate Value Scale, because 

females tend to score higher on the other three items as well (cf. Study 2). 

Table A1  

Model fit and invariance of the Partial Models 1 and 2, and the Full Model 

Model χ2 (df) CFI TLI RMSEA [90% CI] Δχ2 (df) ΔCFI ΔTLI ΔRMSEA 

Partial Model 1 with sex invariance (only MVS items) 

Pooled 114.422(2) .947 .842 .223 [.189-.259]     

Configural 109.481(4) .951 .854 .216 [.182-.252]     

Metric (loadings) 112.226(7) .952 .917 .163 [.137-.190] 2.745(3) .001 .063 -.053 

Scalar (intercepts) 178.394(10) .922 .907 .173 [.151-.195] 66.167(3) -.030 -.010 .010 

Scalar (partial)1 129.224(9) .945 .926 .154 [.131-.178] 16.998(2) -.007 .009 -.009 

Partial Model 2 with sex invariance (Rosenberg and MVS scales) 

Pooled 433.066(66) .960 .945 .070 [.064-.076]     

Configural 479.680(132) .962 .948 .068 [.062-.075]     

Metric (loadings) 519.488(152) .960 .952 .065 [.059-.072] 39.808(20) -.002 .004 -.003 

Scalar (intercepts) 633.458(162) .949 .943 .072 [.066-.078] 113.970(10) -.011 -.009 .007 

Scalar (partial) 1 583.483(161) .954 .948 .068 [.062-.074] 63.995(9) -.006 -.004 .003 

Full Model with sex invariance 

Pooled 1733.037(529) .940 .933 .045 [.043-.047]     

Configural 2218.085(1058) .942 .935 .044 [.041-.147]     

Metric (loadings) 2293.237(1094) .940 .935 .044 [.042-.047] 75.169(36) -.002 .000 .000 

Scalar (intercepts) 2514.515(1120) .930 .926 .047 [.044-.049] 230.646(26) -.010 -.009 .003 

Scalar (partial) 1 2466.782(1119) .933 .929 .046 [.044-.049] 173.545(25) -.007 -.006 .002 

Note 1. Partial scalar invariance was assessed by relaxing the intercept of one item (MVS2). 



Partial Model 2 included the ten items of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale as well as the 

four MVS items, thus removing the penalty imposed by the RMSEA formula. This made 
this fit index more relevant for model evaluation. Partial Model 2 had acceptable fit for 

the pooled sample as well as the configural and metric models when invariance across sex 
was tested. Scalar invariance, on the other hand, could again be established only partially, 
by relaxing the intercept of the aforementioned item 2 of the Mate Value Scale. The 

intercept was again higher for females (4.793) than for the males (4.368). In this model, 
mate value and self-esteem correlated at r = .657. 

Finally, the Full Model included all the scales listed in the Measures section (i.e., MVS, 
SWLS, SOI-R, Loneliness, and RSES). Since items 2 and 3 in the SOI-R had a correlation 
of r > .80, item 2 (‘With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse on 

one and only one occasion?’) was removed to avoid redundancy. The Full Model fit the 
data acceptably in the pooled sample and had scalar invariance across sex because the 

decrease in fit indices did not exceed the recommended cut-off values (Chen, 2007). 
However, the partially invariant model was also tested, relaxing the intercept of MVS item 
2, which was again higher for the female participants (4.793) than for the males (4.371). 

Despite the minor bias in item 2 of the Mate Value Scale, inter-factor correlations for 
convergent and discriminant validity were tested across sex on the full scalar model (i.e., 

without relaxing item 2), because differences in results comparing the relaxed and 
unrelaxed models were negligible. As seen from Table A2, the latent variable for MVS 
had a medium to strong correlation with self-esteem, life satisfaction, and loneliness (in 

this ascending order) in both the male and female subsample. Mate value had only a weak, 
if any, correlation with sociosexual orientation, the strongest being the link between mate 

value and the behavioural factor of the SOI-R. The means of the latent variables differed 
between the sexes in self-esteem and two of the SOI-R factors: males had a somewhat 
higher self-esteem (M = .159), a much more positive attitude about casual sex (M = .853), 

and a much higher level of desire for casual sex (M = .926; all male means are 
standardised values with female means set at zero). The two sexes did not differ 

significantly in the latent mean of the Mate Value Scale items (male M = -.093). Albeit 
still minor, this was the only notable difference between the partial and full scalar models: 
when the intercept of Mate Value Scale item 2 was relaxed, the latent Mate Value Scale 

means of the two sexes became practically identical (male M = .005). 

Table 2 (from the article) 

Inter-factor correlations and mean differences 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. Male mean 

1. MVS – .651*** .513*** -.391*** .183*** .164*** -.022 -.093 

2. RSES .631*** – .671*** -.605*** .105* .104* -.121** .159* 

3. SWLS .549*** .688*** – -.593*** -.004 .063 -.181*** -.029 

4. Loneliness -.502*** -.647*** -.633*** – -.064 .003 .300*** -.116 

5. SOI behaviour .308*** .209*** .138** -.200*** – .653*** .355*** .060 

6. SOI attitude .123 .123 .040 -.016 .399*** – .486*** .853*** 

7. SOI desire -.103 -.140* -.121* .234*** .105 .440*** – .926*** 

Note. All variables are latent variables of the full scalar model tested in Mplus 7. Correlations in the female 

subsample are above the diagonal, correlations for males below it. The means for all factors in the female 

subsample are standardised to zero, male means are standardised values.  

*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 



2. A full description of the CFAs in Study 2 with psychometric details  

 

2.a. Instruments 

A full description is given in the article. 

 

2.b. Data analysis 

First, only the four MVS items (Simple Model), and then the four MVS as well as the 23 
minimum standards items (Full Model) were entered into CFA models in Mplus 7 as 

indicators. The measured constructs were latent variables or factors on which their 
respective indicators loaded: one factor for the MVS items, and seven factors for the 
minimum standards items. The seven factors of minimum standards were warmth, 

emotional stability, physical appearance, sexual passion, social status, intellect, and 
dominance (for details, see Csajbók & Berkics, 2017). 

First, both models were fitted to the whole sample. Then measurement invariance in the 
Simple Model was tested across the demographic variables used for comparisons. First, 
we tested invariance across sex and sexual orientations. Then, for heterosexual 

participants only, invariance was tested across age groups, education, socioeconomic 
status (SES), and relationship status. For the Simple Model (MVS only) ML estimator was 

used. Similarly, as in Study 1, CFI was considered to be the most important of the fit 
indices, but TLI and RMSEA are also included for the sake of comparing configural, 
metric, and scalar models (cf., our discussion of the topic in Study 1). Due to a non-

normal distribution of some of the minimum standards items, MLR estimator was used for 
the Full Model. In this model, invariance was tested across sex only, because the purpose 

of adding the minimum standards items was to analyse the Mate Value Scale in a more 
complex model with better RMSEAs. In the Full Model, only heterosexual participants 
were included because in some of the non-heterosexual groups the sample sizes were low. 

Models and loadings in Figure 2 (in the article). 

 

2.c. Results: model fit and invariance 

The Simple Model with the four Mate Value Scale items fits the data in the pooled sample 
well (see Table 3 in the article) with the exception of a poor RMSEA, which is, however, 

known to perform badly in very simple models (for a model consisting of four indicators 
loading on one factor, just like in our case, see Kenny, Kaniskan, & McCoach, 2015). 

Scalar invariance was established across all but one of the demographic variables, since 
drops in the CFI were within the recommended cut-off value of -.010 (Chen, 2007), while 
TLI and RMSEA had even improved. Mate Value Scale means can therefore be compared 

across sex and sexual orientation, age, education, and relationship status. For 
socioeconomic status, partial scalar invariance was established after relaxing the intercept 

of item 4 (‘Overall, how good of a catch are you?’). The intercept was the lowest for 
participants with a low socioeconomic status (4.409), followed by that of the average 
(4.553), above-average (4.720), and way-above-average socioeconomic status (4.891).  

The Full Model also had an acceptable fit to data, although scalar equivalence across sex 
could not be established, and in order to establish partial scalar invariance, we had to relax 

the intercept of one of the MVS items (‘Overall, how would members of the opposite sex 
rate your level of desirability as a partner on the following scale?’) as well as one of the 



minimum standards items (‘attractive’). This was the same item whose intercept had to be 

relaxed also in Study 1; for female participants, the intercept was higher (4.698) than for 
males (4.490), just as in Study 1. Fit indices and invariance in Table 3 (in the article). 

 

3. Statistical details about MVS scores and demographics not included in the article  

3.1. Mean mate value results on the first three items across age and SES (Tables and 

Figures are across sex) 

 
Table A2 
Mean mate value results on the first three items among males across age and SES 

Sex Age Grouping SES N Mean SD 

Male 

18-20 years 

Lower than average 40 4.26 1.30 

Average 236 4.39 1.32 

Somewhat better than average 369 4.69 1.15 

Better than average 216 5.02 1.28 

21-25 years 

Lower than average 161 3.77 1.45 

Average 709 4.28 1.28 

Somewhat better than average 1223 4.61 1.17 

Better than average 608 4.99 1.06 

26-30 years 

Lower than average 137 3.70 1.38 

Average 598 4.42 1.13 

Somewhat better than average 1255 4.61 1.13 

Better than average 651 4.93 1.14 

31-35 years 

Lower than average 90 3.74 1.20 

Average 403 4.19 1.12 

Somewhat better than average 920 4.54 1.14 

Better than average 647 4.90 1.10 

36-40 years 

Lower than average 89 3.40 1.39 

Average 433 4.29 1.06 

Somewhat better than average 838 4.54 1.06 

Better than average 636 4.96 1.02 

41-45 years 

Lower than average 64 3.89 1.21 

Average 327 4.24 1.00 

Somewhat better than average 651 4.57 1.07 

Better than average 578 4.89 1.07 

46-50 years 

Lower than average 51 4.01 1.04 

Average 244 4.26 1.05 

Somewhat better than average 397 4.47 1.08 

Better than average 317 4.87 .96 

older than 51 
years 

Lower than average 109 4.02 1.13 

Average 382 4.30 0.97 

Somewhat better than average 632 4.54 0.98 

Better than average 430 4.81 0.98 

  



Table A3 
Mean mate value results on the first three items among females across age and SES 

Sex Age Grouping SES N Mean SD 

Female 

18-20 years 

Lower than average 31 4.12 1.38 

Average 194 4.69 1.14 

Somewhat better than average 279 4.95 1.14 

Better than average 139 5.04 1.14 

21-25 years 

Lower than average 104 4.58 1.17 

Average 637 4.79 1.08 

Somewhat better than average 932 5.07 1.03 

Better than average 422 5.19 1.00 

26-30 years 

Lower than average 59 4.49 1.33 

Average 448 4.67 1.16 

Somewhat better than average 699 5.10 1.05 

Better than average 389 5.34 1.15 

31-35 years 

Lower than average 27 4.60 1.48 

Average 222 4.64 1.12 

Somewhat better than average 364 5.01 1.02 

Better than average 239 5.44 0.93 

36-40 years 

Lower than average 17 3.65 1.06 

Average 173 4.66 1.12 

Somewhat better than average 263 4.92 1.07 

Better than average 154 5.19 1.00 

41-45 years 

Lower than average 22 4.05 1.61 

Average 123 4.59 1.13 

Somewhat better than average 174 4.89 1.10 

Better than average 154 5.15 1.09 

46-50 years 

Lower than average 16 4.04 1.23 

Average 95 4.54 1.19 

Somewhat better than average 113 4.82 1.15 

Better than average 69 4.74 1.12 

older than 51 
years 

Lower than average 11 4.09 1.17 

Average 94 4.57 1.18 

Somewhat better than average 125 4.82 1.02 

Better than average 59 4.76 1.25 
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3.2. Mean mate value results across sex, relationship status and satisfaction (singles 

analysed across number of sexual partners), with estimated results of ANCOVA on age 

Table A4 

Mean mate value results across sex, relationship status and satisfaction (singles 

analysed across number of sexual partners), with estimated results of ANCOVA on 
age 

Relationship status / 

Satisfaction 
Sex N 

Observed 

Mean 
SD 

Estimated 

Meana 

Std. 

Error 

Single, Sex partners: 0 
Male 388 3.35 1.46 3.23 0.05 
Female 72 3.65 1.34 3.53 0.12 

Single, Sex partners: 1-4 
Male 991 4.02 1.25 3.92 0.03 
Female 295 4.69 1.11 4.58 0.06 

Single, Sex partners: 5-10 
Male 758 4.52 1.12 4.46 0.04 
Female 361 4.96 1.03 4.88 0.05 

Single, Sex partners: 11+ 
Male 907 4.95 1.02 4.93 0.03 
Female 382 5.09 1.03 5.07 0.05 

In a relationship / Bad 
Male 637 4.42 1.03 4.51 0.04 
Female 178 4.58 1.20 4.63 0.07 

In a relationship / Average 
Male 1422 4.64 0.97 4.69 0.03 
Female 495 4.90 1.08 4.89 0.04 

In a relationship / Good 
Male 3833 4.85 0.89 4.90 0.02 
Female 1322 5.09 0.98 5.05 0.03 

In a relationship / Happy 
Male 3271 5.04 0.91 5.05 0.02 
Female 1802 5.25 0.93 5.20 0.02 

Divorced 
Male 369 4.65 1.13 4.82 0.05 
Female 167 5.14 0.94 5.27 0.08 

a. Age as a covariate appearing in the model is evaluated at the age of 33.93 years. 

 

 

  



3.3. Predictive (regression) models of mate value across sex 

Table A5 
Dependent variable: self-perceived mate value (MVS mean) 

Sex  

Unstandardized Standardized 

t Sig. 

Correlations 

β 

Std. 

error β 

Zero-

order Partial Part 

Male (Constant) 5.296 .035  151.743 .000    

Age -.013 .001 -.147 -16.312 .000 -.050 -.143 -.129 

SES Lower than average -.580 .041 -.118 -14.293 .000 -.161 -.125 -.113 

SES Average -.260 .022 -.103 -11.772 .000 -.155 -.104 -.093 

SES Better than average .334 .021 .141 16.294 .000 .219 .143 .129 

Edu. Primary .081 .052 .013 1.570 .116 -.019 .014 .012 

Edu. Vocational -.040 .038 -.009 -1.069 .285 -.046 -.009 -.008 

Edu. Higher education .038 .020 .018 1.962 .050 .082 .017 .016 

Single, Sex partners: 0 -1.558 .052 -.251 -29.856 .000 -.229 -.255 -.237 

Single, Sex partners: 1-4 -.905 .035 -.227 -25.741 .000 -.192 -.222 -.204 

Single, Sex partners: 5-10 -.368 .038 -.082 -9.580 .000 -.048 -.084 -.076 

Single, Sex partners: 11+ .048 .035 .012 1.366 .172 .058 .012 .011 

In a relationship / Bad -.357 .041 -.073 -8.750 .000 -.066 -.077 -.069 

In a relationship / Average -.164 .029 -.048 -5.564 .000 -.028 -.049 -.044 

In a relationship / Happy .144 .023 .059 6.361 .000 .173 .056 .050 

Divorced .009 .053 .001 .178 .859 -.011 .002 .001 

Female (Constant) 5.532 .056  99.243 .000    

Age -.013 .002 -.123 -8.164 .000 -.082 -.113 -.107 

SES Lower than average -.632 .072 -.119 -8.800 .000 -.121 -.121 -.115 

SES Average -.300 .033 -.132 -9.157 .000 -.156 -.126 -.120 

SES Better than average .197 .034 .082 5.740 .000 .155 .080 .075 

Edu. Primary -.121 .078 -.021 -1.545 .122 -.008 -.021 -.020 

Edu. Vocational .063 .094 .009 .673 .501 -.011 .009 .009 

Edu. Higher education .039 .032 .018 1.228 .220 .024 .017 .016 

Single, Sex partners: 0 -1.454 .118 -.165 -12.305 .000 -.162 -.169 -.161 

Single, Sex partners: 1-4 -.455 .063 -.102 -7.223 .000 -.088 -.100 -.095 

Single, Sex partners: 5-10 -.167 .058 -.041 -2.894 .004 -.026 -.040 -.038 

Single, Sex partners: 11+ .006 .056 .001 .104 .917 .010 .001 .001 

In a relationship / Bad -.393 .078 -.069 -5.045 .000 -.087 -.070 -.066 

In a relationship / Average -.147 .051 -.042 -2.897 .004 -.049 -.040 -.038 

In a relationship / Happy .111 .035 .051 3.210 .001 .137 .045 .042 

Divorced .243 .082 .042 2.963 .003 .014 .041 .039 

Note. SES = socioeconomic status; Edu = Education  

 

  



4. The Hungarian version of the Mate Value Scale 

The scale was first translated by two students majoring in psychology at Eötvös Loránd 
University (ELTE), then the translation was thoroughly reviewed by the last author of the 

paper. Finally, two former students already holding an MA in psychology but not 
specialising in the topic and not knowing the original version translated it back to 
English. 

1. Összességében hogyan értékelné magát párkapcsolati kívánatosság 

szempontjából?   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kifejezetten 
nem 
kívánatos 

   

Kifejezetten 
kívánatos 

2. Véleménye szerint hogyan értékelnék Önt az ellenkező nem tagjai 

párkapcsolati kívánatosság szempontjából?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kifejezetten 
nem 
kívánatos 

   

Kifejezetten 
kívánatos 

3. A többi emberhez képest hogyan értékelné magát párkapcsolati 

kívánatosság szempontjából?  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Sokkal 
kevésbé 
kívánatos 

Kevésbé 
kívánatos 

Kicsit 
kevésbé 
kívánatos 

Átlagos 
Kicsit 

kívánatosabb 
Kívánatosabb 

Sokkal 
kívánatosabb 

4. Összességében mennyire tartja magát “jó fogásnak”? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Nagyon 
rossz  

Rossz 
Inkább 
rossz 

Átlagos Inkább jó Jó Nagyon jó 

 


