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Abstract: The ideal partner has long been a focus in the field of marital Psychology. However, reviewing the
previous works, we found that researches were lack in the domains of sex role, attachment style, self-esteem
and marital attitudes. So this research focused on these varibles and tested the relative preference of ideal
partner. Also, gender difference and culture difference were compared. Questionnaire surveys were underway
in both China and America. Results showed that both Chinese and American students expressed high
expections on their ideal partners, and preferred ideal partners similar to themselves; female students had
stricter standards of choosing mates than the male.
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FRAE AR (ideal partner) &N A0 H FEAERCAR TE
%, MR AR B 2 b gl sh ik (Hill, 1945).
A, AN ERAE AR B RO BRI A R LT

TREETH . AHE TSR T A 2008 LR A SO SRR N AT
H (NKQ08034) % Bl
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SN VO RIVeE kA e o1 116 2 S LR S
B s o2 7 LSO 57

11 AR DERREMNRFNMR

PRAEPEAR I 47 A5 P AT 9T 0770, — 5 550 FILAR
FEAR B 2655 fm 1 (absolute preferences), H[{Ei#% 2% #iAE
FEAR BT A R . B, RO BRI T
AR E SBEEWE LT RIS T ATKEE.
AR, 35 R, AR X% (Buss & Barnes, 1986).
RGN EAR AR B A X R 1F (relative preferences),
RV T B 0 FRRR URFAE 25 S AR AR 1R O BRARE T o

TE AR AR AR i 47 BE 7 o, A7 A2 AT UL S A i
—— MR G 5 EAME S . BTE AN, MEE S HOE
UL 7E & BRI AT B AR AT AN BT 5] (Lucas, Wen-
dorf, & Imamoglu, 2004); J5& WA N, A 25 58
58 B4 NPT 5] (De Raad & Doddema-Win-
semius, 1992), WAJHEAE, FEA[FRRE L A4 HAE
AR5 B IR AR BCE M AT AN [ 223K (Barelds &
Dijkstra, 2007). {HEZ FIWFTEHSCRE: BANE LR
B MEREA A RIER, WAMSER RS E R
/A (e.g., Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000; Klohnen &
Luo, 2003; LaPrelle, Hoyle, Insko, & Bernthal, 1990;
Murray, Holmes, Bellavia, Griffin, & Dolderman, 2002;
Wetzel & Insko, 1982),

FRARLAEARRE X i 4 Je T 2% 8 Ok AR T 7T AU ) Y
2%, TR RS« VA 0 55 R & 1 — Bt 7 ek ) =
FUGH . RAVRMARERL LN 5 R EH IR )
FICH) — MR IR RGBS, T A AR AR AR N AR
% N8 K 15 XX R« Hazan and Shaver(1987) & 56
AR AR PR FIIR 8 8 R 45 G KA F . Feeney and
Noller(1990)A1 Simpson(1990) I 5t 2 B A [7] f 4 7%
R ELZ B BEAT AT SEEN R R IV SR
AR . X SRR, BRRE R, R
ZEZ [A) AR A RS AT AE BRI AR (Chen, Luo, Yue,
Xu, & Zhaoyang, 2009). 45 o2 MATERE 21k
Tt rp 0T TR I 5 LA B ) AHE B 14T S RS
(Burger, 1997). & H %A1 A1 8N A 5% RN %
e T R, VNIRRT RISHKIARR
H, 2003). ALY, AR AR AR
Z T HAMEW®TE, X915, 2009). HELLRE LR
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SURAI R IFAZ W, BRI R E EKF
FEAS B UM AEAR G B i, HLBA I ) 2
(Demyan, 2005), {HI&T/MAXTEAREAR B B K1
AERH i 267 11 258 10 35 A 5 12

FRAE DUERE 7S, AT 8 — MBI, AV
T B FAR AR TR KUK . PR A B, B BSSE
5B AHl. 4, Karp, Jackson 1 Lester(2003)iA
N, BAEAEAR S RHE P FE T 2 /MR E O 5 BT
BRZ R, X BEARAE AR BRI ik,
BF 9T HEWTX — S50 AR T AN A ek, BESRBRAR L
18 I B 2 BRAR AR A, MM BV 2 S5 1 T
B3Rt bk, KRBT MRk A
T FRABAEAR A BOm R, 8 F B, PR AR B S
A EMAB A ST B RS, Al
YERE EA AR AR MIC T B3R

12 A ERFNMIERNXHLES

SRR RYIN, 7 — BB T T 1A 2 B 1
WESR, O (Buss, 1999; Simpson & Ken-
rick, 1997)F14t2 LALLM (Bem, 1983; Eagly, 1987)f)
PRI I I ) AR — ELAFAE 51

Y U B 2 A AR RE 4 1) 2 S ) 4 A B ] 3R BUAE
#—f7(Feingold, 1994). Buss(1989)7E 37 FA[E 01k
TR R, SRR Ty E AR S
T RS EER . RS, R E
PR B hathfn. RBEBRE. X4 EE
BRI SO — B, RISk Buss MR & —Fise R
PIEEARALE o A2 ST A T B BAR 205 8 X — L
il N2 SO AN [ 1 770 1) A € T B A 2 4 O
U ) 25 S 1) 2 B R K] . Hatfield £ Sprecher(1995)5%}
FH. RE W HARFAEKPAB G Wi e
BoR, EEAEZE, EEREAE KPR R
FOVES 22 S d /e SR . BRI AI5K 2 B (2005) %) FR
FBARMLI () 25 AT 703 BH o [ o T 58 [ 2ok
TE b vE E YR A G5 AW i) K % . Li, Valentine A
Patel(2010) %5 3 B AH I 85 SCA i 7 o, AHERSE
Bl Lok, SHons Lot S R RO A S R . T
WL, A o B 20T T e () 1A ) 222 S AT K e R 7
A2 AR R BB T AR U SO 2 o

BT PR DRI AT, A AR 25K
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FER BB N . BT AR 2N —
Bk, EASAASEIT AR,

2. ARFGE
2.1. RAR

I 3 ) A A N [ AT o A ] e
EHRTERIT RS, JLUREIE &R 4 345 . SRR
160 N RFWE 27 %, I/MERE 18 &, M=21.84,
D =2.16), MR 185 NEKRER 27 ¥, FBe/ME
W17 %, M=20.96, D =1.05). JENEZ, 3321
No BHREOES, fhas, A% 15 Mgl
2 E ik R R AR AL R D R GR R o 1%, 3
RGNS 319 fr. B 85 N(EHAFER 35
%, BMER 17 %, M=2043, SD=3.54), ity
R 232 N(CRFWE 48 &, fe/MEWE 15 %, M =21.59,
D =537). BN 144 N, HA 157 Ao Bl A&
BEAEMN 258 N, AAGEMIRA. FHT =850
kst 48 A

22. MET/H

AW TR A BRI S . 355 A s
ANRAS, BEARRAI SRR 5 BB — 0 Bl il A
BECOERRE . MR, A5, BSOS ER
FRIE: 35 3020 T B A 22 1) B AR R 72 DU AN
i E R s L.

1) MRARHE: SRR K RE T & RS IR
(Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998)F1H STAET R (Z=F
I, IEEFAE, 2006). 7] 256045 ¢ T4 Rl gE AR AR
FERIRHERIR % 8 2. BHIASE 5 AU Likert 2R il
AW, A1 “IEREAFE” 25 AR R

HE A, R R N — B S N
0.65, HRMEELERFINT—BIEEER 0.73; FAE
PEAR Rtk 24 52 1 P9 — BOPEAS E0R 0.75, BRARFEAR£E
FEYERE NI — B EE N 0.76. EEFEAS, HIK
[ A FE P 90— B AE B R 079, B IREE B YRR
PR — B A A 0.82; FRAE AR [mI8k 4 i f P 35—
FPEBREN 0.79, BRAEAEAR £ FE L B2 11 i — (S
£ 0.72. S RBIEE R

2) MR SR BEM M5 A i R R R
(Bem, 197H)FNHSHEIT RSB, 25 ZHE, 2003). [
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HBEFEGRF TR TR % 8 %%, #ik
fE 5 1 Likert =& BRI, A1 “JERARR”
B 5 AR FEE.

ERFEA T, HRB AR AN E
70.77, AL TFRLEERNE— SRS 0.79;
HARPRAR B AR 4E B 1 — (S N 0.83, FAE
AR L PR YIS — B BN 0.82. L EFEA
H, BB FRYEEMNE—BEEEN 079, HEK
LR YEEE M A SIS N 0.86; FLARFEAR T
SYEFERI N — SIS AR 073, BRARARE 74k
FERIP SIS N 0.83. S5 REBWAGIE RIT.

3) H&: XM Rosenberg [ H &3 5 JF IR
(Rosenberg, 1965)F1H SAEIT (B4, £ 2%, 2007).
BT B AR 6 2. $OATE 5 45 Likert 5
R A, AL CAEEARE” B S “AEE R,

HERAT, BIREEN S —EIEEER 0.81;
PAEPEAR B BN — 3B N 0.81. SREFEAH,
H IR H B — S N 0.76; BRARAEAR H 25
—HHEEEN 0.56. G RRIGEREARL .

4) WA E: ZE oA AFE B, BT
MHES, PENBEHEAR. K7HEaRE «RBR
BINFAREFE, SWIRLREDIIRR” 5 10
FAAR . BT AR AAE R US I BR A H I
S 11 AR WEASE 5 AT Likert B3 EAH HIKT, A
1 “dEWAFE” 25 “EEFRR".

3. BRI
31 PEXFEARMBEHBHESIN

SRR R M O T AL TR B
& b A B AR IS T B KRR 4R
b A PR RS MK T B RO 1) SRS
b P EREAAEAE RS TTH B H 5), BAEPEA
S m T B3 AITRISTHE B 2), HAEA
RIS KT B IRE WK 2)- K E KA I 4.
55 5 MDA H By EEE B RS S T E
o MIFEES 10 SEARR ORAF R H Ay B AR PR AR Y
BT AREERLE 3).

32, REXFSE BRMBEAEHBOMES

ABALLE: $5 £ (profile similarity correlation, PSC)%
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Table 1. The difference between self and ideal partner among Sino-American college students

® 1 XYW ARFREMBESER EMERLE

i t ESE] t
EE22 AL EE24 FRAE AR
M D M D M D M D
R
R TE 2226 4.94 2223 5.13 -1.38 28.09 9.38 21.74 894 1130
R 1o s 19.36  4.17 16.66  4.30 1047 24.54 9.57 1477 5.58 19.29™"
R
BER 28.07 4.61 2939 4.93 —4.07"™" 29.53 4.79 30.58 4.39 —4.10™"
LTS 3137 4.17 33.50 4.01 -9.10™ 32.44 491 35.14 3.84 -10.47™"
B
S 2289 3.60 2499 325 ~10.43"" 26.45 3.40 2848 220 -10.93™"

*

: "p<0.05; “p<0.01; "p<0.001.

Table 2. The difference between self and ideal partner in marital attitudes among Chinese students

2. PEWER B RIBEHEIFRSEEROSHT

EE4 FAREAS t
M D M D
1. AN DAS A B2 H 1) 3.16 124 3.68 117 -10.40""
2. USHTIRE A INERT T AERIFILes, *HUSIAERIEE 283  1.05 275 1.06 2.00"
3. T RFEAT B L R 5y 378 110 3.90  1.06 -3.00"
4. BMEETIRAL S, “TEI LFENT TR AR ISR R 3.03  1.07 3.4 112 231"
5. AR LA N B A 1 56 R xR T #2532 1) 358 115 392 1.10 -5.23"™"
6. MARFEXITITHBUSIT, HAZ 8 B 21 R o B R M R K 3.60  1.06 376 1.00 325"
7. REPNFOME, IEHMER W 2T 223 1.07 208 1.06 3.05™
8. N T HS U S AR L A AR Y 259 1.02 275 1.07 -2.76"
9. USUARN 1% B A IR ER R 229 111 2.18  1.06 2.16"
10, FHE P A5 305 2 5 3 P A5 000 AN mT e /D> ffy B T2 R 3 406 0.78 404 0.75 0.44
11 WA SN R R A e AR 3.85 1.15 3.95  1.01 243"

*

W p<0.05; Tp<0.01; "p<0.001.

Table 3. The difference between self and ideal partner in marital attitudesamong American students

R3. XEHA B RIBEHBIRRSEEROSHT

B HAREAE ¢
M D M D

1. B AR, BRI AR B SR AT I —Fh G R 291 140 3.07 137 -3.03"
2. BISFEBCE AR, AR kR 3.66 1.38 334 136 491"
3. HERLEIR T SERE R — MR TR 3.86  1.13 3.80 1.22 1.65
4. WUERATFI LGS, [FJE R 0T L2 320 135 341 128 —4.53™"
5. X TRAEN, WEXUTER, WMEIEBCA & W ] DU AR R 264 132 2.88 134 455"
6. MHELZ T HNZ LIS 330 138 326 1.40 1.24
7. SRR, BB AT HIE % 1.87  1.08 203 115 -3.11"
8. [FEH AL I — T HC )G X 5 E 41 T 426 1.16 412 147 1.52
9. MRFEXTHT L ESUSIS, AR FLZ 6] 52 15 BL %2 1 B SR I K 35 3.60  1.06 3.69 112 -1.59
10. BEAME RN A AT LA 1) 175 1.09 165 112 2.857

H: 'p<0.05; “p<0.01; “p<0.001.
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M) 2 B S BEARRRE — I EvErE S A
RAPEFE E (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006; Luo, Chen, Yue,
Zhang, Zhaoyang, & Xu, 2008), HHUE LR &1 % 1,
IEEAR B AR &AL, FUERR
PIE TGS, 0 ARRBEA A o

M 4 AT DLE Y, AHAVERRECE 9 IE(E, BIFE
FEANERE b, 32 KA B AN AR AR T i
FFAB . N TIRFAE R R LS 5T 5 B FR AN AR
FEAR A ATERE S B ARG, IR F iP5 T
MRS PR ATEFE ARG, SR WA 5. K 6.

MEHRRTLUE H, AMER B, FEIE. [BlEK
HRAEAS [FIRE L b5 AR i H5i o

33 PRAFEBREREHMIIESR

FEVEMAET TR HEgERE L, PRtk
RIS R & T 5. RANENEYERE b, P35
PERLAE FEAR 19 20 2 v T Aotk MAEMERI MG LT
A RSB R ERARSE, R 7. 5
S, WRSHHUEN, EXEH 2. @H 8 [F

Table 4. PSCs of every dimension among Sino-American college

students

4. PRVAEEEE FRBNIEIEK

A A FE A
M D M D
HE 0.66 0.44 0.84 0.29
BFA 0.34 0.39 0.54 1.05
LT 0.24 0.42 0.28 0.75
b 0.52 0.39 0.43 0.55
A 0.29 0.40 0.24 0.39

Table5. Pear son correlation between the charactersand PSCs
among Chinese students

5. PEWHKEE, REREFEE LiPear sonfEEX

EEIqEE. H#ERAEE SEsqE
H BAR B 5 071" 021" —0.02
FEREAH ISR 5L 0.08 —0.04 —0.19"
Iea SEEAR LA 5 4 0.04 0.04 —0.65™

Table 6. Pearson correlation between the characters and PSCs
among American students

6. XEHHEY. KERBFHEE ErIPearsonfREMX

e EESqEE e EE;qmpLi
3 b, i S EAR AR B B T Ao, TIZEREH 10 .
N e f A e EERHIPUEE 0.73 023 -L15
PIvEsr b, AR B E T B, WK 9
\ \ FEEAI TR $ 0.16” -13 ~1.15
FETDVE R, fEXTEE 4. BEH 7 RS L, RS !
VAP E RS T Aok, HAREHHERARE, AR £E 2 024" 0.20° 0877
Table 7. Gender difference of ideal partner in every dimension among Sino-American college students
R7. PEXZEEEMEESEENEINER
i E e
t t
S PR AR AR A VR ARLEAR PR AR AR A VR AR LEAR
M D M D M D M D
R RIE
A EE RS 22.81 5.09 2233 5.16 0.87 2227 8.78 21.53 8.95 0.66
A7 ] s 21.66 2.88 2091 2.71 3217 1628 5.92 1421 533 2.92
HRAE
BFA 2638 4.55 31.98 3.60 -12.53"" 29.00 4.36 31.12 425 —3.89""
ZFR 33.17 4.48 33.78 3.53 ~1.44 3496 3.61 3523 3.93 —0.54
Z=3
HE 24.02 3.43 2584 2.84 -5.39"" 2791 2.55 28.68 2.03 -2.50"
Copyright © 2012 Hanspub 159
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Table 8. Gender difference of ideal partner in marital attitudes among Chinese students

RS PEAFFEEH#ABTSENMANESR

B LR RS A A t
M D M D
1. 2% B DA IRy 5 ¢ H 11 3.64 117 372 116 —0.65
2. UEHG R R INERUT T IRl WISMAREEH 290 1.00 262 1.09 247
3. BT RFIEA D A 5 3.98 098 390 1.13 -0.03
4. BMEFERRAE S, “B A, BN VDA AR A5 I 5K BE AL 324 1.06 3.05 117 1.25
5. AR RUAMI N R A1 06 F 2 2 R T 52 1Y) 393  1.06 391 1.13 0.14
6. MRFENTIT HBSUSI,  TLAHZ 1) ¥ 1 8 1% 4 1 2% FE I IR 3R 378 0.99 3.74  L12 0.43
7. REWRANHOAHE, I§IMER T LIEZI 2.16  1.06 202 1.05 1.28
8. T HEIN AR I A LR (E A 3.06  1.06 248 117 525"
9. HSUHANZ B IR R 235 110 2.03  1.00 2.78™
10. I AR P AR VR ST IR U AR AN T /0 1 T B R 3R 3.92 081 415  0.68 -2.90"
11 A SR N R A e B A 391 1.01 399 1.00 -0.81

Table 9. Gender difference of ideal partner in marital attitudes among American students

R0 XEAFEERAHARTSENMINESR

FEEARAE LB AR t
M D M D
1 EIEEEE NIRRT, OSUA AR B SR I —Fh R R 299 1.39 3.08 136 -0.54
2. BISIFBA AR, AR kR 338 1.40 332 135 0.36
3. WEREEUSTT e R R — MR I B 393 1.15 3.74 125 1.20
4. BUAERAFT L5, [RJEM2 v DI I 3.76 1.10 328 131 3.26"
5. X TRAEN, REXUTER, WMEIBCA A& ] DU AR R & 3.04 1.20 283 1.38 1.32
6. MEZT BN 339 134 323 142 0.94
7. FERFR, P05 ROAZAR 5 5% T 1 = 24 9 227 097 1.94 120 2.50"
8. [FIJE 3 1E 55— J7 585 LXK BE 1 5t 4.08 1.48 412 148 -0.18
9. MRINITITHEUEIS M EL8 52 4 L2 o 25 1B R 3R 3.69 151 367 LII 0.13
10. HSHME RN A AT LLEZ () 1.81 123 1.60  1.09 1.50

4. g

TEMER M, R ARG L A SRR A
B2 AR, LR ER 2 R MRS, b
EREEREI BR8N, 55, MR EE
BARRA R T, LFA0, HBEHBRENE AT
RIS 1A B KT o 36 S B T AN ACTE 1 i AL P AR
(FRAALRSY . FR, AR RO R IE R,
MR, FR. RAREE L, MR A
AR, 3 5b, 78X AR LI FE B A S 5 eh R B,
FIRIE R, S, EREKCE SIS SO AR
TR ik, BRFEMS, RIS ]
RS [ SR AN AR AR ORI LRE K. TR, ZEMER)
ER b, VEIAER BT SRR

160

S, IXAT AR A S A R R A A v S A0 ™8

— UM SE T T LA T AL AR 2
ANASRRS R IAE O, 25 RSN I 1 I 22 5 th AR
LY SCAGTANA) — B 55 P A 40 0 R DR SR AR AR
R 55 PR DR A AR i SR FD 2B B IE 55l A 250 2
FP RS M E SRR E T, B
e e IOUS AAS Ja AR A R BRI T ORFR o IS4G SRk
BB S PR T 1) IR (K 55 A 32 % T A I B
FVE R T2 B R AT PSR B TR A AR
fIBTIR. BRAh, FRARAY SRR AR A [ f DA
1T RIS EEETT . B, f£HRMBEEAHRISNE
FEmzER b, PRRAERZHMRIE AR, N
TFRERSY I R, P KA A A BB AR R 5

Copyright © 2012 Hanspub
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ORAT S T 5 R S A ) A SR B AR AR BE T TR . M
HEVEMA R, P E KA HSC R A S N
MUUS AR A o X EEw] LUHBOY 3L 2 5,
T GUBTENR MR L 10, AN SR K
FEI DT TS [ R SCHORFAIE R MR T S, AMARTT EL
H EHE RN NHIOE F bR ARSI, AR
W2 IR .

AHIFCRIAS L : B 5, FKERBUE R LA
LA T U, SOt e, W LA
A —ETRE I KA RIRZE . B, BE#AREKH
Bk RS, XRE, BB BT %]
B SO ZE TR DRI o AR FUR] LAAE 58
BT L BAPEAE A B F, QRSR R A 5]
B AN AR AR AR AL R ECR s FRAR PR AR R S bR
FEAR R 22 5 0 B R R L PR | BRPP O A S o
(40 55— J5 3 BARAEAR VAN 2 1] (R R AR 5545

5. &g

AT FUR] LA DA R 2518

1) B AR AR AARUE A 22 53 - AMARLE AR
WX PR E. BEKT LA EEAEARS A
CARLH 20 BAR R A B R, RS A AR
R DRI EE SO B RIS L, SRR
Az LR R A2 BRI

2) BAEMHB WL e ZE R e b, &
PER AR R A ORI E e, EEM B2
P RS L, LRSI R, J ik
EAL AR A RS

6. Bt

J&i4f University of North Carolina Wilmington /(>3
2 2T WA B 2037 N University of Missouri-Columbia
o PRRRE REA PR 1 L, 7R A S B AR U
FR 5 B o
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