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ABSTRACT 
The present study examined young gay men’s dating preferences. In particular, 

the exploration of the importance of appearance in the dating lives of young gay men and 

desired characteristics of an ideal romantic partner for 114 young gay men. Using 

multiple regressions, it was found that gay men in larger metropolitan cities/areas are 

more likely to value good looks more so than gay men in small metropolitan areas. 

Results also yielded that young gay men who self-objectify more may want a 

commitment ceremony more than men who do not. Objectification theory was used in 

conjunction with Marriage Market Theory, and Erikson’s psychosocial developmental 

stage of intimacy vs. isolation to gain a better understanding of the dating preferences of 

young gay men. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Problem  

Existing research indicate gay men and lesbians face discrimination, stigma, and 

marginalization (Kimmel & Mahalik, 2005; Kleese, 2007, West & Zimmerman, 1987 

Wood, 2004). A concept that is recognized in the literature is heteronormativity. This 

concept is defined as “the implicit moral system or value framework that surrounds the 

practice of heterosexuality…buttressed by claims (often implicit) that because 

heterosexuality is ‘more natural’ than other forms of sexuality, it should be standard 

practice” (Oswald, Blume, & Marks, 2005, p. 144). Desmarchelier (2000) discussed fear 

that gays and lesbians often experience when they have not ‘come out’ to certain groups 

in society (e.g., parents associations, colleagues, teachers, etc.). Gays and lesbians 

indicated concern about stigma that would likely develop after they revealed their 

sexuality – they expressed fear that their credibility as competent individuals in society 

would be jeopardized. Not being able to freely express one’s sexual orientation for fear of 

ridicule, job loss, and tearing apart their families has been an ongoing personal and 

political issue for a number of years; for example, gay marriages are illegal in most states 

and the workplace is not supposed to fire employees because of their sexual orientation, 

though it does happen (Rauch, 2006).  

Living in a largely heteronormative society, gay men are expected to conform to 

the norms of heterosexuality, including suppressing signs of their outness 
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(Desmarchelier, 2000; Kimmel & Mahalik, 2005; Sandfort, Melendez, & Diaz, 2007; 

Wood, 2004). Many gay men may experience an inherent tension. That is, because they 

are male, they were socialized as men (masculinity), but because they are gay, they 

violate a fundamental aspect of masculinity – attraction to women. Not conforming to 

heterosexual scripts for dating and romantic relationships is central to gay men’s 

marginalization.  To compound the issue, gay men may have smaller dating pools. 

However, depending on the size of a city, it could be argued that the larger the city, the 

larger the dating pool and the inverse for smaller cities – much like heterosexual dating 

pools. 

 Given these conditions, I am interested in how young, gay men view themselves 

physically and emotionally and their desires in a potential mate.  How does their self-

perception influence their mate selection/dating preferences? What do gay men consider 

to be valuable qualities when choosing a mate/dating partner? Are gay men looking for 

more long-term relationships versus short-term relationships? With society’s politics ever 

changing, it seems that gay men have more possibility to become committed to each 

other for a longer rather than a shorter period of time (Kleese, 2007). In the present study, 

market theory was used to better understand mate selection because its premise focused 

on economic principles (e.g., supply and demand) which can be applied to dating, 

relationships, and marriage/long-term relationships.  Following Erikson’s ideas, I was 

interested in younger gay men (ages 18-29) because men in this life stage, intimacy vs. 

isolation, may be more likely to be seeking intimacy than in other life stages.  
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Objectification Theory, subsumed under Feminist theory, is another theory used 

in the present study. Objectification explores power, oppression, and objectification. This 

theory also poses the idea that men objectify the targets of their desire; in this case, other 

men. In the present study, objectification theory was useful in gaining an understanding 

of marginalization the gay men in this sample may have experienced and how this may 

relate to their dating preferences/desires for a potential mate/partner. The idea that gay 

men self-objectify as well as objectify others has been found in the literature concerning 

gay men (Ridge, Plummer, & Peasley, 2006). 

 A fundamental supposition of liberal feminist theory is that feminists act as 

catalysts for pursuing knowledge that “will further social change, knowledge that will 

help to confront and end the subordination of women and related patterns of 

subordination based on social class, race, ethnicity, age and sexual orientation” (Osmond 

& Thorne, 1993, pg. 592). I hope that by conducting this study, I advanced the 

understanding of dating preferences among young, gay men, which, in turn may be a 

small contribution to the goal of normalizing the experiences of gay men in our society. 

Focus of the Present Study 

The present study examined young gay men’s dating preferences. In particular, I 

was most interested in exploring the importance of appearance in the dating lives of 

young gay men and desired characteristics of an ideal romantic partner. Through this 

study, I gained more insight into the dating lives of young gay men. Objectification 
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theory was used in conjunction with Marriage Market Theory, and Erikson’s 

psychosocial developmental stage of intimacy vs. isolation to gain a better understanding 

of the dating preferences of young gay men. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Theories 

Feminist Theory. The third wave of feminist theory provides a useful framework for 

the present study because of its focus on the intersection of inequality. Male and female 

liberal feminists are especially concerned about systems of sexism as well as classism, 

heterosexism, and racism and the ways they intersect. A central feature of feminist theory 

is the examination of issues of power and oppression based on the social construction of 

gender (Johnson, 1997; Osmond & Thorne, 1993; Tong, 1998; West & Zimmerman, 

1987) embedded in a patriarchal system. Social construction captures the idea that 

meaning is constructed or created by individuals in society (West & Zimmerman, 1987). 

Gender refers to the socially acceptable ways of being or acting masculine or feminine 

(West & Zimmerman, 1987). For example, once a baby is born it is either wrapped in a 

blue blanket or a pink blanket depending on if it is a boy or a girl. It is gendered actions 

(e.g., blue blankets and pink blankets) that society deems acceptable when classifying 

males and females. In a patriarchal society, masculinity is generally assigned higher value 

and status than is femininity (Johnson, 1997). 

Applying gender social construction to sexuality, the cultural dictates of gender 

include socially acceptable gender scripts of attraction – men are supposed to act 

masculine and be attracted to women (Kimmel & Mahalik, 2005; Kleese, 2007; West & 

Zimmerman, 1987; Osmond & Thorne, 1993; Tong, 1998; Wood, 2004). Thus, using a 
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feminist analysis, gay men by virtue of their sexuality are not living up to the standards of 

heteronormative masculinity within a patriarchal society. When boys grow up to be men, 

they are ‘supposed’ to be strong and supportive; they are regarded as protectors of 

women and children, as well as breadwinners and fathers (Johnson, 1997; Miriam, 2007). 

The idea of compulsory heterosexuality is one that is evident within the American culture 

and one that gays are constantly disrupting by being gay (Miriam, 2007). This idea is 

much like heteronormativity, whereby men and women seek to enforce gender typed 

behavior, however compulsory heterosexuality takes a more active role in its enforcement 

regardless of one’s sexual orientation. For example, hate crimes have been committed 

against gays and lesbians because of their sexual orientation. In general, many gay men 

may have a difficult time balancing the demands of patriarchy and being gay.  

Acknowledging the inherent tension of growing up gay in a compulsory heterosexual, 

patriarchal culture, it seems that the dating process might be especially complicated for 

gay men (Miriam, 2007) – as they may be the pursuers as well as the pursued. Other 

scholars have argued that gay men’s genderized notions of dating seem to be a blend of 

heterosexual and gay dating scripts (Kimmel & Mahalik, 2005; Kleese, 2007; Thorne & 

Coupland, 1998; Wood, 2004; Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003). 

Objectification Theory. Drawing on the intersection of gendered socialization and 

heterosexual dating scripts, it is well established that masculine socialization encourages 

males to focus on girls’ and womens’ physical appearance which can lead to 

objectification – reducing a woman from a person with human qualities to an object 
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meant only for desire (Quinn, Kallen, & Cathey, 2006).  Do gay men practice this for 

themselves? In other words, do gay men self objectify in order to turn themselves into 

objects just to attract a mate? Because gay men are socialized to be masculine, are they 

encouraged to focus on the appearance of their object of desire (in this case, other men)? 

Previous literature suggests this may be the case. There is some evidence that gay men 

may objectify themselves in similar ways that heterosexual women do (Bartholome, 

Tewksbury, & Buzzone, 2000; Hatala & Prehodka, 1996; Thorne & Coupland, 1998). 

Heterosexual women who objectify themselves may be considered similar to gay men – 

both groups are pursued by and attracted to men. 

Considering objectification theory specifically with mate preferences, physical 

appearance has been found to be an important feature in many gay men’s dating searches 

through personal ads (Bartholome, Tewksbury, & Buzzone, 2000; Harry, 1982; Hatala & 

Prehodka, 1996; Thorne & Coupland, 1998). Thus, like many heterosexuals, many gay 

men may participate in the act of objectifying during their initial dating processes while 

ranking a potential mate against their own standards in order to asses whether or not the 

mate in question warrants advancement (Bartholome, Tewksbury, & Bruzzone, 2000; 

Harry, 1982; Hatala & Prehodka, 1996; Klinkenberg & Rose, 1994; Kurdek, 2003; 

Sergios & Cody, 1986; Thorne & Coupland, 1998; Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003). 

Drawing on marriage market theory, these findings raised questions about the importance 

of appearance in gay men’s dating preferences, in terms of how they viewed themselves 

in reference to others. 
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 Marriage Market Theory. The basic principle of marriage market theory focuses on 

notions of economic supply and demand applied to dating preferences and personal 

relationships (Oppenheimer, 1988; Rayma & Iwasawa, 2005). One way economic 

principles are used to analyze personal relationships is drawing attention to the size of a 

potential dating pool. Because of their sexual orientation and marginalized status, gay 

men’s dating pools may be smaller than a heterosexual’s dating pool, depending on the 

size of the city they live in, and other factors. When a dating pool is small, the lack of 

possible mates may cause individuals to reconsider their ideals for a dating partner. 

Similar to social exchange, some evidence suggests that gay men may not want to 

compromise their ideal desires in their dating preferences regardless of what the dating 

pool supplies (Ridge, Plummer, & Peasley, 2006). Unwillingness to compromise not only 

narrows the dating pool even more, it would seem that gay men would have to hold 

themselves to a higher standard if they are to be considered an ideal partner to someone 

else or desire an ideal partner for themselves (e.g. lean, sculpted bodies, age, sexual 

aptitude). For example, a demand in dating preferences could be a level of attractiveness 

one seeks in a potential partner and whether that level of attractiveness is supplied. 

Graefe & Lichter (2007) argued that the market has a lot to do with the opportunity of 

finding an idealized partner which means, at times, people will change their preferences 

based on the available market, although this does not seem to be occurring for gay men in 

the existing literature (Ridge et al., 2006). 
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Internalized homophobia may be a relevant factor to consider in relation to the 

marriage market theory because this phobia subconsciously guides gay men to rely on 

their socially constructed gendered socialization (Kimmel & Mahalik, 2005; Klinkenberg 

& Rose, 1994; Kurdek, 2003; Wood, 2004). Because gendered socialization is rigid, men, 

gay or straight, may revert back towards their heterosexual upbringing simply due to 

habituation – it is what they know (Klinkenberg & Rose, 1994; Kurdek, 2003). In 

general, men are raised in a heterosexual society and as gay men, they may project a 

more heterosexual image of themselves (Kimmel & Mahalik, 2005). For example, a gay 

man might lift weights to make his body fit or more desirable concerning dating 

preferences; but for practical reasons, this man may be lifting weights in order to fend off 

people who might want to harm him because of his sexual orientation (Kimmel & 

Mahalik, 2005).  

Erikson’ Psychosocial Development.  Dating is especially important among 

younger adults which is why this study focused on younger gay men ages 18-29 years. 

Erikson’s stages of identity development are useful because I examined a specific cross-

section of the life span -- the stage of intimacy vs. isolation. It is at this stage of 

development when young adults are seeking to find a partner in order to achieve a level 

of intimacy; thus seeking to fulfill a need to share their lives with another person 

(Markstrom & Kalmanir, 2001). However, some authors argue that some individuals are 

not able to move past this stage or are not able to achieve it (Giesbrecht, 1998; Wang & 

Viney, 1997), which would make this stage of an individual’s life somewhat of a struggle 
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– balancing the desire to find someone to share a life with or accepting a life of isolation. 

This could be explained by a different theory posed by Erikson – identity diffusion. 

Identity diffusion can be explained when an individual does not make concrete decisions 

about his life but rather feel like they are societal pariahs and do not pursue their own 

identity (Zimmer-Gembeck & Petherick, 2006).  Although Erikson’s initial theories 

targeted heterosexuals, I argue his ideas can be applied to gay men and lesbians as well 

because of the vastness of their scope. According to Erikson, if young adults fail to 

achieve intimacy, they experience isolation and are likely to have difficulty adjusting to a 

level of intimacy that may not be satisfying and submit to a life of isolation (Markstrom 

& Kalmanir, 2001). To compound the issue, if a young gay man experiences identity 

diffusion, he may have a more difficult time finding a partner which could also lead to 

isolation. The task of finding a partner can be complicated for both heterosexuals and 

gays.  For younger gay men, however, they may be even more susceptible to isolation 

because of their marginalization and the larger part of society not being in favor of many 

gay rights (e.g., gay marriage) (Rauch, 2006).  

Literature  

Social Climate. Erikson argued that the social environment of a developing 

individual is important to consider.  For gay and lesbian young adults, in particular, 

current social climate may impede adjustment.  Keeping with a patriarchal view, the 

norms of masculinity in a heteronormative culture encourage men to embody hegemonic 

masculinity – always being in control, including being strong physically, mentally, and 
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emotionally at virtually all times and be romantically attracted to women (Johnson, 1997; 

Tong, 1998; West & Zimmerman, 1987). As such, effeminate behaviors and expressions 

are oftentimes discouraged for all men, including both heterosexual and gay men (Kleese, 

2007; Wood, 2004). Partially as a result of the pressure from hegemonic masculinity, 

research has indicated that many gays may try to fit within the norms of society while 

leading a gay  lifestyle and adhering to a gay  identity (Cass, 1984; Sandfort et al., 2007; 

Troiden, 1989; Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003; Wood, 2004) in order to avoid or minimize 

social stigma. The idea that gay men should be more like heterosexual men in the way 

they look and act may add to the discouragement of effeminate behavior because they 

may suffer negative consequences as a result (Sandfort, Melendez, & Diaz, 2007; Wood, 

2004). Although not all gay men express effeminate behavior, the discouragement is still 

in place in larger society. 

The concept of effeminacy is not new. In a way, it can be considered a classic 

notion when considering gay behavior. For example, using a sociocultural perspective, 

Wood (2004) examined several empirical articles exploring oppression in the lives of gay 

men. He focused on the history of effeminacy and found that toward the close of the 

nineteenth century, it was acceptable for men to be dandy - “soft, aesthetically sensitive, 

and effeminate” (p. 54). Such ideas persisted until dandy was linked to being a gay later 

during this same time period. When this occurred, ‘dandy’ was scrutinized and 

stigmatized (Wood, 2004). The antithesis of dandy turned into “enormous chests and 
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bulging biceps defended against both actual and symbolic signs of wasting syndrome and 

disease” (p. 54).  

Patriarchal society seems to have a considerable influence on the behavior many 

gay men exhibit in public. Kleese (2007) did a content analysis of relationship manuals 

published between the 1980s and 1990s. The manuals focused on the lifestyles of gay 

men, including the ‘coming out’ process. As he analyzed these manuals, Kleese (2007) 

found ideas such as the promotion of promiscuity among the gay community. The 

promotion of non-monogamy in a monogamous culture raised serious questions (Kleese, 

2007). Why were gay men being encouraged to be promiscuous? Why were gay men 

guided toward non-committed relationships when heterosexual men were encouraged to 

do the opposite? Kleese (2007) speculated that political conspiracy could be an answer to 

these questions. Within the last ten years, gay marriage has become a major issue in 

American society. As such, Kleese (2007) posits that it is because of this more recent 

politicized issue of gay marriage that some gay men are turning from a life of non-

monogamy to one that is monogamous. Kleese (2007) also argues that another factor to 

this newfound life of commitment is the advent of AIDS. Because AIDS was so apparent, 

the idea of invincibility had soon turned into a realism that many gay men had to face – 

potential fatality.  

In more recent manuals, the promotion of promiscuity has been viewed as 

dangerous and even juvenile (Kleese, 2007). The sexuality manuals for gay men, 
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according to Kleese (2007), have used the onset of AIDS as “a turning point within the 

gay male sexual culture” (p. 582). The authors of the manuals currently indicate that 

some gay men are also looking for committed relationships rather than short term sexual 

encounters (cf. Nelson, 1996; Clark, 1987; Sanderson, 1994; Rofes, 1986; Driggs & Finn, 

1990). 

Not conforming to heterosexist masculine standards can result in negative 

consequences for gay men.  Sandfort, Melendez, & Diaz (2007) used a retrospective 

design to investigate gender nonconformity in gay men from childhood to adulthood. 

They sent surveys to 912 adult Latino men, ages ranging between 20 and 40 years (M = 

31.2 years) who were either gay or bisexual. A central finding was that homophobia had 

negative effects throughout the participants’ lives.  For example, the researchers found 

that in comparison to men who did not display effeminate behavior as boys, the men who 

did display effeminate behavior in childhood had lower self-esteem as adults. In addition, 

they examined participant’s level of internalized homophobia. For example, one question 

asked, “As an adult, how often have you had to pretend that you are straight to be 

accepted?” (p. 184). In response to this question the authors found that the more 

effeminate behavior the participant expressed, the more likely they were to endure verbal 

or physical harm, while participants expressing less effeminate behavior endured less 

verbal and physical harm. Other findings concerning men with more effeminate 

behaviors included “sadness, or depressed mood and sleep problems” (Sandfort et al., 

2007, p. 185). Such findings indicate how severe the stigma can be for gay men, 
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especially gay men who express effeminate behavior. Such findings are consistent with 

feminist theories in that the feminine qualities are devalued (Johnson, 1997; Miriam, 

2007; Osmond & Thorne, 1993; Tong, 1998; West & Zimmerman, 1987). 

Objectification. In addition to the mental distress gay men experience, some 

literature suggests many gay men may also experience body dissatisfaction (Sandfort, 

Melendez, & Diaz, 2007). Previous literature indicates that a thin and muscular physical 

appearance seems to be an important ideal gay men tend to hold (Bartholome et al., 2000; 

Hatala & Prehodka, 1996; Thorne & Coupland, 1998; Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003). 

From an objectification standpoint, the idea that one’s body (usually women) is 

scrutinized under another’s lens and regarded as an object of desire (Quinn, Kallen, & 

Cathey, 2006) is frequently cited in the literature on gay men’s dating relationships 

(Bartholome et al., 2000; Hatala & Prehodka, 1996; Thorne & Coupland, 1998). In 

particular, how attractive gay males are is largely based on their upper body strength 

(Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003).This emphasis on physical appearance also encompasses 

gay men’s increasing insecurities about their bodies which may help explain why 

disordered eating problems are present among some samples of gay men (Yelland & 

Tiggemann, 2003). Some studies point to the preoccupation of their bodies gay men tend 

to experience. Such preoccupation may influence their dating preferences. 

 Preoccupation with physical appearance was the focus of Yelland & 

Tiggemann’s (2003) study. The authors studied comparison groups of 52 gay men, 51 
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heterosexual men, and 55 heterosexual women, comparing the three groups on body 

satisfaction, importance of their appearance to others, exercise, disordered eating, and 

self-esteem. The average age for participants was 32.7 years (gay men), 33.6 years 

(heterosexual men), and 28.9 years (heterosexual women). With the use of 

questionnaires, the authors found that gay men in their sample “did not differ 

significantly from heterosexual men on the single items regarding satisfaction with 

overall body shape, or weight” (p. 111), although, gay men in this study indicated a 

“significantly greater” muscularity desire than heterosexual men and women, gay men, 

ultimately indicated an inverse relationship – desiring a thin body type rather than a 

muscular one. Yelland and Tiggemann (2003) concluded that in order for gay men to 

consider themselves attractive, they should look like the one that they want to attract. The 

authors also found that the ideal body for both heterosexual women and gay men was to 

have a thin body type (Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003).   

 Dating Preferences.  In the dating market, how much value do gay men assign to 

their own and their potential partner’s physical appearance? Thorne and Coupland (1998) 

focused their study on the content analysis of personal ads submitted by gay men and 

lesbian women in an urban setting in England. The authors examined 200 (100 gay men 

and 100 lesbian women) dating advertisements taken from three of the most popular gay 

magazines and newspapers over a three month period. They found that the gay male ads 

compared to the lesbians were more sexually overt in their advertisements as well as self-

objectifying. This study also showed that the personal advertisements that gay men wrote 
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included age, location, a description of their appearance, as well as an explicit desire for 

sex, though not mentioning desires for a long-term relationship (Thorne & Coupland, 

1998). For example, one ad from a gay man indicated that he was “Ex-Forces bloke, 30, 

straight lifestyle…Seeking other fit, well built, rugged, masculine bloke…” (Thorne & 

Coupland, 1998, p. 246). This example is consistent with feminist literature and the 

notion of gender constructed socialization because the man placing this ad was relying on 

his gender-typed, hypermasculine image to attract a mate. This example also might relate 

back to the notion of internalized homophobia by capturing the hypermasculinity of the 

gay men writing these personal ads. 

Heavy emphasis on physical appearance and mental image was an important part 

of a study by Hatala and Prehodka (1996), who also studied gay men’s personal 

advertisements in an urban environment. The authors collected their data from various 

gay publications in the United States and they analyzed 396 personal advertisements (198 

gay male ads and 198 lesbian ads). They found that gay men’s ads, in comparison to 

lesbian ads, were more apt to show a preference in age, physical appearance, and 

expressed an outright desire for sexual relations, often requesting photographs of 

potential suitors. One reason for this could be due to the importance of physical attraction 

when looking for partners. One major limitation of this study was that the authors did not 

give adequate information about any other preferences other than outward physical 

appearance (e.g. age, physical appearance, sexual aptitude). 
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Descriptors are important in personal ads because it is through the descriptions 

that another person is able to get a mental picture of the person placing the ad. 

Bartholome, Tewksbury, & Bruzzone (2000) studied personal ads written by gay men in 

Ottawa, Canada, a large urban city. The authors collected 167 gay male ads through an 

audio dating service and analyzed personal advertisements via telephone system over 

three months. The authors examined the self-presentation of the writer of the ad. The 

results showed that physical appearance and sexual activity were major themes in gay 

men’s personal advertisements which was consistent with other author’s findings in this 

literature review. Bartholome et al. (2000) indicated that the men who responded to these 

ads did so because they were able to “mentally envision the advertiser” (pg. 315), thus 

the researcher speculated that it may be important for gay men to disclose as much 

information about appearance in hopes that other men will respond to their ad. 

 Arguably, the aforementioned studies on gay men’s personal ads seem to be 

consistently heterosexual and within a patriarchal social environment. For heterosexuals, 

mate selection and dating can be viewed as habitual script that people do without 

question. Was it the same for some gay men as it was for many heterosexuals? 

Klinkenberg & Rose (1994) posited that dating scripts are part of script theory which 

“provides one avenue for understanding courtship and dating. Scripts are a form of 

schema that are used to organize the world around us, a set of stereotypical actions” (pg. 

24). In their study, Klinkenberg and Rose (1994) analyzed dating scripts among gay men 

and lesbians and identified and compared hypothetical dating scripts with actual dating 
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scripts that took place during a first date. This study included 51 gay men (ages 21-51) 

and 44 lesbians (ages 19-55). Most of the participants were White, though there were a 

few African American, Native American, Hispanic, and Asian American participants. 

Questionnaires were used to obtain information about dating - hypothetical and actual. 

The results showed that gay men, in comparison to lesbians, were more apt to show 

interest in physical appearance, engage in the sexual aspects on the actual date (e.g., talk 

about sex, ask if sex would be a possibility on the date), consumed alcohol on the date, 

and were less concerned with intimacy, or the loving or romantic aspect of the date. As 

for the hypothetical date, gay men’s results were not much different from the actual date, 

though in the hypothetical date, gay men were even more prone to be sexually suggestive. 

The authors suggested a reason for this could be based on sexual scripts which function 

on “three levels: cultural, interpersonal, and intrapsychic” (pg. 24).  

According to Klinkenburg and Rose (1994), at the cultural level, sexual scripts 

prescribe one to behave in ways that are appropriate for a certain role he/she might have. 

Interpersonal scripts combined the actions from cultural scripts with scripts gained 

through the experience of the individual. Finally, intrapsychic scripts express private 

“wishes and desires” of the individual (pg. 24). The authors acknowledge that there is no 

explicitly sanctioned dating script for gay men, therefore, gay men are likely to seek 

guidance from heterosexual dating scripts (Klinkenburg & Rose, 1994). 
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In sum, several themes exist in the extant literature on gay men’s dating 

preferences. These themes included hypermasculinity, strong focus on sex, desire short-

term satisfaction rather than long-term relationships, and seemingly being encouraged to 

conform to larger American culture by way of image, attitudes, and behaviors – 

heteronormativity and compulsory heterosexuality (Bartholome et al., 2000; Kimmel & 

Mahalik, 2005; Klinkenburg & Rose, 1994; Wood, 2004; Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003).  

Limitations of Existing Studies. Limitations in  the aforementioned studies 

(Bartholome et al., 2000; Hatala & Prehodka, 1996; Kimmel & Mahalik, 2005; Kleese, 

2007; Klinkenberg & Rose, 1994; Thorne & Coupland, 1998; Wood, 2004; Yelland & 

Tiggemann, 2003) seemed to be that the authors were not able to capture what gay men 

generally think of themselves in comparison to their potential partners    (e. g., what do 

these individuals desire from their potential partners that they feel would be a good match 

to themselves?). In order to examine such a question, the use of indirect data analysis is 

not optimal. A limitation for many of these studies was using content analysis (e.g. 

personal ads) as the sample. The majority of work in this area used personal ads, not 

actual respondents. Other limitations included the location of the samples. For example, 

all of the samples were collected from metropolitan areas rather than nonmetropolitan 

areas, thus overlooking experiences of nonmetropolitan gay men; a methodological 

problem identified by Eliason and Hughes (2004). Also, the participants in previous 

studies were older, with the average age of participants between 30 to 35-years-old 
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(Kimmel & Mahalik, 2005; Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003). Little known literature 

examines younger adult gay men’s dating preferences. 

Potential Contributions of the Present Investigation. Research addressing young 

gay men and their dating practices needs to be conducted (Herek, 2004). The present 

investigation seeks to fill some of the aforementioned gaps by asking gay men directly, 

not through analysis of personal ads, about what they want realistically, not just about 

what they desire ideally. For example, some studies (Thorne & Coupland, 1998; 

Klinkenburg & Rose, 1994) suggested that many gay men would prefer to have a short 

term relationship – one that may not get past the ‘honeymoon stage’ and the present study 

focused on mate preferences which could include value for a long term partnership. Also, 

the combination of cities/areas with differing population densities (most, less, and 

nonmetropolitan populated cities/areas) were used for data collection because they 

offered different insight to the existing literature. Also, examining the influence of 

muscularity and body objectification and how they may relate to mate preferences were 

also contributors in the present study. Studying dating preferences among young gay 

men, between 18 and 29 years of age is important because it has the potential to offer a 

unique contribution to Erikson’s developmental stage of intimacy vs. isolation as well as 

the overall dating literature concerning gay men and their dating preferences. I will be 

able to understand more if the men in the present study will have more or less inclination 

to find a partner to have an intimate relationship with, or not be able to find a partner and 
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succumb to isolation – some individuals, as mentioned before may never achieve this 

stage (Giesbrecht, 1998; Wang & Viney, 1997; Zimmer-Gembeck & Petherick, 2006).  

For the purposes of this study, four research specific questions will be addressed: 

Research questions: 

1.  (a) What do gay men consider to be valuable qualities when choosing a 

mate/dating partner? (b) Are gay men looking for long term relationships or 

short term relationships? 

2. How do demographic characteristics of the participants (where they live: 

most, less, or nonmetropolitan populated cities/areas; their intimacy level, 

education, age) influence mate preferences? 

3. How do demographic characteristics, combined with the drive for muscularity 

(DM) and self-objectification (SS) influence young gay men’s desire for  a 

commitment ceremony (DTM)? 

4. How does self-objectification (SS) and the drive for muscularity (DM) 

influence gay men’s expectations for femininity or masculinity in a future 

partner? 
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 CHAPTER III  

METHOD 

Procedure  

All participants completed an online survey which was posted on a survey based 

site and was the source for all of the data that were used in the present study. For the 

present study, Survey Monkey was used to post the survey. The site assigned each 

participant an identification number and kept all of the participants anonymous. 

Participants were recruited from various gay friendly church groups (e.g., PFLAG, 

Doorways), online university bulletins (Tech Announce), other list serves, and by posting 

fliers in gay friendly establishments (e.g., coffee shops). The recruitment materials said, 

“Those who are interested in the study will be given a direct link to the survey (Survey 

Monkey). Once the survey is complete, the survey will automatically close. If, for some 

reason, the participants would like to contact the lead investigator or the co-investigator, 

contact information will be provided on the survey where they will be able to ask 

questions while still remaining anonymous”. 

Using the criteria for this study, participants had to be between the ages of 18 and 

29. For this reason, 3 participants were excluded for not meeting the age requirement. 

Because the present study was online, participants were from various places in the U.S. 

were able to participate. For example, participants were from large metropolitan areas 

such as Boston and Chicago, smaller metropolitan areas such as Lubbock and Reno, as 

well as nonmetropolitan areas such as Bozeman and Greensburg.  
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Because of the large range of cities/areas participants were from, the variable for 

city size was created by grouping cities/areas as large metropolitan, small metropolitan 

and nonmetropolitan cities/areas. Thus, for the purposes of the present study, large 

metropolitan cities/areas will be defined as 400,000+ people within the immediate 

cities/areas; small metropolitan cities/areas will be defined as 149,999-399,999 people 

within the immediate cities/areas; and nonmetropolitan cities/areas will be defined as 

150,000 and below within immediate cities/areas. 

Participants 

The final sample consisted of 114 participants (see Table 1 for demographic 

descriptions of the sample). Participants ranged in age from 18 to 29 years old; the mean 

age of participants was 22.80 (SD = 3.22) and 38% reported being from a small 

metropolitan populated city/area,. 34% reported being from large metropolitan populated 

cities/areas, and 28% reported being from nonmetropolitan populated cities/areas. The 

majority of participants had completed some college (57%); 21% obtained a bachelors 

degree, 20% were either in graduate school or had already obtained a graduate degree, 

and only 2% had at most a high school education. 55% of the sample reported not 

currently being in a relationship. Overall, the majority of participants were out in society 

(51%) to more than three types or groups of people (work, school, family, strangers, 

and/or friends), 77% of the sample identified as White; 6% African American; 12% were 

Hispanic/Lantio; 1% were Asian American; and 4% biracial. 
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Table 3.1 

Sample Demographic Variables (N = 114) 

Variables Percent M SD Range 

  

Education Level 

   High School 

   Some College 

   Bachelors Degree 

   Graduate Degree 

 

2% 

57% 

21% 

20% 

 

2.59 

 

.82 

 

1 − 4 

Relationship Status 

   Yes 

   No 

 

55% 

45% 

 

1.67 

 

.47 

 

1 − 2 

Age   22.80 3.22 18 − 29 

Race 

   Caucasian/Anglo 

   African American 

   Hispanic/Latino 

   Asian American 

   Biracial 

 

77% 

6% 

12% 

1% 

4% 

 

1.49 

 

1.03 

 

1 − 5 

Out 

   Yes 

   No 

   It Depends 

 

65% 

10% 

29% 

 

 

 

1.68 

 

 

 

.90 

 

 

 

1− 2 
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Table 3.1 Continued 

Variables Percent M SD Range 

Where are you out 

   Work (no/yes) 

   School (no/yes) 

   Family (no/yes) 

   Friends(no/yes) 

   Strangers (no/yes) 

No – Yes  

28% - 72% 

17% - 83% 

30% - 70% 

5% - 95% 

34% - 66% 

 

3.02 

 

1.09 

 

1− 5 

City 

   Large Metropolitan 

   Small Metropolitan 

   Nonmetorpolitan 

 

34% 

38% 

28% 

 

1.95 

 

.73 

 

1 − 3 

 

Independent Variables 

Drive for Muscularity (MS).  This 15 item scale was used to assess 

respondent’s attitudes and perceptions concerning their outward body image in terms of 

muscle mass. Participants responded on a 6-point Likert-type scale from 1 (always) to 6 

(never) on questions representing their muscular ideal and behaviors associated with 

wanting to be more muscular (e.g. “I think I would feel more confident if I had more 

muscle mass” or “I think that I would look better if I gained 10 pounds in bulk”). For this 

study, the Cronbach’s alpha was .89. 
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Objectified Body Consciousness Scale (OBS). This scale, developed by 

McKinley & Hyde (1996) is generally used for heterosexual women, but was used to 

assess gay men’s feelings toward their bodies. The original scale is divided into three 

subscales: (1) body surveillance, (2) body shame, and (3) control. Objectified body 

consciousness scale (OBS) uses the notion of objectification as a cultural definition in 

which women are socialized to view their bodies like outside observers (McKinley & 

Hyde, 1996). For the purposes of this study, I only used the surveillance scale (SS) 

subscale. The body surveillance scale assessed the extent to which a woman’s (gay men) 

body is constructed to be the object of a man’s desire (McKinley & Hyde, 1996). 

Because gay men are attracted to men, this scale was appropriate when examining how 

they view their own bodies and their own desires in reference to other men.  

The SS used a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly 

disagree) and respondents could opt for NA if an item did not apply to them. Some 

questions asked “during the day, I think about how I look many times” or “I often worry 

about whether the clothes I am wearing make me look good” (McKinley & Hyde, 1996). 

In regard to scoring, the higher a respondent scored on the SS the more likely they think 

of their body in the way it looks rather than how it feels (McKinley & Hyde, 1996). Two 

items, “during the day, I think about how I look many times” and “I often worry about 

whether the clothes I am wearing make me look good” were not reversed coded as the 

original authors intended. Instead, these two items were left the same and the rest were 
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reverse coded so that the higher the responded scored, the higher body surveillance they 

would have. For this study the Cronbach’s alpha was .85. 

Demographics. There was a demographic questionnaire toward the end of 

the survey. I asked about age, education, relationship status, location, and intimacy level. 

Questions were also asked pertaining to the participants ‘outness’; first, if they were out 

or not and second, who they were ‘out’ to (e.g., family, friends, strangers). Questions 

were also asked if the participant was in a relationship, whether it was casual (less than 1 

month) or long-term (longer than 1 month), if they were living with their partner, and if 

they had reached a level of intimacy that was satisfying to them. 

Dependent Variables 

Drive to Marry Scale.  Developed by Blakemore, Lawton, & Vartanian 

(2005), this scale consisted of 5 items concerning the participant’s desire to get engaged, 

or married. For the purposes of the present study, the term married was replaced with 

commitment ceremony. This scale is based on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = disagree 

strongly; 5 = agree strongly). Some statements that were presented, for example “I can’t 

wait to have a commitment ceremony” or “I feel I will have achieved a major life goal 

when I have a commitment ceremony”. In regard to scoring, there was one item that was 

to be reverse coded, “having a commitment ceremony is not one of my top priorities”. 

However, in this study, all other items were reverse coded and this item was left the same 

so that the higher a responded score, the more they would want to have a commitment 

ceremony. For this study, the Cronbach’s alpha was .74. 
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 Choosing a Mate Scale. The choosing a mate scale was originally developed 

by Hill (1945). The goal for this survey is to find, or identify ‘universal’ mate preferences 

(Shackelford, Schmitt, & Buss, 2005). In this survey, the participants rated the 

importance of 18 mate characteristics on a 4-point Likert scale: 3 points (desirable, but 

not important), 2 (important, but not indispensible), 1 (indispensible, very important), 

and 0 (irrelevant or unimportant). Sample items consisted of desire for home and 

children, good looks, and good health. In regard to scoring, all items were reverse scored 

so that the higher a respondent scored, the more value they placed on that particular mate 

preference. This survey was also adapted from heterosexual literature. 

Comparative Expectations Scale. The comparative expectation scale, 

implemented by Ganong, Coleman, Thompson, & Goodwin-Watkins in their 1996 study 

was used to assess participant’s expectations of their future or potential partners 

compared to themselves (e.g., intelligence, education, or professional success). In their 

study, participants used a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (much less than you) 

to 5 (much more than you). The midpoint (3) represents an equal response (same as 

you).The higher the respondent scored, the greater the expectations they held for their 

future partner. For the purpose of the present study, this scale was modified to 

accommodate gay men and their ideal for future partners by adding statements that 

focused on ideal physical appearance and if the participant would like a more masculine 

or feminine partner. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 In order to answer all of the research questions, data were first examined and 

cleaned. A preliminary analysis was conducted to understand if there were any outliers 

within the data or items that had to be thrown out due to skewness. For example, the 

demographic item for ‘outness’ could not be used in the analysis because almost every 

person in the present study identified as ‘out’. It skewed the data so much that it was not 

fixable. Second, a preliminary intercorrelational analysis was performed to understand to 

what extent, the independent variables and dependent variables were related (See table 2).  

Following this, a series of multiple regression analyses was conducted. Below, I 

explain that a regression was conducted for demographic variables and each of the mate 

preferences. There were 18 original mate preferences, only 5 were used in the present 

study. I did not run analysis on all 18 items, and instead, chose those that I deemed most 

applicable for this study based on either a conceptual or an empirical reason. An 

intercorrelation matrix was created to see how the variables used were associated with 

each other (Table 4.1).  
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Table 4.1 

Summary Correlation for Demographic Variables, Independent Variables, Dependent Variables 

 

Variable 

 

     1          2            3            4            5            6           7          8            9          10          11            12           13            14 

 

1. Age 

2. City Size 

3. Education 

4. Intimacy Level 

5. Chastity 

6. Same Education 

7. Good Looks 

8. Good Health 

9. Education/Intelligence 

10. Masculinity 

11. Femininity 

 

― 

 

-.050 

 

-.491** 

 

-.021 

 

-.242** 

 

-.051 

 

-.029 

 

-.182 

 

.109 

 

-.113 

 

.154 

 

-.092 

 

.063 

 

.100 

― ― -.020 -.020 .019 -.064 .159 -.154 -.120 .042 -.134 .046 -.104 -.112 

― ― ― -.015 -.287** .061 .083 -.062 -.004 -.057 .214* -.074 .012 .153 

― ― ― ― -.073 .000 .030 -.074 -.087 -.123 -.216 .008 -.113 -.227* 

― ― ― ― ― .036 .060 .076 .182 -.110 .286** .111 -.086 .053 

―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  .067 -.103 .259** -.131 .174 .042 -.160 -.206* 

―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  .181 .090 .060 .155 -.250** .295** .025 

―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ― .218* -.151 .242* -.169 .135 .025 

―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  .169 .006 .024 .004 -.063 

―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  -.653** .011 -.169 -.008 

―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  ―  -.232* .096 .123 

 

*p < .01 **p <.001 
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Table 4.1 Continued 

Summary Correlation for Demographic Variables, Independent Variables, Dependent Variables 

 

Variable 

 

     1          2            3            4            5            6           7          8            9          10          11            12           13            14 

 

12. Drive for Muscularity 
(DM 

13. Self-Objectification 
(SS) 

14. Commitment 
Ceremony (DTM) 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

-.210* 

 

-.060 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

― 

 

.024 
 

*p < .01 **p <.001 
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Research Questions 

Research Question 1: (a) What do gay men consider to be valuable qualities when 

choosing a mate/dating partner?(b) Are gay men looking for long term or short term 

relationships? 

Part (a): What do gay men consider to be valuable qualities when choosing a 

mate/dating partner? As mentioned before, by narrowing the parameters, 5 mate 

preferences were used for the present study. For example, good health and chastity were 

chosen because literature suggests that AIDS could be a major deterrent for promiscuity 

and encouragement for long-term commitment (Barholome, Bruzzone, & Tewksbury, 

2000; Klinkenburg & Rose, 1994; Thorne & Coupland, 1998). Good looks was chosen 

because of the association within the literature about men valuing physical appearance 

(Hatala & Prehodka, 1996; Thorne & Coupland, 1998; Yelland & Tiggemann, 2003) and 

same education and education/intelligence were chosen because of their high correlations 

with several other variables (e.g., DTM, relationship status).  

According to the data, the mate preferences which were identified as important, 

but not indispensible were same education (47%), good looks (66%), 

education/intelligence (61%), and good health (53%). However, only 17% of the men in 

the present study indicated that chastity was a, very important quality for a future partner. 

Table 4.2 shows a statistical representation of the 5 mate preferences that were used for 

this study. For a complete table of all 18 mate preference, see Appendix A.1. 
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Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistics (N = 114) for Research Question 1 (A) 

Variables 
M SD 

Range 

 

 Same Education 1.81 .82 1 − 4 

Good Health 1.71 .47 1 − 4 

Chastity .696 1.18 1 − 4 

Good Looks 2.08 .60 1 − 4 

Education/Intelligence 1.42 .60 1− 4 

 

Part (b): Are gay men looking for long term relationships or short term 

relationships? This question was answered by frequencies. The frequencies indicated that 

the men in the present study were interested in potentially having a commitment 

ceremony (DTM) (mean = 3.08, SD = .85). On a scale ranging from 1 to 5, 1 = strongly 

disagree and 5 = strongly agree, 49% indicated somewhat agreed to wanting to have a 

commitment ceremony, 14% agreed, and 1% strongly agreed. These findings indicated 

that the men in the present study were interested in having a long term relationship. 

Research Question 2: Do demographic characteristics of the participants (age, city size, 

intimacy level, education) influence gay men in regard to their mate preferences (same 

education, chastity, good looks, education/intelligence, good health)? 
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 For this question, five standard linear multiple regressions were run using dummy 

coding for the demographic variables. Only one model was significant. The model using 

good looks as the dependent variable with all of the demographic independent variables 

was found to be significant, F (1,8) = 3.19, p < .001, MSE = .897, R² = .21 (adjusted R² = 

.14) (table 4). Within this model, city size was found to be significantly related to good 

looks. Less populated cities/areas were used as the baseline for the dummy coding, so the 

other levels, large metropolitan and nonmetropolitan populated cities/areas, were 

compared with small metropolitan populated cities/areas. When compared with small 

metropolitan cities/areas, living in the large metropolitan cities/areas was associated with 

respondents’ caring more about a potential partners’ looks (significant at p < .05). The 

relationship between these two variables was positive (Beta = .240). This indicated that 

the men in large metropolitan populated cities/areas valued good looks more than the men 

in small metropolitan populated cities/areas. 

 The second finding in this model was between the dependent variable good looks 

and the independent variable education. For this variable (education), the bachelor’s 

degree was used as a baseline, where high school, some college and graduate were 

compared to a bachelor’s degree. Men with a bachelor’s degree, compared to high school 

were significantly less likely to pursue good looks in a potential relationship (p < .001). 

This was a negative relationship (Beta = -.358). This indicated that the men who have a 

bachelor’s degree may not be as likely to value good looks as those who have achieved at 

least a high school education. 



Texas Tech University, Cara Chan, August 2008 
 

35 
 

Table 4.3 

Summary Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the 
Importance of Good Looks in a Potential Romantic Partner 

 

Variable 

 

       B                 SE B                β 

City (Small 
Metropolitan as 
baseline): 

   Nonmetropolitan 

   Large Metropolitan 

Education (Bachelors 
degree as baseline): 

   High School 

   Some College 

   Graduate 

Age 

Intimacy Level (Yes as 
baseline) 

   No 

   Still Looking 

F 

R² 

        

 

.133 .126 .103 

.335 .136 .240* 

   

-2.09 .563 -.358** 

.217 .148 .158 

-.002 .166 -.001 

.001 .021 .007 

.001 

 

.021 .007 

.005 .110 .004 

.317 .238 .130 

 3.19***  

 .21  
 

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

Research Question 3: How do demographic characteristics (age, education, intimacy 

level, city size) the drive for muscularity scale (DM) and self objectification (SS) 

influence desires for a commitment ceremony (DTM)? 
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  A standard linear multiple regression was used to answer this question, using 

dummy coding for the nominal demographic variables. The overall model was 

significant, F (1,10) = 3.13, p <.002, MSE = 2.01, R² = .26 (adjusted R² = .17) (table 5). 

Looking at the coefficients, there were two significant findings. First, it was found that 

the independent variable intimacy level and the dependent variable commitment 

ceremony (DTM) were significantly associated (p < .05). Because this variable was 

dummy coded, the answer ‘yes’ was used as a baseline. The relationship between the 

variables was negative (Beta = -.212). It can then be predicted that those who had not 

achieved a satisfying level of intimacy may not have a strong desire to marry, or in this 

case, a commitment ceremony. Second, it was found that the independent variable self-

objectification (SS) and the dependent variable commitment ceremony (DTM) were 

significant at p < .001 with a positive standardized Beta = .442. It can then be predicted 

that those who objectify themselves more will have a stronger drive to have a 

commitment ceremony. 
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Table 4.4 

Summary Regression Analysis for Demographic Variables, 
Self-Objectification (SS), and Drive for Muscularity (DM) 
predicting Commitment Ceremony (DTM)  

 

Variable 

 

        B                SE B               β 

City (Small Metropolitan 
as baseline): 

   Nonmetropolitan 

   Large Metropolitan 

Education (Bachelors as 
baseline): 

   High School 

   Some College 

   Graduate 

Age 

Intimacy Level (Yes as 
baseline 

   No 

   Still Looking 

Self-objectification (SS) 

Drive for Muscularity 
(DM) 

F 

R² 

 

 

.136 .194 .069 

-.061 .215 -.028 

   

.414 .865 .047 

.051 .225 .024 

.262 .255 .119 

-.786 .369 -.212 

.015 .032 .053 

 

-.247 .170 -.140* 

-.786 .369 -.212** 

.230 .062 .442*** 

-.050 .077 -.076 

 3.13***  

 .26  
 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Research Question 4: Does self-perception of the body (self-objectification, drive for 

muscularity) influence gay men’s comparative expectations for feminine or masculine 

characteristics of a future partner to be more, less, or the same level as themselves? 

Two multiple regression models were conducted in order to answer this question. 

The first regression involved the self-objectification (SS) and the drive for muscularity 

(DM) as independent variables and the future expectation of masculinity (e.g., expect my 

partner will be more masculine than me) as the dependent variable. This model was not 

significant. The second regression which was conducted between the dependent variable 

femininity and the independent variables self-objectification (SS) and drive for 

muscularity (DM) was significant, F (1,2) = 2.96, p < .05, MSE = 2.07, R² = .062 

(adjusted R² = .041) (table 6). Both independent variables, self-objectification (SS) and 

drive for muscularity (DM) were found significant. The relationship between the 

independent variable self-objectification (SS) and the dependent variable femininity was 

significant at p < .035 with a positive relationship (Beta = .263). The more gay men self 

objectify, the more they would expect their future partner to exhibit feminine 

characteristics. The relationship between the independent variable drive for muscularity 

(DM) and the dependent variable femininity was significant at p < .034 with a negative 

relationship (Beta = -.264). This indicated that the higher drive for muscularity a gay man 

has, the less they would expect a future partner to exhibit feminine characteristics. 

However, because the R² = .062, this means that only 6% of the variance is explained 
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between the dependent variable femininity and independent variables self-objectification 

(SS) and drive for muscularity(DM) which can be considered not very meaningful. 

Table 4.5 

Summary of Regression Analysis for Self-Objectification (SS) 
and Drive for Muscularity (DM) variables predicting a 
Potential Romantic Partner’s Femininity  

Variable          B                 SE B                β    

 

Self-objectification 
(SS) 

Drive for Muscularity 
(DM) 

F 

R² 

        

.143 .067 .263 

-.182 .085 -.264 

 2.96*  

 .062  
 

p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The present study contributed to the literature simply by using a different method 

of collecting data than many of the previous studies. Much of the literature, with similar 

results is based on content analysis which could be a reason that many of the 

aforementioned studies have a tendency to perpetuate stereotypes of gay men 

(Bartholome, Tewksbury, & Buzzone, 2000; Harry, 1982; Hatala & Prehodka, 1996; 

Thorne & Coupland, 1998). Because the present study was a survey, participants were 

more able to express what qualities they valued in a potential mate than in content 

analysis where participants were chosen from various gay publications. The present study 

also examined the population density or city size where a participant lived; if the men in 

the present study lived in a very dense metropolitan city/area, a small metropolitan 

metropolitan city/area, or  nonmetropolitan populated metropolitan city/area and how 

their surroundings could be contributors to their dating/mate preferences. Many of the 

previous studies (Bartholome, Tewksbury, & Buzzone, 2000; Harry, 1982; Hatala & 

Prehodka, 1996; Thorne & Coupland, 1998) focused only on very densely populated 

metropolitan areas, whereas this study incorporated varying sizes and densities of 

metropolitan areas. 

The purpose of the present study was to examine young gay men’s dating 

preferences. In particular, I was interested in how gay men’s self-perception influenced 

their mate selection/dating preferences. I sought to explore the qualities gay men value 
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when choosing a mate/dating partner and if gay men were looking for long-term or short-

term relationships. As indicated in the previous literature, gay men are understood to be 

part of a marginalized group in society because of heteronormativity – an ideology 

promoting gender conventionality, heterosexuality, and conventional nuclear family as 

the correct way for people to be (Oswald, Blume, & Marks, 2005). The present study 

supports, contradicts, and expands on previous literature concerning younger gay men 

and their dating preferences. 

Disrupting Stereotypes 

One contribution of the present study is that the findings, to some extent, disrupt 

the narrow image of gay men’s dating preferences found in the literature as well as 

common, heteornormative understandings. Findings related to the existence of the 

variability of mate/dating preferences, desires for long-term relationships, and importance 

of qualities beyond physical appearance provide a more complicated picture of gay men’s 

dating preferences than did previous literature.  

Findings in the present study indicated that there was much variability in the 

desires for dating preferences.  Although some characteristics were considered more 

important than others (e.g., good looks was more important than chastity), men in the 

present sample seemed to value different characteristics at various levels (see Appendix 

A), including desires for a good housekeeper, intelligence/education, and emotional 

stability/maturity. 
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Hyper-sexualized, short term relationships were fairly consistent patterns of gay 

men’s dating preferences found in the previous literature, especially studies using 

personal ads (Bartholome, Tewksbury, & Buzzone, 2000; Hatal & Prehodka, 1996; 

Thorne & Coupland, 1998). However, many men in the present study seemed to be 

interested in long term relationships as evidenced by their desires for a commitment 

ceremony – 64% showed interest in having a commitment ceremony. At the same time, 

though, the findings indicated that the mate preference for chastity was irrelevant or 

unimportant for the majority of participants. The literature suggests that an importance 

for chastity was becoming a more valuable quality because chastity would help to ensure 

that a future partner would be in good health and therefore AIDS free (Kleese, 2007; 

Wood, 2005). The finding in the present study might lend support to the previous 

stereotype of prevalent promiscuity but there are also other interpretations. The lack of 

interest in chastity might be interpreted that one does find it important if a potential 

partner has had sexual relationship(s) in the past rather than assume that one will be 

sexually active with several people at once and/or engage in frequent (but serial) sexual 

relationships. It may also not be considered a requirement for potential relationships 

because gay men may have been with women before identifying as gay.  

Physical appearance concerning dating preferences was also a major theme found 

in the previous literature (Bartholome, Tewksbury, & Buzzone, 2000; Hatal & Prehodka, 

1996; Thorne & Coupland, 1998). In a similar manner, good looks was found to be an 

important value for potential dating partners in the present study. Although the men in the 
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present study indicated good looks were important, the size of the participant’s city 

seemed to influence how important attractiveness was considered. Men who lived in 

densely populated metropolitan settings valued good looks more than men from small 

metropolitan and nonmetropolitan populated metropolitan settings. This may be partially 

explained by marriage market theory. People from larger areas are likely to have large 

dating pools, which, by virtue of probability, are likely to have higher numbers of 

attractive people than would a smaller dating pool that might exist in a smaller town.  

Such a situation may allow a person with a larger dating pool to be more stringent in their 

preferences (i.e., higher standards for attractiveness) than a person with a smaller dating 

pool. 

The preference for same education was also found to be important in mate/dating 

preferences in the present study. The preference for same education posed to be an 

interesting variable in that it was not focused on in the previous literature, but because it 

was prominent in the findings it could not be ignored. The present findings indicated that 

same education was important for the men in this study which is similar to heterosexual 

dating patterns (Shackelford, Schmitt, & Buss, 2005). A mate preference such as same 

education also may indicate that gay men may want to know more about, or become 

more invested in their partners and make choices about partners considering factors in 

addition to physical appearance. However, a caveat about this finding is that because the 

majority of the present study (93%) held some type of higher education (e.g., some 

college, bachelors degree, graduate degree), this could indicate that those with a higher 
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level of education may value same education because they have already attained a higher 

level of education and thus would also want someone of the same education level. 

Gender Construction – Dating/Relationships Scripts 

Desires for long term commitments, as mentioned before, were found in the 

present study which can lend support to the heteronormative ideology. This 

heteronormative script for long term relationships suggests that a heterosexual male and 

female date and eventually settle into a long term relationship (marriage). The present 

study may have indicated the same pattern with many gay men indicating they desire a 

commitment ceremony. The question can then be asked: Do such desires reflect the 

phenomenon in which younger gay men are conforming to heteronormative ideas of 

wanting a conventional nuclear family? Because many men in the present study desired 

to have a commitment ceremony, this question may be indicative of a revolutionary time 

in American culture, whereby gay men can now consider having long term relationships 

(365Gay.com). For example, the state of California had recently legalized same sex 

marriage at the time of this writing.  

The desire to have a commitment ceremony was especially pronounced among 

gay men who had higher self-objectification scores. Additionally, men who had higher 

self objectification expected their future partners to exhibit more feminine characteristics 

than themselves. These finding may be partially explained using feminist theory and 

objectification theory.  
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Feminist ideas consider power on multiple levels of analysis. Power within 

relationships suggests that one person in the relationship has greater power than the other 

and is, many times, evident in heterosexual couples, with men having more power 

because of how gender is constructed and valued in a heteronormative society (Lips, 

1991). Masculinity is more valued than femininity. Some of these ideas can also be 

applied to the dating preferences of gay men.  

Objectification theory suggests that heterosexual men are socialized to objectify 

the objects they desire – women. Following this idea, gay men may self objectify 

similarly to heterosexual women because both groups (gay men and women) are pursued 

by men (Bartholome, Tewksbury, & Buzzone, 2000; Hatal & Prehodka, 1996; Thorne & 

Coupland, 1998). Past literature has found that physical appearance was important in gay 

men’s personal dating ads (Bartholome, Tewksbury, & Buzzone, 2000; Harry, 1982; 

Hatala & Prehodka, 1996; Thorne & Coupland, 1998), not only in terms of self 

objectification but also in objectifying potential partners. In regard to self objectification, 

the present findings indicated self objectification (SS) influenced gay men’s desire for 

their partners to be more feminine than themselves and have more of a desire for a 

commitment ceremony. These finding may be partially explained by considering gender 

scripts. For example, Klinkenburg and Rose (1994) suggested gay men do not have a 

specialized dating script, so they may use the heterosexual dating script. Again, gendered 

constructs are present – the men in the present study were acting out what they had been 
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previously socialized to do (e.g., have a commitment ceremony); with both partners 

exhibiting feminine characteristics, though one was even more feminine than the other. 

Present findings between SS and increased femininity present a complex question 

as to why a man who self objectifies (and may exhibit effeminate behavior) would want a 

more feminine partner? This could be the result of socialized gendered behavior based on 

heteronormativity. Arguably, because men are socialized to be masculine, some gay men 

who exhibit effeminate behavior (self-objectification) may want to ‘prove’ their 

masculinity by having a more feminine partner, in comparison to himself. Sandfort, 

Melendez, & Diaz (2007) suggested that many gay men who exhibit effeminate behavior 

were a target of ridicule. It is possible that a gay man who has a more feminine partner 

than himself may avoid such negative outcomes for himself. By not acting effeminate in 

public, a more masculine gay man may encounter less negativity from other 

heterosexuals. However, it should be noted that the R² for this finding was quite small 

(.062) which could make this finding seem less meaningful.  

Erikson 

Long term commitment may be accompanied by attaining a satisfying level of 

intimacy. Some of the men in the present study indicated that they had reached a 

satisfying level of intimacy. This might be consistent with Erikson’s theory that many 

young adults who are in the age range 18-29 and at the stage of intimacy vs. isolation are 

looking for relationships that will help them achieve intimacy. In this study, the gay men 
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who did indicate a satisfying level of intimacy were also more driven to have a 

commitment ceremony than those who had not or were still actively looking. Using 

Erikson’s theory, achieving a level of intimacy that is satisfying can be an indicator of 

future desires to have a commitment ceremony. If, for some reason, a gay man was not 

able to achieve a satisfying level of intimacy, he would arguably continue to search for 

intimacy until he could eventually achieve it, thereby moving to the next life stage. 

However, as mentioned before, some individuals may also be experiencing identity 

diffusion – the idea in which individuals are not actively seeking their identity, but rather 

feel like they are social pariahs – which could also lead to isolation. 

Limitations 

 There were some limitations of the present study. One major limitation for this 

study was that there was not a scale that fit ideally with what this study meant to capture. 

The measures used in this study were adapted from heterosexual dating scales. Because 

much of the social science literature is heteronormative (Oswald, Blume, & Marks, 

2003), it was difficult to find scales that could accurately captured gay men’s dating 

preferences. Additionally, much of the literature on couple relationships assumed that a 

couple would get married and practice monogamy. The present study attempted to 

consider both short and long term relationships but was limited by the existing measures 

in the field.    
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 Another limitation of the present study was this study did not examine directly 

how gay men objectify others. The literature, however, had found that some gay men 

objectify others through personal ads which were heavily influenced by physical 

appearance. Thorne and Coupland (1998) focused their study on the objectification of 

gay men with personal dating advertisements and found that the men in their study 

objectified others as well as themselves through specific criteria that had to be met if one 

were to answer the personal ad. 

 The amount of education the participants had achieved can also be considered a 

limitation. Because the majority of the sample (93%) had some college, obtained a 

bachelors degree, or had completed or were still enrolled in graduate school and therefore 

have more access to computers and the internet. Since the study was online, it could be 

more accessible to individuals who are in college than individuals who are not 

necessarily surrounded by technology.    

The generalizability of the present findings must also be taken into consideration. 

The sample for the present study was collected through recruiting participants through 

list-serves, gay friendly establishments, and churches. This type of sampling can be 

potentially problematic because it is a nonprobability sample. This means that even 

though there may be some variability of location from where the participants were 

collected, this still cannot make this sample fully representative of the general population 

of gay individuals because this sample was not based on random selection. Also, the 
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present study was limited because it only captured a small group of participants (N = 

114), which cannot fully represent an entire population and most of the participants were 

Caucasian/Anglo American which did not fully represent the different ethnicities that 

identify as gay. Studying a select group, like gays and lesbians, is inherently difficult 

because there is no way of knowing what the gay population is in a given city or in the 

U.S. Unless gays and lesbians freely identify being ‘out’ and there is some record of the 

actual population, it will continue to be difficult to research.  

A final limitation of the present study was the overestimation of how certain 

businesses would react to fliers being posted in their establishments for a study conducted 

on gay dating. Many of the employees would allow the fliers to be posted, however one 

of the owners did not share the same lenience and removed the flier because he did not 

want to offend his customers.  

Future Research and Implications  

Though there are some limitations to the present study, direction for future 

research can also be taken from the present study. More research should be done on gays 

and lesbians and their city size, whether they are from metropolitan, nonmetropolitan, or 

rural cities/areas; how their settings may or may not influence their identity achievement, 

or where they are out (e.g., work, school, family). Also, a follow-up of the current study 

should also be conducted.  
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Examining how gay men objectify other men, the underlying reasons, or other 

factors that the present study may have overlooked are possible avenues for future 

research. Using qualitative research might be especially helpful in order to begin to 

understand younger, gay men’s dating experiences without being constrained by 

heterosexual measures.  The present study contributed to the literature by challenging 

some of the stereotypes of gay men. The present study was also able to advance more of 

an understanding of younger gay men’s dating preferences. Because this study focused 

on men between the ages of 18-29, it was able to capture a younger generation of gay 

men. Also, the findings indicated that the younger gay men in this study desired more 

long term commitments.  

The present study also found that there is considerable variability among these 

preferences. For example, the findings indicated that the men in the present study opted 

to combine preferences rather than just valuing one or another as the previous literature 

suggested (e.g., physical appearance or promiscuity) (Bartholome, Tewksbury, & 

Buzzone, 2000; Harry, 1982; Hatala & Prehodka, 1996; Thorne & Coupland, 1998) 

Additionally, feminist ideas have been supported which, in turn may help to decrease 

heteronormativity and normalize the dating experiences for younger gay men. By 

acknowledging the influence of power as well as the disruption of the stereotypes, 

findings from the present study both supported and questioned heteronormativity. 

Heteronormativity is a complex phenomena; however, the more research that is 
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conducted, the more this ideology can be deconstructed, which would further the 

progression towards equality. 
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APPENDIX A 

RESULT FREQUENCIES FOR ALL 18 MATE PREFERENCES  

Participants rated the importance of 18 mate characteristics on a 4-point Likert 
scale: 3 points (desirable, but not important), 2 (important, but not indispensible), 1 

(indispensible, very important), and 0 (irrelevant or unimportant). Sample items 
consisted of desire for home and children, good looks, and good health. In regard to 
scoring, all items were reverse scored so that the higher a respondent scored, the 

more value they placed on that particular mate preference (N = 114). 

Variables Percentage M SD Range 

 Same Education 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3    

 

6.4 

25.7 

47.7 

20.2 

 

1.81 

 

.82 

 

1 − 4 

Good Health 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

0.0 

37.5 

53.6 

8.9 

 

1.71 

 

.47 

 

1 − 4 

Chastity 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

72.3 

2.7 

8.0 

17.0 

 

.696 

 

1.18 

 

1 − 4 
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Appendix A Continued 

Variables Percentage M SD Range 

Good Looks 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

.9 

11.6 

66.1 

21.4 

 

2.08 

 

.60 

 

1 − 4 

Education/Intelligence 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

.8 

61.0 

33.1 

5.1 

 

1.42 

 

.60 

 

1− 4 

Good Housekeeper 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

6.2 

8.0 

37.2 

48.7 

 

2.28 

 

.86 

 

1− 4 

Pleasing Disposition 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

2.7 

47.3 

36.4 

13.6 

 

1.60 

 

.75 

 

1− 4 
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Appendix A Continued 

Variables Percentage M SD Range 

Neatness 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

3.6 

16.2 

41.4 

38.7 

 

2.15 

 

.82 

 

1− 4 

Good Financial Prospect 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

9.0 

27.0 

37.8 

26.1 

 

1.81 

 

.92 

 

1− 4 

Dependable Character 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

.9 

61.8 

28.2 

9.1 

 

1.45 

 

.67 

 

1− 4 

Emotionally Stable/Maturity 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

.9 

71.8 

25.5 

1.8 

 

1.28 

 

.50 

 

1− 4 
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Appendix A Continued 

Variables Percentage M SD Range 

Favorable Social Status 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

24.6 

11.4 

22.8 

41.2 

 

1.80 

 

1.21 

 

1− 4 

Similar Religious Background 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

46.4 

7.1 

14.3 

32.1 

 

1.32 

 

1.34 

 

1− 4 

Ambitious & Industriousness 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

1.8 

37.3 

42.7 

18.2 

 

1.77 

 

.76 

 

1− 4 

Similar Political Background 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

31.6 

14.5 

21.4 

32.5 

 

1.54 

 

1.24 

 

1− 4 
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Appendix A Continued 

Variables Percentage M SD Range 

Desire for Home and Children 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

25.0 

25.9 

27.7 

21.4 

 

1.45 

 

1.08 

 

1− 4 

Sociability 

   0 

   1 

   2  

   3 

 

2.7 

38.2 

44.5 

14.5 

 

1.70 

 

.74 

 

1− 4 
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APPENDIX B 

COMPARATIVE EXPECTATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please rate your responses according to how much, how much less, or NA (not applicable) if 
the question does not apply to you as you compare yourself to your future desired partner. 
Please read each statement carefully and indicate the number that best describes you. 

1 

Much less 
than yours 

2 

Somewhat less 

3 

Same 

4 

Somewhat 
more 

5 

Much more 
than yours 

NA 

Does not 
apply 

 

1. With regard to attractiveness do you feel that your 
partner should be more or less attractive than you? 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

2. With regard to intelligence do you feel your 
partner should be:                                         

1     2     3     4     5     NA  

3. With regard to ability to handle problems do you 
feel your partner should be: 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

4. With regard to professional success do you feel 
your partner should be: 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

5. With regard to potential personal income do you 
feel your partner should be: 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

6. With regard to the amount of parenting he would 
do, do you feel that your partner should parent: 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

7. With regard to the amount of housework he would 
do, do you feel that your partner should work: 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

8. With regard to masculinity do you feel your 
partner should be: 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

9. With regard to femininity do you feel your partner 
should be: 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 
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APPENDIX C 

DRIVE FOR MUSCULARITY SCALE 

Please indicate to what degree you always or never think about your body. For each 
statement, indicate the number that best applies to you. 

1 

Always 

2 

Very Often 

3 

Often 

4 

Sometimes 

5 

Rarely 

6 

Never 

 

10. I wish that I were more muscular. 1     2     3     4     5     6 

11. I lift weights to build up muscle.      1     2     3     4     5     6 

12. I use protein or energy supplements.      1     2     3     4     5     6 

13. I drink weight gain or protein shakes.      1     2     3     4     5     6 

14. I try to consume as many calories as I can in 
a day.      

1     2     3     4     5     6 

15. I feel guilty if I miss a weight training 
session.      

1     2     3     4     5     6 

16. I think I would feel more confident if I had 
more muscle mass.      

1     2     3     4     5     6 

17. Other people think I work out with weights 
too often.      

1     2     3     4     5     6 

18. I think that I would look better if I gained 
10 pounds in bulk.     

1     2     3     4     5     6 

19. I think about taking anabolic steroids. 1     2     3     4     5     6 

20. I think that I would feel stronger if I gained 
a little more muscle mass.      

1     2     3     4     5     6 

21. I think that my weight training schedule 
interferes with other aspects of my life. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 
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Please indicate to what degree you always or never think about your body. For each 
statement, indicate the number that best applies to you. 

1 

Always 

2 

Very Often 

3 

Often 

4 

Sometimes 

5 

Rarely 

6 

Never 

 

22. I think that my arms are not muscular 
enough.      

1     2     3     4     5     6 

23. I think that my chest is not muscular 
enough. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

24. I think that my legs are not muscular 
enough. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 
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APPENDIX D 

DRIVE TO MARRY SCALE 

Part III. The following questions concern your views about having a commitment 
ceremony. To answer them, think about the commitment ceremony itself, as much as 
possible without considering either its potential economic benefits or your relationship with 
a particular partner. Please read and indicate to what degree you agree strongly, agree, 
somewhat disagree, disagree, disagree strongly, or NA (not applicable) if the question does not 
apply to you. 

1 

Agree 
Strongly 

2 

Agree 

3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

4 

Disagree 

5 

Disagree 
Strongly 

NA 

Does not 
apply 

 

25. I can’t wait to have a commitment 
ceremony 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

26. Being committed will make me feel proud 1     2     3     4     5     NA 

27. I feel I will have achieved a major life goal 
when I have a commitment ceremony 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

28. Becoming committed would be one of the 
most exciting things that could happen to me 

1     2     3     4     5     NA 

29. Having a commitment ceremony is not one 
of my top priorities 

1     2     3     4     5      NA 
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APPENDIX E 

SURVEILLANCE SCALE 

Part IV. Below are statements concerning how you feel about your body in contemporary 
society. Please read and indicate to what degree you agree, disagree, or NA (not applicable) 
as the question does not apply to you. Please read carefully, then, for each statement, 
indicate the number that best applies to you. 

1 

Strongly 
Agree 

2 

Agree 

3 

Somewhat 
Agree 

4 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

5 

Disagree 

6 

Disagree 
Strongly 

NA 

Does not 
apply 

 

30. I rarely think about how I look. 1     2     3     4     5     6     NA 

31. I think it is more important that my clothes 
are comfortable than whether they look good on 
me. 

1     2     3     4     5     6     NA 

32. I think more about how my body feels than 
how my body looks. 

1     2     3     4     5     6     NA 

33. I rarely compare how I look with how other 
people look. 

1     2     3     4     5     6     NA 

34. During the day, I think about how I look 
many times. 

1     2     3     4     5     6     NA 

35. I often worry about whether the clothes I 
am wearing make me look good. 

1     2     3     4     5     6     NA 

36. I rarely worry about how I look to other 
people.     

1     2     3     4     5     6     NA 

37. I am more concerned with what my body 
can do that how it looks. 

1     2     3     4     5     6     NA 
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APPENDIX F 

CHOOSING A MATE SCALE 

Part V: Factors in Choosing a Mate 

38. At what age would you prefer to have a commitment ceremony?    
39. What age difference would you prefer between you and your partner?   years 

Whom would you prefer to be older (please circle/indicate):  self    partner 

For numbers 40-57 please evaluate the following factors in choosing a lifelong partner by 
indicating the number 1, 2, 3, or 0 
 

1 
 

Indispensable (very 
important) 

2 
 

Important, but not 
crucial 

3 
 

Desirable, but not 
very important 

0 
 

Irrelevant or not 
important 

 
            (40) Good House Keeper 

            (41) Pleasing Disposition 

            (42) Sociability 

            (43) Similar educational background 

            (44) Refinement (neatness) 

            (45) Good financial prospect 

            (46) Chastity (no previous 

experience in sexual 

intercourse) 

           (47) Dependable character 

            (48) Emotional stability & maturity 

              (49) Desire for home and children 

              (50) Favorable social status or 

rating 

              (51) Good looks 

              (52) Similar religious background 

              (53) Ambition & industriousness 

               (54) Similar political background 

               (55) Mutual attraction – love  

               (56) Good Health 

               (57) Education & intelligence   
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Preferences Concerning Potential Mates 

For questions 58-70 please rank each characteristic (1 for most important and 13 for least 
important) for the desirability in someone you might consider to be a life partner.  Give a “1” to the most 
desirable characteristic in a potential mate; a “2” to the second most desirable characteristic in a potential 
mate; a “3” to the third most desirable characteristic; and so on down to “13” for the 13th most desired 
characteristic in a potential mate. 

Rank These 13 Characteristics from Most (1) to Least (13) Desired in a Mate 

 (58) Kind & understanding 

 (59) Religious 

 (60) Exciting personality 

 (61) Creative & artistic 

  (62) Good housekeeper 

  (63) Intelligent 

  (64) Good earning capacity 

  (65) Wants children 

  (66) Easygoing 

  (67) Good heredity 

  (68) College graduate 

  (69) Physically attractive 

  (70) Healthy 

67 
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APPENDIX G 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

Part VI. Demographic information - please indicate the choice that describes you the best. 

71. How old are you? 
 

72. What is your education level? 
a. High School 
b. Some College 
c. Bachelors Degree 
d. Graduate (e.g. masters, PhD) 
e. Other 
 

73. Are you currently in a relationship?  
a. Yes  
b. No 
c. Explain                                                                                                  . 
 

74. If so is it: 
a. Casual (1 month or less) 
b. Long-term (1 month or more, but no commitment ceremony) 
c. Please explain                                                                                                                        

.                                                                                                                                                         
 

75. Are you currently living with your partner? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
 

76. If you answered yes to the previous question: How long have you been living with your 
partner? 

 
 
77. Do you feel you have achieved a level of intimacy that is satisfying to you or are you still 

looking? 
a. Yes 
b. Still Looking 
c. No 

- If so, why?                                . 
 

78. Are you currently employed? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
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79. If yes, what is your current occupation? 
 
 
80. If not employed, what is your reason for not working? 
81. If not employed, how do you support yourself financially? 

 
 

82. What city/area do you live in? 
 
 
 
83. Using the answer from the previous question, how long have you lived in that area? 

 
 

84. Are you an ‘out’ gay man? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. It depends (please explain)                                                                                                    

. 
 
          

85. Where are you ‘out’? (please indicate all that apply) 
a. Work 
b. School 
c. Family 
d. Friends 
e. Strangers 
f. Other (please explain)                                                                                                           

.  
 

86. Where you are most likely to go to find dates? 
a. Online dating 
b. Clubs/Bars 
c. Gym 
d. I’m not looking for dates at this time 
e. Other: Please describe                                      . 
 

87. What is your race/ethnicity? 
a. Caucasian/Anglo 
b. African American 
c. Hispanic/Latino/a 
d. Asian American 
e. Biracial (specify)                                          . 
f. Other (specify)                                           . 
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88. Is there more of a liberal or conservative feeling about the gay population in your city? 
a. Liberal (more free spirited) 
b. Conservative (more strict) 
 

89. Please describe yourself (more masculine/feminine body type – more muscular or lean, etc.) 
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APPENDIX H 

ONLINE RECRUITMENT LETTER 

 

Prospective Participants, 

 We are asking for your participation in a project designed to help us understand 
gay males’ dating experience. If you are a gay male between the ages of 18 & 29 and 
have not had a commitment ceremony, you are more than welcome to participate in 
this study. The persons responsible for this project are Cara Chan (master’s student in 
Human Development and Family Studies department) and Dr. Sharp (faculty member in 
the department of Human Development and Family Studies). This study has the primary 
objective of examining how gay men pick potential mates. 

 We are asking you to consider taking our 15 to 20 minute survey one time in the 
of Spring 2008. Your identity will remain anonymous and no other identifying 
information will be asked of you. 

 If you would like to talk to the researchers directly, please email Cara Chan at 
potentialmates@yahoo.com or you can call at 806-742-3000.  

 

Sincerely, 

Cara Chan and Dr. Sharp 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:potentialmates@yahoo.com
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APPENDIX I 

RECRUITMENT FLYER 

Online Study!!!!! 

We want to hear what you have to say about your dating preferences!!!  

If you are a gay man who lives in the United States, and are between the ages of 18 & 29 
and have not had a commitment ceremony - this study is for you! 

If you are interested in participating, please tear off one of the contact tabs at the bottom 
of this page and go online! Please help me with my Master’s thesis!!! 

Contact us at potentialmates@yahoo.com if you have any questions or concerns. 

 **This online survey ensures complete anonymity of the participant. No identifying 
information will be asked of you. This survey should take between 15 & 20 minutes of your 
time and data collection will end by Summer 2008. 

 This is a study being conducted by Dr. Sharp and Cara Chan in the department of 
Human Development and Family Studies at Texas Tech University. If you have any questions 
or desire further information, please contact Dr. Sharp (806-742-3000 ext. 288) or the 
Texas Tech University office of Research Services at 806-742-3884. 
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APPENDIX J 

APPROVED INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) PROPOSAL 

Project Title:  Young Gay Men’s Dating Preferences 

Co-Investigators:  Cara Chan and Dr. Elizabeth Sharp 

I. Rationale 

Living in a largely heteronormative society, gay men are expected to conform to 
the norms of heterosexuality, including suppressing signs of their outness 
(Desmarchelier, 2000; Kimmel & Mahalik, 2005; Sandfort, Melendez, & Diaz, 2007; 
Wood, 2004).  Gay men may experience an inherent tension. That is, because they are 
male, they are socialized as men (masculinity), but because they are gay, they violate a 
fundamental aspect of masculinity – attraction to women. Not conforming to heterosexual 
scripts for dating and romantic relationships is central to gay men’s marginalization.  To 
compound the issue, gay men tend to have small dating pools.  

 Given these conditions, I am interested in how young, gay men view themselves 
and what they want from a potential mate.  How does their self-perception influence their 
mate selection/dating preferences? What do gay men consider to be valuable qualities 
when choosing a mate/dating partner? Are gay men looking for more long-term 
relationships versus a short-term relationship? With society’s politics ever changing it 
seems that gay men now have more possibility to become committed to each other for a 
longer rather than a shorter period of time (Kleese, 2007). Market theory will be used to 
better understand mate selection because its premise focuses on economic principles 
(e.g., supply and demand) which can be applied to dating, relationships, and commitment 
ceremonies/long-term relationships.  Following Erikson’s ideas, I am interested in young 
gay men (ages 18-29) because men in this life stage are likely to be struggling or dealing 
with issue relating to intimacy.  

 Research in this area is sparse. Most research done in this area looks at personal 
ads placed by gay. The present study however, will focus on first-hand information on 
what gay men want in a potential partner and to explore what characteristics are more or 
less valuable in regard to mate preferences. 

II. Subjects 

 (a) Specific population 

 Study participants will be gay men who are not currently in a long-term 
relationship, ages 18-29, and living in either the Lubbock, Texas or Reno, Nevada. 
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 (b) Recruitment 

Announcements on the internet will be used including dating websites and 
university online bulletin boards. To screen participants for the desired population 
relevant to this study, announcements will clearly identify the population of interest (e.g., 
gay males, ages 18-29 who have not had a commitment ceremony and participants must 
be either in Reno, Nevada or Lubbock Texas).Those who are interested in the study will 
be given a direct link to the survey (Survey Monkey). Once the survey is complete, the 
survey will automatically close. If, for some reason, the participants would like to contact 
the lead investigator or the co-investigator, contact information will be provided on the 
survey where they will be able to ask questions while still remaining anonymous. 

The lead investigator will post fliers with information about the study in known 
gay-friendly establishments including such venues as coffee shops, restaurants, churches, 
hair salons, clubs, and university bulletin boards (e.g., libraries or student unions). If the 
participants need further information or have questions about the survey or study in 
general, they will be provided with information to contact me. 

The lead investigator will also recruit participants through attending several 
organizational meetings for gay and lesbian and transgendered individuals. Once 
permission is obtained from the organization the lead investigator will be provided the 
website (Survey Monkey) where they may visit to take the survey and ensured that they 
will not be asked for any identifying information.  

III. Procedures 

(a) Procedures involving subjects. 

Because this project requires full anonymity, participants will not be asked to fill 
out a consent form. Participants will fill out one survey, lasting 15-20 minutes. All 
participants will be insured that their anonymity will remain anonymous and there will be 
no questions asking for their name or any other identifying information.  

(b) Potential risks 

We do not anticipate any risks for study participants. 

(c) Benefits 

Interviewees will be told that the purpose of the study is to help improve teaching 
and learning and contribute to the social science literature. 

IV. Adverse Events and Liability 

 No adverse events are anticipated. 
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V. Consent Form 

 No consent form will be provided to ensure full anonymity of the participants. 
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APPENDIX K 
 

PERMISSION TO COPY 
 
 
 

 In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a master’s 

degree at Texas Tech University or Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center, I 

agree that the Library and my major department shall make it freely available for research 

purposes.  Permission to copy this thesis for scholarly purposes may be granted by the 

Director of the Library or my major professor.  It is understood that any copying or 

publication of this thesis for financial gain shall not be allowed without my further 

written permission and that any user may be liable for copyright infringement. 

 

Agree  (Permission is granted.) 

 

 ______________________________________________         _________________ 
 Student Signature      Date 
 
 
 
Disagree  (Permission is not granted.) 
 
 
 
________ Cara Maylene Chan______________________         ___7/24/08________ 
 Student Signature      Date 
 
 

 


	front matter 7.31.08
	Acknowledgments
	Table of Contents
	Abstract
	List of Tables

	7.31.08 finished thesis sending to the grad school
	M
	SD


