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Abstract
Individuals’ eagerness or desire to get married was investigated in a sample of online daters in China (n = 3,389) using a 6-item version of
the Drive to Marry (DTM) Scale, which was modified with new questions about normative pressures to marry given the cultural emphasis on
social prescription in Eastern versus Western culture. The questionnaire items conformed to a unidimensional Rasch scale with interval-level
measurement, although two themes seemed inherent to DTM – positive feelings of excitement or anticipation and negative feelings of urgency
or desperation. Consistent with previous theory and research, women exhibited stronger DTM than men and normative pressures resulted in
greater perceived DTM. Finally, significant response biases by sex were found, indicating that men and women differ in their qualitative
experience of DTM. The results offer a preliminary cross-cultural validation and perspective on DTM and expand the present conceptualization
and measurement of the construct to guide future research and theory-building.
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Online dating or matchmaking sites typically are one of two types – generic kinds that cater to individuals interested
in a wide variety of relationships (e.g., casual dating, marriage) versus niche services exclusively promoting long-
term, committed relationships (Houran, 2009; for reviews see Finkel, Eastwick, Karney, Reis, & Sprecher, 2012;
Houran, Lange, Rentfrow, & Bruckner, 2004). This latter type is especially interesting from a theory-building per-
spective, as such sites often research the attitudes, beliefs, and motivations of their users in an attempt to improve
service standards and product offerings (Houran, 2009). Although many demographic and psychosocial variables
have long been studied in understanding the drivers for using these forums as well as the process of online rela-
tionship formation in general (e.g., Baker, 2002; McKenna, Green, & Gleason, 2002; Whitty & Gavin, 2001) and
in cross-cultural contexts (Lange, Houran, & Li, 2015), to date no academic studies have examined the potentially
important and specific role of a relatively recently introduced construct called Drive to Marry (DTM), i.e., one’s
eagerness or desire to get married (Blakemore, Lawton, & Vartanian, 2005).

As is shown in Table 1, Blakemore et al.’s (2005) notion of DTM is measured by a 5-item Drive to Marry Scale
that purportedly quantifies “feelings of pride or excitement about getting married, rather than the value of, or
commitment to, the marital role and its responsibilities (e.g., as examined by Amatea, Cross, Clark, & Bobby,
1986).”
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Table 1

Summary of Rasch Analyses

Factors

Summary

Item

Social NormsDemographics

SelfSocietyColleagesFamilyFriendsEducMaritalAgeSexLoadOutfitSELoc

Do whatever necessarya .04-0.21*0.04-0.05-0.000.020.110.020.25**-0.340.271.030.75-0

Cannot waitb .24**-0.23**-0.10-0.05-0.08-0.090.29**-0.000.000.690.990.030.081

Feel proudc .110.000.000.000.070.03-0.33**0.19*0.21**0.26-0.810.030.760

Major life goald .000.030.000.05-0.030.030.02-0.02-0.15*0.50-0.750.030.35-0

Most excitinge .24**0.030.070.14*0.000.000.45**-0.57**-0.16*-0.62-0.011.030.310

How long to get marriedf .29*-0.10-0.200.000.28-0.43**-0.15**1.44**1.000.480.351.030.05-1

CheckedCheckedCheckedCheckedChecked

Masters /

Doctorate

Never

Marriedunder 30MenReference group

Main Effect .47**0.36**0.070.18*0.19*0.10-0.080.45**-0.86**-0

aI am ready to do whatever is necessary to find a spouse. bI cannot wait to get married. cBeing married will make me feel proud. dI feel I will
have achieved a major life goal when I get married. eBecoming engaged would be one of the most exciting things that could happen to me.
fOnce you find a suitable match, how long do you expect it will take for you to get married?
*p < .01. **p < .001.

Blakemore et al. (2005, p. 328) reported that women scored higher on the DTMS than did men. In both genders,
scores on the DTMS were predicted by the value of parental role and by concern about others’ views of them
(public self-consciousness). In women, DTMS scores were also predicted by traditional attitudes toward gender
roles, and there was a trend for women who valued the occupational role to have a lower scores on the DTMS.
Conservative women, women who valued the parental role, and women with higher DTMS scores were also more
likely to want to use the title “Mrs.” and to adopt their husband’s surname.

Normative Pressures

We note that Blakemore et al.’s conceptualization and measurement of DTM emphasized personal over social
prescription. In this context, prescriptive support is defined as a sense of obligation to remain in a relationship
fueled by either personal or social reasons (see, e.g., Cox, Wexler, Rusbult, & Gaines, 1997). A personal reason
(“personal prescription") involves internalized beliefs that advocate remaining in a relationship, whereas “social
prescription” refers to believing that significant members (or “referents”) of one's social network support persisting
in a relationship, for either moral or pragmatic reasons. Thus, the notion of social prescription coincides with the
same role as subjective norms included in the classic volitional decision-making model of the Theory of Reasoned
Action (or Planned Behavior) (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Sniehotta, 2009; for
a review see: Armitage & Conner, 2001; Sheppard, Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1988). Here, subjective norms are
seen as one of the factors that determine one’s intention to perform a particular behavior.

Cox et al. (1997) found support for social prescription in commitment formation but not for personal prescription,
i.e., the belief that one "ought to persist" influences feelings of commitment in ways extending beyond "wanting
to persist," "feeling bound to persist," or "having no choice but to persist" (p. 87). These authors concluded that
many of the previous studies on relationship commitment have been shortsighted due to neglecting the role of
prescriptive support. It seems reasonable to expect that the same also applies to the DTM construct. Therefore,
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potential biases related to normative factors should be considered, including pressures from sources like friends,
family, colleagues, and society at large.

Of course, the prevalence and impact of such pressures is likely to vary across communities or cultures. For ex-
ample, past research indicates that attitudes toward commitment in a relationship differ between Chinese and
American societies (Tzeng, 1993). Specifically, Hsu (1981) observed that for the Chinese, the terms “romantic
relationship” or “dating relationship” imply the elements of necessary seriousness and long-term commitment, so
romantic relationships are often perceived as one step before marriage. On the other hand, a committed relationship
in American culture tends to be grounded in strong emotional experiences (e.g., Dion & Dion, 1988). Therefore,
commitment typically has a more pragmatic function in the Chinese culture, which often reflects the obligation or
responsibility of a person that is involved in a relationship from a more collectivist, versus Western-based individu-
alistic, orientation (Bagozzi, Wong, & Yi, 1999; Hatfield & Rapson, 2002; Hsu, 1985; Markus & Kitayama, 1991;
Wang, 2004). Accordingly, it might be expected that a serious desire, anticipation, and intent to get married would
be markedly evidenced in a sample of Chinese singles who are currently using a matchmaking service to find a
spouse. Indeed, Lange et al. (2015) recently validated Desire to Marry as an important variable that single men
and women in China use to evaluate the suitability of romantic prospects.

The Present Research

Obviously it would be ideal to conduct a formal cross-cultural study on DTM directly comparing Eastern and
Western samples. However, at the present time we have been only successful in gaining access to a verified
sample of active online daters residing in China. The present research thus forms a first step that focuses on the
DTM’s psychometric properties and biases in contemporary Chinese samples, thereby cross-validating and ex-
tending Blakemore et al.’s (2005) conceptualization and measurement of the construct. Two sets of questions will
be addressed. First, although the DTM items were found to correlate sufficiently to form factors does not change
the fact that the scores it produces are ordinal indices at best.

As described in more detail in the Method section, we examined the DTM questions within a Rasch (1960/1980)
modeling framework. This approach will yield interval-level measurement of the construct, while simultaneously
quantifying the model fit of items and persons along the same interval level dimension (called Outifit). Rasch
scaling also identifies items that are answered in qualitatively different ways by subgroups of respondents (e.g.,
men vs. women) with equal DTM levels, so as to identify items that would bias the estimation of respondents’
level of DTM. Moreover, the Rasch model residuals can be factor analyzed to determine whether items define a
unidimensional construct. By identifying the best fitting subset of unbiased items, Rasch scaling yields more
realistic information regarding the distribution of DTM scores, as well as individual and group differences. We
refer readers to Bond and Fox (2007) for a general introduction to Rasch scaling. Also, technical details and a
thorough description of the parameter estimation technique can be found in Wright and Masters (1982).

Secondly, Blakemore et al.’s study relied exclusively on a sample of Western-based respondents. Thus, when
administered to Chinese daters there is the distinct possibility that DTM scores are affected by cultural differences
or by idiosyncratic features of the questions or their translations (see e.g., Lange et al., 2015; Lange, Thalbourne,
Houran, & Lester, 2002). Rasch scaling can be used to assess potential biasing effects of factors like as age, sex,
and education are studied in questionnaire design bias, and we interested readers can refer to our previous work
for detailed discussions on the rationale and methodologies in question (Lange et al., 2002; Lange, Irwin, &
Houran, 2000; Lange, Thalbourne, Houran, & Storm, 2000).

Interpersona
2015, Vol. 9(2), 135–147
doi:10.5964/ijpr.v9i2.179

Lange, Houran, & Li 137

http://www.psychopen.eu/


Method

Participants

Data derived from a convenience sample of 3,389 paid subscribers (Mage = 30.4 yrs, SD = 8.2 yrs, range = 18 to
56 yrs.) to the Zhenai.com matchmaking service, consisting 1,780 men and 1,609 women. Respondents were
not compensated for their participation. We note that this is not a representative sample of Chinese residents. As
a matter of fact, the respondents were arguably not "traditionalists" in a social sense by the simple fact that they
were seeking committed romantic relationships via the Internet. Therefore, our sample might best be characterized
as “globalized” Chinese respondents (cf. Lange et al., 2015).

Measures and Procedure

We administered a 6-item modified, online version of Blakemore et al.’s (2005, pp. 329-330) Drive to Marry Scale
that was translated into Chinese by bilingual members of Zhenai.com’s marketing team. The original scale was
constructed using factor analysis, yielding five (5) items to be rated on a five-point scale (1 = disagree strongly;
5 = agree strongly) and yielding a Cronbach’s alpha of .86. The final scale score was a mean score of the five
items.

To ensure consistency of the response format, our version omitted the only reverse-scored item in the original
scale (“Getting married is not one of my top priorities”). Further, we expanded the scale with two (2) new items
aimed at measuring more extreme trait levels. One item was a rating statement (“I am ready to do whatever is
necessary to find a spouse”), and the other item was a fill in the blank question addressing expectation of marriage
[“Once you find a suitable match, how long do you expect it will take for you to get married? ____ (months)”].

Next, a panel composed of marketers and matchmakers at Zhenai.com suggested altering the text of the original
directions and response categories in order to be more aligned and relevant to Chinese culture: “Please tell if the
below description is suitable for you” using four (4) categories: “Definitely Not Suitable, Somewhat Not Suitable,
Somewhat Suitable, and Definitely Suitable.” We note that our previous scale developments and revisions have
consistently utilized four categories with no neutral option.

Finally, in addition to the independent variables of respondent age, sex, education level, and marital status, we
measured respondents’ social pressure (prescription) with a multiple choice inventory drawing on the Theory of
Reasoned Action (i.e., “From your own point of view, which of the following sources think you should get married
in the near future? (click all that apply): friends, family, colleagues at work/school, society at large, myself”). These
particular sources of social influence were selected based on the practical insights from Zhenai.commatchmakers
who have successfully paired Chinese singles for marriage.

Rasch Scaling

Rasch scaling assumes the existence of a latent trait that serves to quantify a respondent’s (t) trait level (Ti), to-
gether with the level (D) at which a question (j) address this trait. The parameter Dj is also called this item’s difficulty
because it reflects items’ tendency to elicit lower vs. higher ratings, for higher vs lower and it is therefore also re-
ferred to as this item’s difficulty. Following the parameterization using in Bond and Fox (2007), the approach
models the probability Pijk – the probability that person i when faced with question j will select the (ordinal) answer
k – based on the log odds:
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(1)ln(Pijk / Pij(k-1)) = Ti – Dj – Fjk

where Fjk represents the item specific step values, i.e., the point at which for item i the ratings (k-1) and k are
equally likely, and F0 = 0 (see, e.g., Wright & Masters, 1982).

In the following we use Linacre’s (2013) Winsteps software to estimate the various parameters in Equation 1.
Winsteps also quantifies model fit in terms of parameters’ “Outfit”, which is a standardized mean-square based
index with a theoretical value of 1.0 (see, e.g., Wright and Masters, 1982). In general (Linacre, 2013), Outfit values
below 1.4 are generally deemed acceptable. Note that in Equation 1 it is assumed that all variables contribute in
an additive fashion, such that the variables exhibit the same pattern across other variables. Operationally this
means that if we identify two (or more) sets of respondents with equal trait levels, then the Dj should be the same
across groups. The finding of varying Dj across subgroups is also called Differential Item Functioning (DIF), and
the difference between an item’s estimated Dj across groups quantifies DIF.

A check on DIF and dimensionality is also provided by a factor analysis of responses residuals, i.e., the difference
between the actual ratings and those predicted by Equation 1. In contrast to standard factor analyses, model fit
is supported by the absence of any clear factors. Winsteps can provide tests for DIF as well as analysis of the
residuals.

Results

Preliminaries

Consistent with expectations, the four items from Blakemore et al. (2005) and our two original items conformed
to a unidimensional DTM scale because all items’ outfit values fell below the maximum criterion value of 1.4
(Linacre, 2013). The average person measure (i.e., the Ti in Equation 1) is 0.73 logits (SD = 1.70 logits), and the
approximate overall reliability is 0.79. Table 2 shows the raw-score to Rasch translation in logits, the associated
local SE, as well as more user-friendly scale scores with a mean of 100 and standard deviation of 10. In addition,
the last column shows the local reliabilities, which range from 0.75 at the higher extreme to 0.94 near the middle
of the dimension.

As is indicated by their (lower) logit values, Table 1 shows that items reflecting anticipation or urgency for marriage
(ready to find a spouse, marriage is a major life goal) tend to precede items in the hierarchy that reflect feelings
of pride and excitement regarding marriage (higher logit values reflect that items received lower ratings). The
“easiest” item concerns respondents’ estimation of the number of months they expect it to take to get married
once a suitable prospect has been found (at D = -1.05 logits). Please note that this value depends on the way the
number of months was dichotomized here (12 months or fewer = 1, and 13 or more = 0).

As a further check we also performed a factor analysis of items’ residuals. The findings listed in Table 1 indicate
that items’ loadings on the first residual factor range from -0.62 to 0.69, thus raising the possibility of item multidi-
mensionality. However, the attenuation-corrected correlation among the three person measures (i.e., T in Equation
1) as computed over items with low, medium, or intermediate loadings all exceed 0.92. Therefore, we had strong
justification to treat the items as unidimensional throughout the following.
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Table 2

Raw Sum Score to Rasch Logit Transformation.

Local Reliability

Scaled ValuesLogit Values

Scale ScoreaRaw Sum SEEstimateSEEstimate

–b40 .327.023.851.51-4

151 .780.515.541.051.25-3
222 .890.511.353.780.45-2
273 .920.010.061.680.92-1
304 .930.39.367.630.49-1
345 .930.09.073.610.11-1
376 .94c0.88.378.600.74-0
407 .930.09.883.610.38-0
438 .930.09.389.610.01-0
479 .930.39.894.630.380
5010 .920.59.8100.650.780
5411 .920.010.3107.670.221
5812 .910.510.3114.710.691
6313 .890.311.3122.770.242
6914 .860.812.0132.870.902
7815 .750.516.0146.131.863

–b9016 .028.5166.901.265
aScaled score, M = 50, SD = 15 in the current sample. bCannot be estimated. cMaximum reliability.

Independent Variables

The following describes two type of analyses for each of the demographic and normative factors listed on the right
side of Table 1. Each independent variable was dichotomized (where necessary) and coded as is described along
the (bottom) row of the table labeled “Coded as High.’” This row indicates for instance that men were coded as
“high” and “women” as low – and thus a positive value in the “Sex” column indicates that the item was harder for
men than for women with equal DTM levels. We first describe a factor’s main effect on respondents’ overall DTM
measure, thus revealing group differences with respect to the normative pressures faced by respondents. Secondly,
we report items’ DIF associated with each factor.

Sex — Table 1 (“Coded as High”) indicates that the effects are interpreted relative to the data for the men - i.e.,
parameter estimates for women are subtracted from those for men. For instance, since men reported lower DTM
(M = 0.31 logits) than did women (M = 1.17 logits) (not shown), Table 1 lists the difference as -0.86 logits and this
effect differs significantly (p < .001) from 0. When men and women at equal levels of DTM are considered, items
with negative DIF values were more “harder” for men than for women with equal DTM. Thus, whenmen and women
feel equal pressures to marry, they perceive qualitatively different pressures. Men will feel more “ready to do
whatever is necessary” and to anticipate the excitement of “becoming engaged,” whereas womenmore likely focus
on feeling proud and having “achieved a major goal.”

Age — Not surprisingly, DTM varies significantly with respondents’ ages. Table 1 compares respondents under
30 years of age and those 30 or older, and it can be seen that the younger respondents experience 0.45 logits
less DTM than do the older respondents (p < .001). Figure 1 plots the average DTM across the entire age range,
and a very interesting picture emerges. In our data, DTM ranges from a low of -0.20 logits at age 19 to a high of
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1.28 logits at age 34, a range of nearly 1.5 logits. Specifically, marriage pressures build sharply from age 18 until
respondents’ mid-thirties, at which point a slow decrease commences. Nevertheless, DTM remains high and at
age 55 years it is still no less than the pressures around age 25.

Figure 1. Average drive to marry by age.

The pressures to marry are not uniform across age. Table 1 shows that respondents with equal DTM but of different
ages report a different pattern of pressures. Those under 30 perceive becoming engaged as “one of the most
exciting things that could have happen.” By contrast, the older respondents disproportionately reported feeling
proud and they also expected to get married quicker than did equally-pressured younger respondents. Note that
a third order polynomial curve was fitted for illustrative purposes, however we do not attach any significance to
its cubic nature.

Marital Status — When comparing respondents who have never been married and those who had divorced or
become widowed, no significant overall differences in DTM levels are found. However, among those experiencing
equal pressure, respondents who had never beenmarried often “cannot wait to get married,” or consider “becoming
engaged … one of the most exciting things that could happen.” By contrast, those who had divorced or become
widowed are more likely to “feel proud” to be married and they expect to get married quicker than those who had
never married (and who experienced equal DTM).

Education — The difference in perceived DTM between those with a Master’s or Doctoral degree (including
bachelor, masters, and Ph.D. degrees) and those without such degrees is quite small (0.10 logits) and not statist-
ically significant (p > .05). When comparing respondents with equal DTM, the nature of the experience pressures
is very similar, with one exception: the expectation of being married within one year. Here, at equal levels of DTM,
those without higher degrees think it is more likely that they might be married within one year than do those with
higher degrees. However, the effect is not nearly as strong (0.43 logits) as are the DIF effects for the age and
marital status factors, both of which exceed 1.0 logits.

Normative Pressures — The right side of Table 1 also lists the five types of normative pressures due to social
prescription, according to the social referent involved. First, as expected, when respondents did recognize one
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of these pressures then DTM increased, albeit that the effect of one of these (colleagues’ opinions) fails to reach
statistical significance. To obtain an overall picture, Figure 2 plots the average DTM as a function of the number
of normative sources that had been identified by the respondents. It can be seen that DTM increases with the
number of sources. The averages range from 0.58 logits for just one source, to 1.57 logits when all five sources
were checked (F(5, 3383) = 15.63, p < .001). The size of the dots in Figure 2 reflect the number of cases per
number of normative sources. It can be seen that most respondents listed just a single normative referent (n =
2183, or 64.4%), while just 61 respondents (or 1.8% of the total sample) listed no referents at all.

Figure 2. Average drive to marry by number of normative sources.

Secondly, the right side of Table 1 shows the DIF effects for each of the five normative pressures. Holding DTM
constant, there remain clear qualitative differences in the nature of respondents’ perceived pressures depending
on the source of such pressures. For instance, those who perceive pressure from “Society” feel less pressured
to “do whatever is necessary to find a spouse” than those who don’t feel this particular pressure. Note that the
both groups might feel pressures from any of the other sources as well. Next, when feeling normative pressure
from “Society” and/or “Self” increases impatience to get married, relative to other respondents with similar DTM,
whereas the DIF introduced by pressures from friends, family, and colleagues is insubstantial while failing to reach
statistical significance. Somewhat surprisingly, the pressures of respondents’ families and/or self-generated
pressures, disproportionately decrease the feeling of excitement about becoming engaged. Perhaps, this finding
indicates that self and family created negative feelings about being single, thereby lessening excitement. Those
experiencing normative pressures generated by Friends and Self, appear more optimistic about the time it will
take to get married.

Interestingly, feeling proud about being married and seeing being engaged as a major life goal are not dispropor-
tionately affected by any of the five sources of social pressures studied here.
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Ancillary Analyses

The findings from the latter analyses suggest that the sources of the normative pressures themselves should be
treated as if these were test items. The results of doing so are reported near the (right) bottom of Table 1 in the
rows labeled “Social Referents: Item Locations” and “Social Referents: Outfit”). It can be see that “family is the
“easiest” (i.e., most frequently occurring) social pressure (D = -0.99), followed by “self,” “friends,”, and “colleagues”
(D = 0.20), while “society” is by far the hardest (i.e., least frequently occurring) social pressure (D = 1.40). At this
point, we cannot recommend that these items should simply be added to the scale, the reasons being that (a) the
items show considerable DIF, while (b) the Outfit of at least one source of pressure (“society”) is quite poor (Outfit
= 2.12). Thus, further research is needed to address these issues.

Discussion

The present results validate the Drive to Marry in a cross-cultural context and extend our understanding of this
construct in notable ways. In particular, our adaptation of Blakemore et al.’s (2005) Drive to Marry Scale formed
a probabilistic Rasch (1960/1980) hierarchy in a sample of Chinese online daters. Furthermore, we found that the
DTM construct, at least as expressed in some sub-groups of Chinese culture, incorporates elements that go
beyond mere feelings of pride or excitement about getting married to now include attitudes that clearly motivate
action and behavior and directly reference an individual’s “drive” or “urgency” to achieve the outcome. We invite
investigators to validate our 6-item Revised Drive to Marry Scale (R-DTMS) within other respondent pools to ensure
it generalizes outside our Chinese sample. We note that there is some evidence suggesting that there are two
types of dynamics inherent to the DTM construct. One dynamic seems to reflect overtly pleasant feelings (pride,
excitement, achievement), whereas the other is arguably less positive and involves a marked sense of expectation
and urgency to marry, perhaps even desperation. These dual, and perhaps competing, elements were not clearly
established in the original scale, although we expect they will replicate in Western samples. This hypothesis should
be explored and validated in additional work, and this line of inquiry can profitably guide future expansions of the
scale using the methods outlined by Lange (e.g., Lange et al., 2002; Lange, Irwin, & Houran, 2000; Lange, Thal-
bourne, et al., 2000).

The original DTM Scale and our modified version showed similar gender differences in attitudes toward marriage
across different cultural contexts, i.e., women reported greater pressure towards marriage than did men. We further
observed that marriage pressures build sharply until respondents’ mid-thirties, before it returns to its level at
around age 25. No statistically significant difference in DTM were found among respondents who have never
been married and those who had divorced or become widowed. Also, DTM did not vary significantly across re-
spondents’ educational levels. However, DTM proved to be quite sensitive to normative pressures due to social
prescription, similar to findings reported in the literature on relationship commitment. That is, when respondents
recognize pressures exerted by each of the five sources studied here, this resulted in greater perceived DTM.
These effects were cumulative, as DTM increases with the number of normative sources recognized by the re-
spondents. It is important to note that each item showed noticeable DIF, indicating that DTM varied in a qualitative
sense as well. For instance, relative to equally driven women, men will feel more excitement and a readiness to
“do whatever is necessary,” whereas women’s DTM revolve around feeling proud and having “achieved a major
goal.” Also, relative to younger respondents, older respondents disproportionately stressed feeling proud and
getting married quicker - i.e., appeared that older respondents feel greater hurry to get married.
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Finally, we should comment on the DTM construct in relation to general commitment issues in romantic relationships.
Most views emphasize the role of commitment once a relationship is formed (e.g., Adams & Jones, 1997; Sternberg,
1986, 1988), whereas others discuss a person’s attitude towards commitment as an antecedent variable (e.g.,
Arriaga & Agnew, 2001; Rusbult & Buunk, 1993) or one that even functions in a somewhat hybrid fashion – an
antecedent attitude that carries over and impacts the quality of a newly formed bond (see e.g., Amatea et al.,
1986). Blakemore et al.’s (2005) treatment arguably suggests that DTM acts like a hybrid variable in that correlates
with an individual’s attitudes about gender and parental roles and relationship identity, and in this way, it may in-
fluence partner selection and subsequently reinforce existing attitudes about a partner once a relationship is es-
tablished. Therefore, we agree with Blakemore et al. (2005, p. 328) that DTM likely does not manifest from com-
mitment to a specific person or role, but rather may well represent commitment to a sense of idealism – be it
personal fulfillment and identity as exemplified in the West or collective fulfillment and obligation seen more in the
East.

If this supposition is valid, we would expect DTM to act as a significant cognitive bias during the course of mate
selection, similar to the cognitive-emotional processes operating in committed relationships. For instance, high
levels of relationship satisfaction can involve positive distortions (Fowers & Olson, 1993), or what Edmonds (1967)
viewed as social desirability bias in relationship quality. This tendency to perceive a marital or committed relationship
in unrealistically positive terms strongly resembles psychological constructs such as positive illusions (Taylor &
Brown, 1988) and unrealistic optimism (Scheier & Carver, 1992), which have been shown to involve information-
processing biases. Our results demonstrate that these and other critical questions can now be answered with a
more precise psychometric description and measurement of DTM, which informs current theory-building and aims
to guide future research.
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