CURRENT RESEARCH IN SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

http://www.uiowa.edu/~grpproc/crisp/crisp.html

Volume 12, No. 13
Submitted: April 16, 200
First Revision: June7, 2007
Accepted: July 2, 2007
Published: duly 2, 2007

MATING EFFORT AS A PREDICTOR OF SMOKING IN A COLLEGE
SAMPLE

Daniel N. Jones
Universidad deCoga Rica

Aurdio Jos Figueedo
University of Arizona

ABSTRACT

The present sudy examined howthe anountof effort an individual puts into ganing and
retaining acess to &xual parthers may impad smoking kehavior. Using acollege sanple,
results supported the prediction that individuals who are high in mating fort would be more
likely to try cigarettes and anoke in odal situations Interpretations implications and
directionsfor future research are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Thelink baween peer influence and snoking initiation is well established. For example
individuds who ae surrounded by friends parents, or sblingswho smoke are a an increased
risk for trying smoking (Alexande, Allen, & Crawford, 1999;Aloise-Young, Gaham, &
Hansen, 1994 Friedman, Lichtengein, & Biglan, 1985, becoming asmoker (Flay, Hu, &
Richadson, 1998;Schofield, Pattison, Hill, & Borland, 2001;Urberg, 1993, and ae less likely
to want to quit (Ellikson, Tucker, & Klein, 2001;Falomir & Invernizzi, 199; Jones, Schroeder,
& Moolchan, 2004) However, ore sodal factor which may have been overlooke in predicting
smoking initiationis mating dfort.

MATING EFFORT

Mating dfort is the effort putinto finding, atracting, and guading sxual patnes (Boegat &
Rughton, 1989;,Charles & Egan, 2004, Rwe, Vazsonyi, & Figuaedo, 1997) Snce humans
have limited resources (e.g., ime, energy, money) mating €fort comes a acod to other areas
where effort is needed such as somatic effort (e.g., learning, halth) or paenta effort (e.g.,
taking are of offspring; Boegart & Rushton, 1989;Bjorkland & Shackelford, 1999;Waynforth,
1999;Figuaedo, Vasquez, €. d., 2005) Individuals vary tremendoudy in where they allocate
thar effort, leading to many different gopproaches towards reprodudive life history strategies.
These reprodudive life history strategies range from those which require high anounts of mating
effort to those which require very little. Individuds who tend to behighe in mating dfort are
much more oriented towards short term sexual relationshipsthan those who have lower mating
effort. Additiondly, individuds are highe in mating dfort are more competitive with respect to
obtaining and retaining exud access to patners. Thus high meting dfort individuds are more
likely to beaggressive and take risks (e.g., fighting, experimenting with drug9 for short term
ganssuch as obtaining asexud encounter, even if such risks bare long &rm cods (e.g., aimind
record, poa health).

SOCIAL INFLUENCE AND MATING EFFORT

Peer influence and meting gfort has been linked to sodally important outcomes such as
ddinquency, drug u®, crimindity, and violence (Charles & Egan, 2004;Lalumiere & Quincy
1996 Maxwell, 2002. Individuds highe in mating dfort individuds are also more likely to
take risks to Ghow offOin order to ge the attention of a prospective patner or friends
Individuds high in mating dfort are also intrasexually competitive and ek out friendswho
share amilar interests and levels of ddinquency (Weiss, Egan & Figuaedo, 2004;Egan,
Figueredo, & Wolf, 2009. Likewise, mating dfort has been shown to correlate with
ddinquency behaviorsin a-risk popubtionsof teens (Rowe, Vazsonyi, & Figuaedo, 1997)
Further, individuds seek out peers who ae smilar to themselves in domains such as smoking
(Kobus 2003) and high mating dfort individuds are likely to share many of theddinquent
behaviors with the peers they are trying b Ghow offOto.

In sum, the present sudy examines whether mating dfort is a significant predictor of smoking in

asample of older teensand young dults (e.g., ®llege sudents). While smoking is related to
impulsivity and ddinquency (e.g., Robins & Bryan, 2004) it is not known whethe factors
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correlated with impulsivity and deinquency (such as mating dfort; Rowe et. d., 1997)correlate
with dgarette smoking in apopuktion of adolescents who ae not Git-risk.O By Git-riskOwe
refer to adolescents who have not been adjudicated norhabor delinquent tendendes. Thus we
used acollege sample of convenience to deermine if mating dfort predicted dgarette smoking,
and smoking in certain conditions

In stuaionswhere smoking would hdp form an in-group @nnection (Kobus, 2003) individuds
who ae highe in mating dfort are predicted to smoke This is because such individuds think
more in the short-term (e.g., forming aquick conrection) rather than consdering thelongterm
consquences of thar actions Individuds who ae highe in mating dfort are dso predicted to
be more likely to try cigarettes or initiate smoking than those who ae lower in mating dfort,
because individuds higher in mating dfort are more likely to take risks for short term gans, and
beless likely to think éoutlong &rm issues, such as health implications

As aresult, we predict that in Stuaionswhere it would besodally beneficia to smoke (e.g., ©
connect with other smokers), individuds who are highe in mating dfort will bemore likely or
willing o amoke, or try cigarettes. Thus we hypahesize tha mating dfort will be postively
assodated with theinitiation of smoking. Furthermore, we predict that smoking will be more
likely to take place for high meting dfort individudsin odal studions Thisis because
smoking @an srve as ameans of mate displaying to others (Weiss, & d., 2004)

METHOD
Research Participants and Procedure

Students at the University of Arizonawere given a smoking quetionnare during alarge mass
pre-testing ®ssion. Sudents were later invited to paticipae in astudy on eationsipsand
individud differences, and filled outa mating dfort scale as part of alarger ongong gudy. The
data were then linked usng identification nunbers. A total of 129 Uhdegraduaes (35% men,
63% women, 70%white (non-hispanic), mean age 18.8years) at the University of Arizonawere
induded in the sudy.

Measures
Demographics and Mating Effort.

The sex and age of the participant was obtained from a demographic questionnare. Mating
effort was assessed usng the ten item Mating Efort Scale (Rowe, Vazsonyi, Figueredo, 1997)
This scale is designeal to tap howmuch &fort an individud alocates to obtining and retaining
sexud access to apatner or patners. This scale demondrated good #liability (! =.70), and
indudes items such as, Qvould rather date several boys(girls) a once than just oneboy @irl), o
Q would ge back at someonewho looked at my boyfriend (girlfriend) in the wrong way.O
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Parental Smoking Status

Parental smoking datuswas determined by asking paticipants whether ther father, mother, both
paents, or nather paents smoked (1=if any parent smokes, O=if nather parent smokes).

Restrictions in Smoking Environments

Restrictionsin anoking environments was determined asking paticipants which of the following
best describes therules aboutsmoking where they live (O=smoking is notalowed anywhere,
1=smoking is dlowed in some places or at some times, 2=smoking is dlowed anywhere).

Smoking Experience and Status.

In order to assess whether or not paticipants ever tried amoking, paticipants were asked the
question, Blave you ever tried dgarette smoking, ezen oneor two puffis?OThe participants were
also asked when was thefirst time they tried awhole cigarette (if they have ever smoked a whole
cigarette), if participants answvered with any age they were given ascore of Q,Ohowever if
paticipants indicated tha they never smoked a whole cigarette, they were given ascore of @.0
We dgermined whether or nottheindividud ever smoked congstently by asking paticipants to
indicate either yes or no o the question, ®Blave you ever smoked cigarettes daly, tha is, a least
onecigarette every day for 30 das?0 For each item above participants were given a score of
A.Gif they indicated yes, and @Oif they indicated no.

Smoking in Social Situations.

In ode to degermine how likely an individud is to anokein sodal stuaions paticipants were
asked the question; o you snoke cigarettes when you aeO(check all that apply): At horre, a
paties, with friendswho smoke, with friendswho don®smoke, a work, diinking dcohol, in
public, driving, & waiting & the busstop (yes=1, no=0). Theyes or no responses were then
averaged such tha a highe score indicated more soda stuaionstheindividud reported
smoking in. This scale demondrated excellent reliability (! =.93).

Statistical Analysis

We used Sequential Canonical Andysis (Davis, Guggenham, & Figuaedo, 2007;Gorsuch,
1991;Gorsuch & Figuaedo, 1991,Guggenhdam, Davis, & Figueedo, 200; Figueedo &
Gorsuch, 2007;Figueedo & Sage 2007)in order to andyze the effect of Sex, Age Mating
Effort, Parental Smoking Satus and Restrictionsin Smoking Environment on Having Tried
Smoking, Snoking aWhole Cigarette, and Snoking Congstency. Thereason for this was that
the criterion variables were correlated with oneanother, as were the predictor variables. Thus
traditiond Chi-squared tests for significance would bebiased dueto shared variance beween the
multiple criterion variables. This procedure dlows an individud to patial outthe effects of one
criterion variable from the next in atheoretically-specified sequence, as hierarchical General
Linear Modd (GLM) does for the predictor variables. Thus the criterion variables which occur
earlier are given causal priority; those criterion vaiables which oacur later in the sequence are
controlled for any indirect effects through pror criterion vaiables. We therefore entered the
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predictor variables according © developmental significance: sex, age, mating dfort, parenta
smoking datus restrictionsin snoking environment, snce thevariables are likely to impact an
individud® development and snoking trajectory in this order’. Likewise, thethree categorical
criterion variables were entered according to the order of which they would occur for an
individud (e.g., onemust QryOa cigarette before they could smoke awhole cigarette, and oneis
mog likely to hare smoked awhole cigarette before bang aregular smoker). We then
conduded ahierarchical General Linear Model (GLM) to degermine how Sex, Age, Mating
Effort, Parental Smoking Satus and Restrictionsin Smoking Environment would impact
Smoking in Sodal Studions Again, thisis because of the co-linearity beween many of the
predictor variables.

RESULTS

We first examined theimpact of Mating Efort, Parental Smoking Satus, Sex, and Restrictions
in Smoking Environments on whether the participant had tried agarettes, smoked awhole
cigarette, and reported ever bang aregular smoker. Results indicated that the modd predicting
having tried amoking was sgnificant (Chi-squared=12.05 p=.03, Eta-squared=.32). Results
further indicated tha only mating dfort significantly predicted whether or not a paticipant had
tried anoking (Chi-squared=5.40,p=.02; see table 1 for dl Chi-squared, Eta-squared, and p
values). Thus individuals who ae highe in mating dfort are more likely to have tried a
cigarette compared to those who ae lower in meting dfort. Results indicate that there was no
significant effect of any of the variables on having tried awhole cigarette (Chi-squared=3.09,
p=.30, Eta-squared=.16). Lastly, themodd predicting mngstency in snoking was sgnificant
(Chi-squared=12.61, p=.03, Eta-squared=.32), however, only age predicted whether or notthe
individud reported having been acongstent smoker. Indicating dder individuds reported more
congstency in gnoking.

Table 1. Individual Predictors of Trying Smoking, Snoking a Whole Cigarette, and Daily
Smoking

Predictor Tried Cigarettes Smoked aWhole Daily Smoker
Cigaette

Sex Eta-squared=.01 Eta-squared=.03 Eta-squared=.03
Chi-squaed=.01 Chi-squaed=.11 Chi-squaed=.09
p>.10 p>.10 p>.10

Age Eta-squared=.17 Eta-squared=.07 Eta-squaed=.29
Chi-squaed=3.39 Chi-squaed=.61 Chi-squaed=9.86
p=.06 p>.10 p>.05

Mating Eta-squared=.21 Eta-squared=.08 Eta-squared=.00

Effort Chi-squaed=5.40 Chi-squaed=.82 Chi-squaed=.00
p=.02 p>.10 p>.05

Parental Eta-squared=.16 Eta-squared=.11 Eta-squared=.15

Smoking Chi-squaed=2.96 Chi-squaed=1.48 Chi-squaed=2.66

Status p=.08 p>.10 p=.10

Restrictions | Eta-squared=.01 Eta-squared=.02 Eta-squared=.00

in Snoking | Chi-squared=.01 Chi-squared=.01 Chi-squared=.00

Environment | p>.10 p>.10 p>.10
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We then examined how Sex, Age, Mating Efort, Parental Smoking Satus, and Restrictionsin
Smoking Environments would impact Smoking in Soda Situations In oder to test this we
entered each variable in a General Linear Model (GLM) dueto the mix of categorical and
continuouspredictor variables (see methodssection for dummy coding). Results indicated that
themodd as awhole was margindly sgnificant (F=2.15,p=.06,R2=.09). However, Mating
Effort was the only variable sgnificantly assodated with Smoking in Sodal Situaions (F(5,
120)6.30,p=.01). (Seetable 2 for Beta weights, F vaues, and p vaues). Thus individuds
who ae highe in Mating Bfort are aso more likely to snoke when they are in asoda studaion.

Table 2. Predictors of Smoking in Sodal Stuations

Predictor Beta Weight | F Vaue p Value
Sex -.04 1.14 >.10
Age A1 1.72 >.10
Mating Bfort 23 6.30 =.01
Parental Smoking Satus .01 0.12 >.10
Restrictionsin Smoking Environment A1 1.47 >.10
DISCUSSION

The present study gives suppot to the hypothesis tha mating dfort is likely to lead individuds
to try smoking and snokewhen they are in asocial stuaion. Thereason we bdieve this occurs
is dueto the short term drategic thinking of high mating dfort individuds. Individuds who ae
high in mating dfort often think in the short term and do notexaminethe more long £rm
consequences of ther actions. Moreover, smoking has been shown to bea soda lubricant and
an in-groupidentifier (Falomir & Invernizzi, 1999. Thusin asodal dtudion where others are
smoking in front of individuds who ae highe in mating dfort, or a Stuaion where a smoker is
asking an individud who is highe in mating dfort if they@ like to @ive it atry,Oit is likely that
theindividuds who ae highe in mating dfort will give it atry and/or smokesnceit islikely to
grease the wheels for soda interactionswhich mightlead to mating oppotunities, friendship
coditions and reputation benefits anong ertain cohotts. Therefore, mating dfort is predicted
to lead to amoking bénavior in such dtuaions taken the short term thinking and oppotunistic
behavior of highe mating dfort individuds.

An interesting finding is that smoking in front of friendswho don€smokewas highly correlated
with dl of the other items in the smoking in soda stuaionsscale and with mating dfort. Thus
it does not seem that only smoking in front of smokers is a behavior correlated with higher
mating dfort. A possible reason for this would be tha individuds highe in mating dfort may
also bepushing for reputation & well asimmediate sodal bendfits. Further, individuds highe
in mating dfort may on average spend nore time with individuds who share many béhaviors
and bdiefs (e.g., dug ug, ddinquency), 0 while an individud highe in mating dfort may not
be with anokers pe se, anoking when in asodal setting may reinforce some images of
reputation theindividud highe in mating dfort wishesto convey.
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It isimportant to nok tha we tested different orders of the predictor variables. The significance
findingsdid notdiffer according o order of predictors. Furthermore, themodd is sgnificant if
GexOis removed. We retained sex as a predictor because of its high crrelation with Mating
Effort (r=.36 p<.01). Asbdore, the predictor variables were placed in order of causal priority
based on heory, we tested dternae orders and they did notsignificantly changethe result
assodated with each predictor.

Mating dfort did notcorrelate with snoking awhole cigarette, nar did it predict becoming a
regular smoker. Thisis notsurprising snce ndther of these outtomes is inhaently tied to any
bendfits of the oppotunistic propensties described ebove It isn®@likely tha individuds who ae
highe in mating dfort will have additiond socdia bendits from smoking regularly, on her own,
or finishing dgarettes they try. Therefore, it makes sense tha age was the only predictor of
being aregular smoker. Thisis because for thoee who do ty smoking regularly, the cumulative
effect of trying multiple timesis likely to ultimately lead to an addiction. Furthermore, while
paental smoking wesn®significantly related to becoming aregular smoker, it is likely tha this
isamajor contributor. Also, when andyses were donenot controlling for having tried anoking,
or smoking awhole cigarette, paental smoking gatusdid ggnificantly predict beang aregular
smoker (Chi-squared=6.02, p=.01, Eta-squared=.22). Thereis aso evidence that a genetic link
exists for factors affecting reprodudive srategies like mating dfort (Figuaedo, Vasquez,
Brumbach, & Schnader, 2005) Thus it may bethe case that paental smoking gatusis actudly
having an efect on ©me of the dgpendent measures in the present study passibly through te
inheitance of mating dfort or reproductive strategy.

It may dso betha the mating dfort or reproductive strategy of parents, in addition o beng
inheaited by ofspring, may beimpacting the environment of offspring (Ellis, 2004) which
would lead to changes in ther reproductive strategy or mating dfort, which in turn may lead to
smoking béhavior. Likewise, thereprodudive strategy of the parents may alter the environment
leading 10 other outcomes (e.g., deéinquency, gress) which may mediate the link to anoking
behavior in offspring. Thus there may bea larger correlation of mating dfort to several other
critical variables (e.g., celinquency, drug u®, crimindity, paental neglect), or indirect effects of
parental smoking ormating dfort, which are ultimately the causes of smoking béhavior, and
mediate the process of mating dfort to amoking predictions

The present sudy demonstrated that individuds who ae highe in mating dfort are at an
increased risk for trying sanoking and smoking in sodal situations Further research needsto be
conduded to undestand the precise nature of this relationship, and howsevera other variables
such as paental mating dfort, ddinquency, aimindity, drug u®, and paental care and dtitudes
may mediate or moderate the process.
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APPENDIX A. CORRELATIONS, MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Sex Age Mating Parental Restrictions
Effort Smoking in gmoking
status environment
Sex E
Age r=.33 Mean= 18.80
n=121 Standad
Deviation=1.53
Mating r=.25 r=.19 Mean=-.48
effort n=121 n=121 Standad
Deviation=.55
Parental =-.07 r=.12 r=.00
smoking n=121 n=121 n=121 E
status
Restrictions r=.11 r=.04 r=.10 r=.10 E
In smoking n=121 n=121 n=121 n=121
environment




