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FUTURE ROLES: INFLUENCE IN THE PREFERENCE FOR MATE CHARACTERISTICS

How do people choose mates? Taking an interactionist perspective, preferences for partners who offer
particular skills or traits can be understood to emerge interactively from humans’ evolved characteristics,
individuals® developmental experiences and their situated activity in society. Partners’ skills and traits
gain meaning within the circumstances that people encounter in their culture and in their personal
circumstances (Eagly, Eastwick & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2009). Therefore, in this study, we attempt to
analyse the influence of the anticipation of future marital roles on preferences for mates.

Hypothesis:

-The anticipation of future roles (being a homemaker or being employed) influences the preference for
particular mate characteristics.

A further area of observational research in the study involves the role of physical attractiveness, as rated
on a pre- existing scale, as a mediating factor in the preference of mate characteristics. Gender has been
analysed as another mediating factor.

Review of Literature:

In the study ‘Possible Selves in Marital Roles: The Impact of the Anticipated Division of Labor on
the Mate Preferences of Women and Men’, Eagly, Eastwick and Johannesen-Schmidt (2009) study the
influence of marital roles anticipated by men and women on their mate preferences. The sample
comprised 66 male and 73 female participants who were randomly selected from public settings and were
asked to complete a questionnaire that incorporated the manipulation of the ‘possible selves’ variable.
Participants were asked to imagine themselves as being married with children and either employed full
time outside the home (provider) or staying at home to raise these children (homemaker). Control
participants only received information about being married with children. Keeping in mind their future
self, participants were asked to rate how important certain mate characteristics would be in a spouse, on a
4-point Likert scale, anchored by irrelevant and indispensable. The results showed that, when participants
envisioned themselves as homemakers, they placed more importance on ‘provider’ characteristics in the




